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Introduction: A Perceptual Semiotics 

Neither Félix Guattari nor Gilles Deleuze ever shied away from the 
label "rnetaphysician." This is a bold clairn, particularly in a time 
when the "death of rnetaphysics" has been proclairned so loudly 
and for so long, not only by philosophers such as Martin Heidegger 
but also by Deleuze and Guattari's contemporary,]acques Derrida. 1 

Since Deleuze and Guattari are unabashedly doing metaphysics, 
the place to begin understanding their work, as weIl as Deleuze's 
single-author works, is with metaphysics. l want to begin by briefly 
describing the metaphysics that l see at work across Deleuze's entire 
corpus, so that l can place A Thousand Plateaus in context. 

If l were to describe Deleuze' s metaphysics in a single word it 
would be "continuity." This, of course, raises numerous questions, 
chiefly, Continuity ofwhat? We will get to these questions, but first 
in an effort to clarify what l have in mind by continuity, l would 
like to contrast it with discontinuity. l think the dominant trend 
in Western rnetaphysics has followed from discontinuity. This 
discontinuity is most clearly and importantly se en in the work of 
Plato, who is at great pains to show the incommensurable distance 
between virtue and virtuous acts, between beauty and beautiful 
things, between the good and particular goods. These pairs cannot 
be merely diflerent in degree, as if one could define beauty empiri­
cally if one looked at enough beautiful things. No, these pairs must 
be different in kind. There can be no common measure between 
them. Beauty and beautiful things belong to different orders of 
being. 

This distinction between different orders of being becomes 
codified in philosophy as the distinction between the sensible and 
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intelligible. This is the fundarnental nletaphysical discontinuity that 
organizes much of Western thought. Discontinuity, however, raises 
the issue of relation. If these two realrns are ontologically distinct, 
what is the nature of their relation to one another? The typical 
answer given, although the details vary widely, is sorne kind of hylo­
morphism. That is, the sensible and the intelligible are related to 
one another as content and form. Thus, in Plato the ability to rec­
ognize any sensible object as beautiful depends on its participation 
to sorne degree in the form of beauty. In this case the integrity and 
universality of beauty itself is maintained, while we can still adrnit 
that sensible objects can be more or less beautiful. 

The problern with the discontinuity of the sensible and the 
intelligible and its concornitant hylornorphisrn is that it requires 
a doctrine of anal ogy or resemblance between the sensible and 
the intelligible. For Deleuze and Guattari, the difficulty with any 
doctrine of anal ogy is that it fundamentally fails at the task of meta­
physics. If, for example, l clainl that this statue is beautiful, several 
related corollaries necessarily arise. First, the statue is not beauti­
fuI in the same way that beauty is beautiful. (We 'Il leave aside for 
the moment Aristotle's objection that different beautiful objects 
are not beautiful in the same way.) Second, as a sensible object it 
cannot in principle be identical to the intelligible form of beauty, 
so it rnust be in sorne respects not beautiful. Analogy thus entails 
both affirmation and negation, and it is here that we can see the 
beginning of what will become negative theology in the Christian 
tradition. 2 t'he reason, then, that discontinuity (and its attendant 
hylomorphism and analogy) fails at metaphysics is that it ultimately 
cannot say what "is" is. 

The solution to this difficulty for Deleuze is to reject the dis­
continuity of the sensible and intelligible and affirm instead their 
continuity. Not surprisingly this move has entailments that inversely 
mirror the entailments of discontinuity. Since continuity does not 
treat the sensible and the intelligible as different in kind it need not 
resort to a doctrine of analogy to account for their interrelation. 
The continuity of the sensible and the intelligible instead entails the 
univocity of being. Being is said everywhere in the same way. Being 
speaks with "one voice." Furthermore, continuity rejects hylornor­
phism and replaces it with hylozoism. "Hylozoism" is a term coined 
by Ralph Cudworth in his The True lntellectual System of the Universe 
(1678) to describe any position that held that matter is alive. Of 
course, to describe matter as living is to impute to it the power of 
self-movement or self-organization, a position that can only be seen 
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as inherently contradictory by those holding to any form of hylo­
morphisrn, which held that rnatter received its l110tive force frorn an 
external principle. Kant is explicit about the contradictory nature 
ofhylozoism in both the pre-critical Dreams of a Spirit-seer (1766) and 
the critical Critique of judgment (1790). For Deleuze and Guattari 
the affirmation of hylozoism is crucial, because it avoids anchoring 
life in a transcendent principle and instead seeks purely immanent 
principles. 

DELEUZE'S EARL Y WORK 

Deleuze's affirmation of the continuity of the sensible and intel­
ligible manifests itself in different ways across aIl of his works. The 
first way it manifests itself is through the choice of subject rnatter. 
Deleuze's earliest books (1953-68) are monographs on individual 
philosophical and literary figures. Sorne of the choices seenl 
obvious, especially Proust, Kant, and Nietzsche. Sorne of the choices, 
though, seem very strange, especially Sacher-Masoch, Spinoza, and 
Bergson. There are also what appear to be glaring omissions for a 
scholar in France after World War 2. There is no Hegel, no Marx, 
no Freud, and no Heidegger or phenomenology of any kind. My 
contention is that Deleuze chose those figures that he thought had 
something to contribute to the continuity thesis and avoided those 
that did not. Even in the case of Kant-who explicitly affirms the 
discontinuity of the sensible and intelligible as the starting point of 
the critical project in his "Inaugural Dissertation" (1770), and who 
Deleuze calls an "enemy"-Deleuze argues that the fundamental 
discontinuity that generates Kant's theory of the faculties presup­
poses a more foundational continuity in the "free indeterrninate 
accord" of the faculties found in reflective judgment.3 

Affirming the continuity of the sensible and the intelligible also 
manifests itself in the type of questions that Deleuze asks. The fun da­
mental question-type that arises out of discontinuity is, "What is ... ?" 
"What is .. '?" questions are questions about essence, about what 
does not change. In short, they are questions about the intelligible 
as distinct from the sensible. Since Deleuze's affirmation of continu­
ity does not see the intelligible as different in kind from the sensible, 
he gravitates toward different kinds of questions and toward philoso­
phers who ask these questions. In Nietzsche and Philosophy (1962), for 
example, Deleuze shows that Nietzsche' s primary question is not 
"What is .. '?" but "Which one?" Notice, though, what Deleuze says 
about "Which one?" in response to Socrates misunderstanding of 
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the sophist's question in his dialogues: "For it ["Which one?"] does 
not refer, as Socrates believed, to discrete exarrlples, but to the conti­
nuity of concrete objects taken in their becoming, to the becoming­
beautiful of aIl objects ci table or cited as examples."4 "Which one?" 
do es not seek the universal, intelligible essences of things. Rather, 
the question in Deleuze's reading of Nietzsche rneans: "what are the 
forces which take hold of a given thing, what is the will that possesses 
it?"5 "Which one?" allows Deleuze to ask the experimental questions, 
following Spinoza, ""hat can a body do? What is a thing capable of? 
What are the forces that compose it and decompose it? These are 
questions of becorning in which essence is not seen as the ground 
but the temporary result of a continuous process. 

For Deleuze, then, the history of philosophy, and the history of 
thought in general, expresses itself in these two tendencies, one 
toward discontinuity the other toward continuity. While the ten­
dency toward discontinuity has always been the rnost dominant, one 
of the primary tasks of Deleuze's early work on philosophical and 
literary figures is to foreground the tendency toward continuity. 
We can see a clear example of this in Proust and Signs (1966). Here 
Deleuze takes up Proust's contention that philosophy is misguided 
by the assumption that the thinker "naturally seeks the truth."6 
For Proust truth is not naturally sought, rather one is involuntarily 
driven to the truth. Truth does not readily reveal itself; it is always 
a matter of signs, and it is always forced on us. The jealous man is 
forced to look for the truth of betrayal by the sign of lying in the 
lover's face. This is where thought happens for Proust; this is the 
mornent of creation that far outstrips the work of philosophy. For 
Deleuze, In Search of Lost Time is a "search for truth" but it is also 
the recognition that the truth cannot be found by asking the ques­
tion, What is the tnüh? Proust shows with great force that the more 
germane questions are: Who wants to know the truth? Under what 
conditions was this person driven to search for truth? These ques­
tions rem ove us from the realm of universal a priori truth that is 
discontinuous with sensible experience and place us squarely in a 
realm in which "truth has an essential relation to time."7 Thus, on 
the presupposition of continuity even the age-old search for truth 
becorrles transformed. 

DIFFERENCE AND REPETITION 

The notion of continuity has roots not only in the history of phi­
losophy but also in the history of mathematics. One might view 
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Greek mathenlatics, in particular geometry, as having two poles. 
One pole, represented by Euclid, deals with the properties of statie 
geometrical figures. The other pole, represented by Archin1edes, 
concerns the construction of actual geometric figures. To apply 
the terms froIn the discussion of the history of philosophy, Euclid 
pursues a geornetry predieated on discontinuity, while Archimedes 
pursues a geornetry predicated on continuity. That is, Euclid is 
concerned about the universal, intelligible components of geolnet­
ric figures, while Archirnedes is concerned about the processes by 
which actual, different geometric figures might be generated. More 
important, however, is the way in which the Euclidean geometry of 
stable objects came not only to dominate geometry but also to be 
seen as the model for mathematics. Ultimately, this privileging of 
discontinuity expresses itself in mathematics as the preference for 
the discrete over the continuous. From the perspective of math­
ernatics, the discrete has the trernendous advantage of making 
things countable and thereby subject to algebraic analysis. The 
continuous, in contrast to the discrete, is messy, slippery, and unsta­
ble. One doesn't extract tirneless truths from the continuous; one 
intervenes strategically. The discrete is axiomatic; the continuous is 
problematic. The difficulty that Deleuze sees with the triumph of 
the discrete in rnathernatics is that life is not discrete. Life presents 
constant and continuous variability. It is for precisely this reason 
that Deleuze deploys the resources provided by calculus. Calculus 
thinks the continuous and variable without rnaking it discrete. 
Calculus allows one to think without recourse to discontinuity. 
There is no immutable, intelligible component that the object of 
analysis more or less conforms to. There is only constant variability 
that tends toward infinity.8 

This mathematical view of continuity drives much of the analysis 
in Difference and Repetition (1968). Deleuze is explicit that he is inter­
ested in a "metaphysics of diflerential calculus."9What he means 
by this is threefold. First, Deleuze is not arguing that calculus is a 
metaphor, or that other disciplines including philosophy should 
become more "mathematical." What he is arguing is that thought 
itselfis cornposed of diflerential relations (which Deleuze here calls 
both "dialectic" and "Idea"), and as a result aIl irnages of thought 
that attempt to ground difference in the unity of a representation 
(e.g., Spirit, Reason, Subject, etc.) thereby institute a discontinuity 
between the representation and what it governs. 

Second, this metaphysics of differential calculus does not cor­
respond to any historical incarnation of calculus, whieh Deleuze 
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sees as caught in the antinorny of the infinite and the finite. As he 
writes: 

The enti-re alternative between finite and infinite aPPlies 'oer)' bad~y to differ­
ence because it constitutes only an antinomy of representation. We saw 
this, moreover, in the case of calculus: modern finitist interpretations 
betray the nature of the differentials no less than the former infinitist 
interpretations, because both fail to capture ... the "problem" from 
which the calculus draws its power ... The reason is that this alterna­
tive [between finite and infinite] expresses only the oscillations of rep­
resentation with regard to an always dorninant identity, or rather the 
oscillations of the ldentical with regard to an always rebellious matter. 10 

Thus Deleuze takes mathernatical calculus and creates the concept 
of rnetaphysical calculus out of it as a way of thinking difference 
in itself. "DifferentiaI calculus is not the unimaginative calculus of 
the utilitarian, the crude arithrnetic calculus which subordinates 
thought to other things or to other ends, but the algebra of pure 
thought ... the only calculus 'beyond good and evil. "'Il 

Third, once the temptation to subordinate difference to identity 
is removed, a rnetaphysical calculus can think continuity as conti­
nuity. That is, the continuously variable nature of an Idea can be 
thought as such. 

At this point one might object that difference and continuity 
are mutually exclusive. Deleuze can either affirm continuity or he 
can affirm difference, but he cannot do both at the same tÏrne. If 
everything is thought on a continuum, isn't everything in sorne 
sense the same? Aswe saw above, the problem with an analogical 
account of being is that nothing "is" in the same way. On a univocal 
account of being everything "is" in the same way, but this seems to 
erase the very notion of difference that Deleuze is championing in 
Difference and Repetition. As numerous commentators have pointed 
out in response to Alain Badiou's criticism that Deleuze's doctrine 
of univocity elides difference, the oneness of being do es not entai! 
the sameness of beings. Univocity is not unity. ln fact, it is only 
on the supposition of univocity that difference can be real at aIl. 
Univocity ensures that things differ in exactly the same respect, 
while a doctrine of analogy can never get to the point of real differ­
ence. Analogy can never describe real difference because analogical 
difference seeks to compare objects that are thought to differ in 
ontological kind. If things differ in ontological kind, though, their 
true difference (ifit exists) can never be known. One is left compar­
ing objects that seem to be similar in sorne respects but dissimilar in 
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others. Only if continuous variation is continuous valiation of one 
and the same being can the real difference between any two points 
on the continuulll arise. 

THE LOGIC OF SENSE 

In The Logic of Sense (l 969), Deleuze draws on both the Stoics and 
Lewis Carroll in order to think the relation between sense and non­
sense. Not surplisingly, articulating this relation centers on a "series 
of paradoxes." The purpose of exploling these paradoxes is to show 
that the separation of sense and nonsense into differing ontologi­
cal kinds only results in reproducing Platonism. In opposition to 
Platonism Deleuze takes up the Stoics "due to their having been the 
initiators of a new image of the philosopher."12 Deleuze takes up 
the continuity thesis frorn the very first series, "paradoxes of pure 
becorning," in the distinction between "good sense," which "affirms 
that in aIl things there is a deterrninable sense or direction," and 
paradox, which is "the affirrnation of both senses or directions at 
the same time." Here Deleuze equates "pure events" with "becorn­
ing" and notes that it "pertains to the essence of becoming to 
move and to pull in both directions at once."13 The very thought of 
becoming eludes "good sense" and suggests not a transcendence 
that would anchor becoming and always reduce it to a telos toward 
which aIl becolnings must tend, but an immanent becoming that 
tends in opposite directions at the same time. 

In addition to good sense, paradox also eludes "comInon sense." 
The distinction between good sense and common sense is already 
present in Difference and Repetition, and here Deleuze uses it in the 
same way.14 Common sense articula tes the world in terrns of stable 
identities. Becoming, or the pure event, "destroys common sense 
as the assignation of fixed identities."15 For Deleuze this continuaI 
destruction and repositing of both good sense and common sense 
manifests itself in the paradoxes of language, and it is precisely at 
this point that Deleuze posits language itself as a continuum with 
two opposed and abstract poles. Commenting on Plato's Cratylus, 
Deleuze wlites, "Or further still, is it not possible that there are two 
distinct dimensions internaI to language in general-one always 
concealed by the other, yet continuously cOIning to the aid of~ or 
subsisting under that other?"16 Language is always subject to the 
pull of both poles simultaneously. Philosophy has seen this pull but 
has tried to master it through the metaphysics of discontinuity by 
subordinating language to both good sense and comInon sense. 
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Deleuze's rrletaphysics of continuity rehabilitates the subordinated 
pole "expressing the movements or rebel becorrlings." 1 7 

De leuze' s discussion of the even t in The Logic of Sense is also 
structured as a continuum. In this case the poles of the continuurn 
are Chronos and Aion, two opposed conceptions of time. Chronos 
is the eternal now that excludes both past and present, while Aion 
is the unlimited past and future that never lets the present appear. 
In articulating the logic of sense, Deleuze discovers that it is para­
doxical and involves one in differing "series." These series are both 
corporeal, concerning the mixtures of bodies, and incorporeal, 
concerning meaning. These series are incorrlpatible with one 
another, which is why language continually generates paradoxes. 
Chronos is the temporal series of corporeal mixtures, while Aion 
is the temporal series of incorporeal rneanings. Philosophy by and 
large has been unable to think the event because it has subordi­
nated Aion to Chronos. Chronos is privileged precisely because it 
restores both good sense (a single direction) and comrnon sense 
(stable identities) to tirrle. Aion destroys both good sense and 
comrnon sense by continually reintroducing becoming, events, into 
Chronos.1 8 

ANTI-OEDIPUS 

Deleuze and Guattari were first introduced to each other in 1969 by 
their rnutual friend Jean-Pierre Muyard. Over the next twenty-five 
years they collaborated on four books together: Anti-Oedipus (1972), 
Kafka (1975), A Thousand Plateaus (1980), and VVhat is Philosophy? 
(1991). Deleuze was alreadywell known for his work in the history of 
philosophy, as well as his more recent works, Difference and Repetition 
and The Logic of Sense. Guattari was also well known, but for very dif­
ferent reasons. He was a practicing psychoanalyst at La Borde clinic 
and was also being groomed as Jacques Lacan's heir apparent. 19 

At the tirne Deleuze was becoming increasingly interested in psy­
choanalysis, and Guattari was already beginning to rethink psycho­
analytic concepts through the lens of Deleuze's work in Difference 
and Repetition. Of particular importance was a paper that Guattari 
wrote in 1969 entitled "Machine and Structure," which introduced 
the idea of the "machinic unconscious" that would be taken up in 
Deleuze and Guattari's first collaboration, Anti-Oedipus. 

From their first meeting in 1969 to the publication of Anti-Oedipus 
in 1972, Deleuze and Guattari worked intensely together on the 
project. The result detonated on the French intellectual scene with 
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the force of a bomb. It rearranged the landscape and forced one to 
choose sides. Psychoanalysts, particularly Lacanians, were incensed 
by the attacks on psychoanalysis. The book itselfis certainly an attack 
on psychoanalysis. VVhat Deleuze and Guattari object to in psychoa­
nalysis is its attempt to apply both good sense and common sense to 
the unconscious. The cornrnon sense that they see being applied to 
the unconscious is the Oedipal drama whereby by every component 
of both psychic and social life is refracted through the Oedipal tri­
angle of "momrny-daddy-rne." Everything in one's life must coalesce 
around one of these three stable identities. Anything that does not 
confonn to these identities is aberrant and in need of analysis. The 
good sense that Deleuze and Guattari see psychoanalysis applying to 
the unconscious is the practice of analysis itself. The single meaning 
applied nlonotonously to aIl patients by psychoanalysis is Oedipus. 
VVhen Melanie Klein is faced with a young patient, for example, she 
insists that the toys he's playing with are realIy him, or his father, 
or his nlother. As far as Deleuze and Guattari are concerned, the 
answer to every analyst's question is already set, "Answer daddy-and­
rnommy when l speak to you!"20 

ln response to the good sense and comrnon sense of psychoanaly­
sis, Deleuze and Guattari propose schizoanalysis. Unlike psychoanal­
ysis, which functions on the discontinuity between the universal, a 
priori Oedipus and individual unconsciousnesses, which are fleeting 
and inlperfect representations of Oedipus, schizoanalysis sees the 
unconscious as a series of machinic connections, disjunctions, and 
conjunctions, which do not represent anything. More irnportantly, 
though, not only is the unconscious a series of machinic connec­
tions but society as a whole is constituted by a series of machinic 
connections. Thus, not only is the Freudian thesis that society is the 
unconscious writ large undercut, so is the Marxist thesis that the 
unconscious is simply a reflection of material, economic conditions. 
Here we return to the continuity thesis that undergirds Deleuze's 
metaphysics. In this instance the social and the unconscious are 
thought as the result of the same "process of production." There 
is only one kind of production, what they calI here "desiring-pro­
duction," and desire produces the real whether it is social, political, 
economic, fanlilial; sexual, or unconscious. The questions of schizo­
analysis, the questions that can be asked of any entity (regardless 
of its scale or scope) are: What are the connections that constitute 
this entity? What fluther connections are made possible and impos­
sible by this particular set of connections? These questions are only 
possible on the supposition of metaphysical continuity. 
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A THOUSAND PLATEAUS 

Between Anti-Oedipusand A ThousandPlateaus, Deleuze and Guattari 
collaborated on a book about Kafka. Kafka continues many of the 
themes found in Anti-Oedipus, such as Oedipus and desire, and 
anticipates many of the themes that will be taken up in A Thousand 
Plateaus, such as minority, irnmanence, and assemblage. A Thousand 
Plateaus is also profoundly concerned with thinking through the 
implications of a metaphysics of continuity. If one could character­
ize Deleuze's early works as seeking out exemplars of this metaphys­
ics of continuity, then Difference and Repetition and The Logic of Sense 
become a positive working out of this fundamental idea. In a sirnilar 
vein Anti-Oedipus appears as a scathing critique of the deployment 
of a metaphysics of discontinuity to both the individual and society, 
while A Thousand Plateaus pursues the positive expression of the 
metaphysics of continuity. 1 think mu ch of the strangeness and 
difficulty of A Thousand Plateaus arises precisely frorn this shift in 
rnetaphysics. We are so used to thinking in terms of good sense and 
common sense that when these are replaced by stabilities that are 
the product of a process rather than the ground of that process, the 
resulting daims can be difficult to integrate. Just as any good meta­
physician might, Deleuze and Guattari destroy the world in order to 
rebuild it. The difficulty is that what they have rebuilt is so at odds 
with our traditional way of thinking about the world that we are not 
entirely sure whether the world is ours or sorne alien vista. 

While 1 do not want to alleviate fully the strangeness of A Thousand 
Plateaus, 1 do want to show in this introduction that it shares the 
sanIe metaphysics as Deleuze's other works. Furthermore, 1 want 
to show that the concept of "assemblage" (agencement) provides the 
book with its thematic unity. Deleuze himself is quite explicit about 
this. When asked in an interview about the unity of A Thousand 
Plateaus, he replies, "1 think it is the ide a of an assemblage."21 At 
this point, though, while "assemblage" appears as an answer to a 
question about the thematic unity of a book, the more important 
question is, What philosophical question is "assemblage" an answer 
to? Bearing in mind that Deleuze and Guattari want to scrutinize 
the question as much as the answer, we can think of "assemblage" as 
an answer to the venerable philosophical question, What is a thing? 

The trouble with "things," as philosophy soon discovered, is that 
they seem to combine two contradictory properties: stability and 
change. Identifying a thing as a table entails both the recognition 
that the object possesses sorne kind of permanence but also that it is 
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also subject to n10dification. The desk in rny office, for example, has 
numerous scars and stains on the top, and a couple of the drawers 
are missing their pulls. It's still recognizable as a desk, but it's also 
easy to irnagine this sort of decay happening to the point where the 
desk is no longer recognizable as a desk. Furtherrnore, long before 
that happens, it will be no longer usable as a desk. vVhile Heraclitus 
and Parmenides sought to rninimize either stability or change, Plato 
responded to the problem by strictly separating these two properties 
into the discontinuity of the sensible and the intelligible. The estab­
lishment of the discontinuity between the sensible and intelligible, 
as we have seen, is the inaugural gesture of Western philosophy and 
has been the predominant way of dealing with the paradox of the 
"thing." The stability of a thing is attributed to its intelligible nature, 
while the thing's ability to undergo change is attributed to its sensi­
ble nature. For the most part, the properties related to the thing's 
intelligible nature are its essence, while the properties related to its 
sensible nature are its accidents. 

Deleuze and Guattari's theory of assernblages addresses the 
paradox of the thing in a radically different way. First, they replace 
the discontinuity of the sensible and intelligible with a continuity of 
the sensible and intelligible. It is at this point that one can begin to 
see what Deleuze means by "the reversaI of Platonism" heralded in 
an essay from 1967.22 Furthermore, in his "Inaugural Dissertation" 
(1770), Kant explicitly invokes Plato and the discontinuity of the 
sensible and intelligible as the origin of his critical project. Kant 
argues this against the backdrop of modern philosophy, which saw 
a brief reassertion of the continuity of the sensible and the intelligi­
ble. Rationalists such as Spinoza and Leibniz argue that the sensible 
is continuous with the intelligible but the sensible do es not reach 
the same clarity and distinctness of the intelligible. Ernpiricists such 
as Berkeley and Hume hold to the same continuity of the sensible 
and intelligible as the rationalists, but reverse the priority. For the 
empiricists what certainty one can have arises frorn the sensible, and 
the further one moves from the sensible into the ungrounded spec­
ulation of the intelligible, the further one moves from certainty. 
l think Deleuze's interest in early modern philosophers such as 
Spinoza, Leibniz, and Hume stems from this commonality, that an 
affirmed the continuity of the sensible and the intelligible. Even in 
his book on Kant, which purports to give Kant a "rnonstrous child," 
Deleuze argues that the fundamental discontinuity that generates 
Kant's theory of the faculties presupposes a more foundational 
continuity in the free play of the faculties. 23 
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As we have seen, the same battle between continuity and discon­
tinuity is also played out in the history of mathematics, first in the 
distinction between axiomatic and problematic geometry and more 
recently in the attempt to ground calculus in set theory. Ifwe recast 
this battle as a response to the question, What is a thing?, we dis­
coyer that the same tension between stability and change is at work. 
The preferences for axiomatic geornetry and for grounding calculus 
in set theory both ref1ect the idea that mathematics properly deals 
with the discrete, the quantifiable, that for which we can produce an 
axiom. Thus, the "thing" in mathematics is the countable. Deleuze's 
use of mathematics, particularly his use of calculus in Difference and 
Repetition, shows that he remains interested in that "lost" object 
of mathernatics, the intensive, continuous, abstract "thing." The 
reasons behind the choice of calculus in that book are still operative 
in A Thousand Plateaus. These reasons become explicit in Deleuze 
and Guattari's distinction between royal science and minor or 
nomad science. "Royal science is inseparable frorn a 'hylomorphic' 
model implying both a fonn that organizes rnatter and a matter pre­
pared for the fonn" (TP 369). Royal science is designed to work in 
concert with the state and deals in discrete and ideal essences, such 
as circles. In contrast to this, nomad science is inseparable from a 
"hylozoic" model in which matter is self-organizing and generates 
its own forrn. Nomad science is not interested in circles as an ideal 
type, but it is interested in "roundness," the continuous curve, which 
sometimes appears as a circle. But, for nornad science the circle is 
not what roundness necessarily or even ideally tends toward.24 

For Deleuze and Guattari, what has counted as properly philo­
sophical and properly scientific has been determined bya fidelity to 
the fundamental discontinuity of the sensible and the intelligible. 
One of the great virtues of A Thousand Plateaus (and of Deleuze's 
work in general) is its creation of a philosophy that is predicated 
on the continuity of the sensible and intelligible. This basic sup­
position allows Deleuze and Guattari to reread not only the history 
of philosophy but the history of thought in general through a new 
lens. New connections are made. New concepts are created. Ideas 
are rescued from obscurity and given new life. Within the context of 
fundamental continuity, we can make sense ofa whole host of inter­
related terms crucial to Deleuze and Guattari's project: univocity, 
immanence, life, chaos, schizophrenia, event, etc. 

Even supposing that we accept the continuity of the sensible and 
intelligible along with Deleuze and Gua ttari , the ontological status 
of these two terms remains unclear. What rnust be avoided at aIl 
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costs-if the continuity of the sensible and intelligible is to be main­
tained-is subsurning these terrns under different orders of being. 
They must be se en as differing in degree but not ditIering in kind. 
Deleuze and Guattari's system is one of ontological univocity, which 
means that being is said in the same way of everything. To trade in 
ontological equivocity, as aIl forrns of thought that begin with the 
discontinuity of the sensible and the intelligible do, is always a theo­
logical move that requires a doctrine of analogy to explain the rela­
tion between the sensible and the intelligible.25 But if they do not 
belong to ditIerent orders ofbeing, then how are we to think them? 
The sensible and the intelligible, along with aIl the other binarisms 
proposed in A Thousand Plateaus, should be thought of as abstract 
and opposing poles of the continuum to which they belong. For 
example, returning to Deleuze and Guattari's discussion of royal 
and nomad science, they write, "VVhat we have, rather, are two for­
mally different conceptions of science, and, ontologically, a single 
field of interaction ... " (TP 367). The ontologically single field is 
the univocal continuity on which we might find two very different 
conceptions of science. 1 would argue that in this case these two dif­
ferent conceptions of science are two different orientations toward 
which particular scientific assemblages may tend. Royal science thus 
narnes that tendency of scientific practice toward universal axioms 
and ideal, discrete objects (the circle). Nomad science, in contrast, 
names that tendency of scientific practice toward continuous events 
(roundness). VVhat we discover beginning with the first plateau is 
that these two orientations constitute a "perceptual semiotics." The 
task is not to categorize science as either royal or nornad, but to 
recognize that aIl scientific practices will involve sorne combination 
of both royal and nomadic tendencies. The project of becoming, 
of creating the new, begins with seeing the nomadic in everything. 

This brings us at last back to assemblages as a response to the 
paradox of the thing as possessing in sorne respect both stasis and 
change. For Deleuze and Guattari this paradox is solved not by 
assigning stasis and change to two ontologically distinct properties 
that happen to come together in a particular thing, but by claiming 
that an assernblage always possesses tendencies toward both stasis 
and change as the-abstract poles of a single continuum. Just as for 
Spinoza a body is a ratio of motion and l'est, an assemblage is a 
ratio of its tendencies toward both stability and change. The rnore 
that a particular scientific practice, say Euclid's geornetry, tends 
toward universal axioms as its proper expression, the more resist­
ant to change it will become. On the other hand, the more that a 
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particular scientific practice is uninterested in what constitutes its 
aproper expression" and instead develops and changes its lTlethod 
in response to the problems it is trying to solve, say Archimedes' 
geometry, the more such a practice will tend toward change. 
However, any particular practice will display both of these tenden­
cies in a certain ratio. Furthermore, the privileging of one tendency 
over another may be the result of a whole host of "extra-scientific" 
pressures placed on scientific practice (e.g., state regulation, eco­
nomic interest, etc.). Finally, it would be naive to assume that there 
is a single monolithic "scientific practice." It is more likely that 
there are multiple competing scientific practices, each with a differ­
ent ratio of the tendencies toward stability and change. As a result, 
Deleuze and Guattari continue, "royal science continually appropri­
ates the contents of vague or nomad science while nomad science 
continually cuts the contents of royal science loose" (TP 367). Royal 
science is that tendency to take the vague (roundness) and make 
it discrete (the circle) so that it can artÏculate the eternal, intelligi­
ble core. Nomad science isthat tendency to take the discrete (the 
circle) and see it as an instance of the continuous (roundness) that 
presents an ever changing problem for thought (the event). 

Deleuze and Guattari are thus faced with two interrelated prob­
lems. First, they must (re)articulate things in terms of assemblages. 
These assemblages, furthermore, are to be thought as concrete col­
lections of heterogeneous mate rials that display tendencies toward 
both stability and change. The second problem is that because 
Deleuze and Guattari are uncovering the tendency toward change 
as crucial to understanding assemblages, one might take them as 
arguing that the task of philosophy is to pursue the tendency toward 
change to the exclusion of the tendency toward stability. While it is 
certainly true that what is new in Deleuze and Guattari's work is an 
account of assemblages as having opposing tendencies, and that this 
account do es in fact change the ratio for assemblages by increasing 
the degree to which we think about change, it is absolutely critical 
that both tendencies be thought. The danger of an unrestricted 
tendency toward change is just as great as that of an unrestricted 
tendency toward stability. To adapt a line from late in A Thousand 
Plateaus, never believe that change alone will suffice to save us.26 

PLATEAUS 

Within the context of the continuity thesis and assemblages, we are 
now finally in a position to answer the question, What is a plateau? 
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As we've seen, the very question, What is .. .? is already ill-forn1ed 
with respect to Deleuze's overall philosophical trajectory. However, 
for the purposes of this introduction we can say that a plateau is 
an assemblage. That is, a plateau is a particular way of answering 
the question, What is a thing? that allows Deleuze and Guattari to 
pursue the more gerrnane questions: Which one? What can it do? 
What connections are made possible or impossible by it, or through 
it? 

The term "plateau" cornes from Gregory Bateson's work in 
anthropology, and Deleuze and Guattari describe it as "a continu­
ous, self-vibrating region of intensities whose development avoids 
any orientation toward a culmination point or exterrlal end" (TP 
22). There are two important things worth noting at this point 
about their appropriation of the term. First, a plateau is constructed 
of intensities. The notion of intensity, of course, brings us right 
back to the continuity thesis. Intensities exist as continuous grada­
tions rather than discrete points. Thinking of a plateau in Bateson's 
sense is a way of thinking about assemblages from the standpoint 
of continuity rather than discontinuity. Second, plateaus are non­
teleological. There is no proper end toward which plateaus tend. 
Plateaus do not naturally seek the complete expression of their 
forrn, nor are they judged by whether or not they have achieved that 
forrn. The reason that plateaus are non-teleological is that they are 
hylozoic, self-organizing, they generate their own form, not as an 
eternal essence but as a stable state. 

But, stable states of intensity differ profoundly from traditional 
accounts of things. As we have seen, traditional accounts of things 
focus on the stable, the discrete, the universal, and the eternal. 
Deleuze and Guattari's use of the concept of the plateau seeks to 
replace this with the continuous. A plateau is a temporary coagula­
tion of intensive processes into a stable state. Different plateaus will, 
of course, exist on different temporal and spatial scales. The intensi­
ties of tectonic movement that stabilize into mountain ranges exist 
on a vastly different temporal and spatial sc ale cornpared to the 
intensities that stabilize into a person's mood. The important thing 
for Deleuze and Guattari is to be able to speak about the processes 
that create the mountain range and the processes that result in a 
particular mood without resorting to the imposition of a universal 
form that is ontologically different in kind from the process that it's 
in-forming. 

Another irnportant aspect of plateaus that arises from this 
account is that they are "dated." One of the interesting features of A 
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Thousand Plateaus is that eveIy chapter (except the first, for reasons 
we'll discuss) has a specific date attached to it. Deleuze and Guattali 
date their plateaus in an effort to think assemblages as the result 
of intensive processes. Intensivity is nothing other than continuity 
itself. It is a way of talking about movement, developInent, becom­
ing, without subordinating these primary processes to the discrete 
and quantifiable. Deleuze and Guattari con tend that under certain 
conditions the intensive can produce the extensive. An egg provides 
a ready illustration this idea. Prior to hatching the chick develops 
out of the white of the egg, while the yolk provides nutrients. If we 
examine an egg white prior to this development, though, there is 
no indication which part of the white is to become the beak, or a 
wing, or a heart. The egg white con tains nothing like discrete parts 
that knit themselves together in the process of maturation. There is 
nothing discrete about an egg white at aIl. It is a continuous gradi­
ent of protein intensities that under the light conditions ofwannth 
and additional nutlients shift froIn the intensive to the extensive. 
As these shifts occur the chick growing inside the egg becomes 
increasingly stable, increasingly quantifiable, increasingly discrete. 

For Deleuze and Guattari any given thing thus exists on a con­
tinuum that lies between the fully intensive and the fully extensive. 
Take a human body, for exaInple. A fully grown adult has converted 
most ofits intensive processes into stable extensities. An adult won't 
grow anymore, change eye-color, or develop gills. Sorne processes, 
though, remain at the intensive level even in an adult. Chief among 
these are biological metabolism, which takes flows of nutlients­
themselves converted from food, which is extensive-and through 
the process of digestion absorbs the nutlients to maintain the 
stability of the adult human body. 

In the same way, we Inight also think about thought itself as an 
intensive process. Thoughts seem to percolate in and out of con­
scious awareness for the most part. However, thoughts can also coa­
lesce around a particular idea. Such an idea can graft other ideas 
to itself and ultirnately develop into what we might calI a mindset 
or habit of thought. Deleuze is already thinking in these ternIS in 
his early work on Proust, as we saw above. It's only when jealousy 
becomes fixed as an idea (extensive) that it begins to olient one's 
other thoughts and behaviors. Furthermore, since Inindsets are so 
difficult to change it is tempting to focus on the ideas, what's stable, 
rather than the intensive processes that produce theIn. Plateaus are 
Deleuze and Guattari's way of accounting for the moments of stabil­
ity within any intensive process, and more importantly the process 
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itself. Thus, every plateau will have three cOlnponents: 1) The 
mOInent of stability under consideration. 2) One pole on an inten­
sive continuum that marks the plateau's lirnit in temlS of stability. 3) 
Another pole that rnarks the limit of change. 

Each chapter of this book will seek to make explicit these three 
aspects in every plateau in A Thousand Plateaus. As a brief example 
of what l have in mind, let's look at language. Language is a con­
crete assemblage that evinces tendencies toward stability. This 
tendency toward stability in language Deleuze and Guattari caU the 
being rnajor of a language. In order for a language to be major it 
must have the support of nurnerous other assemblages, particularly 
a government powerful enough to de clare a language "official" and 
pass laws with regard to what language a government's business is 
to be conducted in. Government-sponsored education bolsters the 
language's status by ensuring the teaching of the "proper" rules 
of grammar. At the same time, however, other forces destabilize a 
language. Everyday usage, borrowings from other languages, litera­
ture, and slang continually disturb the stability of a major language. 
As a concrete assemblage, a language is the dated, singular zone 
of stability that is the result of intensive processes with tendencies 
toward both stasis and change. A Thousand Plateaus is the explora­
tion of assemblages or plateaus in which Deleuze and Guattari dem­
onstrate how to create concepts in a way that does not presuppose a 
metaphysics of discontinuity. 

DELEUZE'S LA TER WORKS 

After A Thousand Plateaus Deleuze began working on several pro­
jects, including forays into art in Francis Bacon: The Logic of Sensation 
(1981), and film in Cinema 1: The Movement-Image (1983) and Cinema 
2: The lïme-Image (1985). He also turned his focus to issues in con­
temporary philosophy in Foucault (1986), written not long after 
Foucault's death, as weIl as returning to his longstanding interest in 
Leibniz in The Fold: Leibniz and the Baroque (1988) . Before Gua ttari' s 
death in 1992, Deleuze collaborated with him on one final work, 
VVhat is Philosophy? (1991). The metaphysics of continuity remains 
as a point of orientation in aIl of these works. In the Cinema books, 
for example, Deleuze writes that "cinema is a new practice of images 
and signs, whose theory philosophy must produce as a conceptual 
practice. "27 Here we see the creation of concepts confirrned as the 
task of philosophy, and if we pursue the nature of these concepts 
we discover once again the continuity thesis. The concepts of the 
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"movement-image" and the "tÏlue-image" rely heavily on Bergson's 
conceptions of movement and duration. What is crucial about both 
of these concepts for our purposes here is that Bergson is explicit 
that neithermovement nor duration can be thought as a succession 
of discrete points. On this point Deleuze quotes Bergson approv­
ingly, "'The real whole might weIl be, we conceive, an indivisible 
continuity. "'28 Within this context Deleuze turns to the work of 
C.S. Peirce to construct a taxonomy of images and their semiotic 
interrelation. That is, both movement-images and tirne-irrlages are 
assemblages, which generate questions related to their capabilities 
and connections with other images. 

VVhat is Philosophy? was Deleuze's final work with Guattari. 
In his biography of Deleuze and Guattari, Dosse suggests that 
Guattari's failing health rneant that the work was largely Deleuze's.29 
Nevertheless the book returns to languages and thelues present in 
A Thousand Plateaus. What becorrles explicit in VVhat is Philosophy? 1S 
the grounding of the distinctions among philosophy, science, and 
art in terms ofwhat each produces. Thus each of these is a creative 
endeavor, each is concerned to create sorrlething new, but what 
is created is different in each case. Philosophy creates concepts. 
Science creates functions, and art creates sensations. "With its con­
cepts, philosophy brings forth events. Art erects monuments with its 
sensations. Science constructs states of affairs with its functions."3o 
This conception has the advantage that it eliminates the need for 
these creative processes to cornpete with one another, while at the 
same time acknowledging that their boundaries are porous. As 
we saw in the brief discussion of film above, Deleuze doesn't seek 
to give a theory for film. He seeks to create concepts out of what 
film gives him. At the same time, however, insofar as he's creating 
concepts, he' s doing philosophy. Philosophy, art, science can aIl 
borrow from one another, but the borrowings are necessarily trans­
formed by what each seeks to create. 

The continuity thesis arises at rnultiple levels in VVhat is Philosophy? 
To take very briefly the "concept," as Deleuze and Guattari describe 
it: concepts are never simple, they are always complex, composed 
of rnany parts. The components of a concept, however, are not 
to be thought of as discrete but as "intensive ordinates." Thus 
the concept for Deleuze is not the name of a set that con tains a 
numerable series of discrete components. The concept is a selec­
tion of intensive elements that are continuous with one another. 
Furthermore, since intensities are constantly in flux, the concept 
itself is constantly becoming. In philosophy, a concept will always 
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display two opposed tendencies. One of these tendencies is toward 
chaos, which would be the inability of a concept to hold its com­
ponents together. This is the tendency toward change. The other 
tendency is toward opinion. This is the tendency of a concept to 
become (re)absorbed in a dominant or traditional way of thinking. 
The result of this tendency is that the concept is no longer singular 
but ordinary. It no longer crea tes something new but reproduces 
the usual ways of thinking. 

1 would like to conclude this brief sUIvey of Deleuze's work by 
discussing his last published essay, "Immanence: A Life" (1995), 
which for aIl its brevity remains haunting and compelling in equal 
measure. The essay turns on the distinction between the singular, 
indefinite article and the individual, definite article. The distinction 
between the singular and the individual might seem like unneces­
sary hair-splitting, but it actually reproduces the same distinction 
that we've pursuing throughout this chapter between the continu·· 
ous and the discontinuous. Deleuze uses two examples to illustrate 
this distinction. The first comes from the Charles Dickens novel Our 
Mutual Friend. In it Dickens tells the story of a horrible individual 
who is found one day beaten and near death. His acquaintances 
take him in and nurse hirn back to health. While he remains near 
death his caretakers vigilantly and excitedly watch for any sign of 
life. As the Inan slowly heals and returns to hirnself his caretakers 
begin distancing themselves. For Deleuze this shows very clearly 
the distinction between the man, the individual that his caretakers 
actively disliked, and a life, which rnanifested itself in singular signs 
during the man' s convalescence but became increasingly difficult 
to see when it became subsumed under the individual. The second 
exarnple Deleuze gives is of an infant. The infant is not yet fully 
individuated, yet it does "have singularities-a smile, a gesture, a 
grimace-such events are not subjective traits."31 To think a life is 
to think the singular, the intensive, the continuous, imrnanence, 
without subordinating it to the individual, the discrete point, the 
extensive, the discontinuous, transcendence. 

CONCLUSiON 

We have seen that Deleuze's metaphysical project can be summed 
up as the pursuit of continuity in distinction from the dominant 
trend of Western metaphysics, which actively takes discontinuity to 
be its starting point. In the chapters that follow the continuity thesis 
will inform the background metaphysics that guides my reading 
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of A Thousand Plateaus. Each chapter will correspond to a plateau 
in Deleuze and Guattari's book. Each plateau is itself an assern­
blage and, as such, will be articulated in terms ofwhich intensities 
it selects, what it is capable of, and its tendencies toward stability 
and change. In an effort to clarify what is at stake in Deleuze and 
Guattari's conception of a particular assernblage, l will use con­
trasting conceptions to raise and respond to objections. As much 
as possible, l want to show that Deleuze and Guattari's project 
follows frorn a newway oflooking at the world, a perceptual serniot­
ics. While my analysis of A Thousand Plateaus is dependent on the 
framework l lay out here in the Introduction, l have tried as much 
as possible to make each chapter self-contained to facilitate the use 
of this book as a reference work. 
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Rhizome 

How is it possible to create something new? Artists stluggle with this 
problern aIl the time. For them it is a battle against cliché. The artist 
does not begin with a blank page or a blank canvas. The canvas is 
not white but black, covered with every past style, color, and shape. 
The artist's first task is to scrape away aIl the accumulated layers 
of cliché so that something new can be created.1 The philosopher 
faces a similar difficulty with regard to concepts. Thought is bound 
not only by its venerable history but also the good sense (single 
direction) and the common sense (stable entities) that it seeks to 
replicate. These strictures make the creation of new concepts very 
difficult. In terms of the continuity thesis, thought also has a ten­
dency toward stabiIity, and philosophy has tended to amplifY this 
tendency rather than arneliorate it. As we saw in the Introduction, 
the trajectory ofDeleuze's thought replaces the discontinuity thesis, 
which takes the discrete moments of stability and universalizes 
thern, with the continuity thesis, which argues that these discrete 
moments of stability are temporary accretions of an immanent 
process that late in his career Deleuze simply referred to as "life." 
Deleuze and Guattari's focus in A Thousand Plateaus is on assem­
blages, and foregrounding the tendency of an assernblage toward 
change allows them to create new concepts, rather than merely fit 
things into pre-existing forms. Within this context the first plateau 
functions as a sort ofuser's guide. It provides a method for creating 
new concepts that Deleuze and Guattari use throughout the book. 
More importantly, 1 think, for Deleuze and Guattari it provides 
readers with a way to begin creating their own concepts. 

They begin the opening plateau, "Rhizome," by calling into 
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question the very notion of a book. They want to write a new kind of 
book, not a book that reproduces what we already know, but a book 
that creates something new and is itself something new. A book that 
merely reproduces good sense and common sense reproduces the 
hoariest cliché for thought itself, the tree. The tree is a rnarvel of 
stable, hierarchical organization. Lines of descent are always clear, 
as is the process of difIerentiation. Logic uses trees. Biological 
species are organized according to trees. Linguistics is quite fond of 
trees. Trees reveal the deep structure that lies behind the rnessiness 
of reality. Trees are so useful that it's hard to think without them. It 
is even difficult to conceptualize what thought would be like without 
trees. What is the opposite of a tree? For Deleuze and Guattari the 
opposite of a tree is a rhizome. We encounter rhizornes aIl the time. 
Potatoes are rhizomes. Grass is a rhizome. Colonies of aspen trees 
are rhizomes. Rhizornes do not propagate by way of clearly deline­
ated hierarchies but by underground sterns in which any part may 
send additional shoots upward, downward, or lateraIly. There is no 
hierarchy. There are no clear lines of descent. A rhizorne has no 
beginning or end. It is always in the middle. AlI that is required to 
grow potatoes is burying the discarded skin of a potato. They simply 
begin again wherever they are. The key to the rhizorne, and the 
reason Deleuze and Guattari take it up as a way of thinking about 
not only books but things in general, is that the rhizome continu­
aIly creates the new. It is not predictable. It does not foIlow a linear 
pattern of growth and reproduction. Its connections are lateral not 
hierarchical. What this means for A Thousand Plateaus is that "each 
plateau can be read starting anywhere and can be related to any 
other plateau" (TP 22). Not only do Deleuze and Guattari want to 
create new concepts in this book, they want to enable readers to 
create their own new concepts by making new connections. The 
ideal book for Deleuze and Guattari is a single fiat sheet. On this 
sheet Hnes can be drawn that would connect various points in the 
text. These lin es would be new concepts. They wouldn't represent 
or reproduce anything. They would, by virtue of their traversing 
the plane of the book, crea te a territory that would spawn other 
Hnes, other concepts, other connections (TP 9). 

What anima tes othis plateau, then, is not the arborescent ques­
tion, What is a rhizome? Rather, the pertinent question is the exper­
imental, pragmatic question, What might a thing be capable of if it 
were described as a rhizome rather than a tree? Or better, How can 
l make a rhizome out of this book? In fact one could go so far as to 
say that each of the plateaus asks a question of this type: How can l 
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lTlake a rhizome out of language? How can 1 Inake a rhizon1e out of 
space? How can 1 make lTlyself a rhizome? Thus, while A Thousand 
Plateaus is a book of metaphysics, it is not a book of ontology. It is an 
experimental, pragmatic metaphysics that replaces ontology's "to 
be" with the series generated by the conjunction "and ... and ... 
and ... " This, of course, brings us to the question of method: How 
exactly do we make a rhizome out of this book or anything else 
for that matter? In response to this question Deleuze and Guattari 
provide six principles: 1) principle of connection, 2) principle of 
heterogeneity, 3) pdnciple of multiplicity, 4) principle of asignify­
ing rupture, 5) principle of cartography, and 6) the principle of 
decalcornania, which is the lnethodological inverse of cartography. 

CONNECTION AND HETEROGENEITY 

The principle of connection states that in order to rnake sornething 
in to a rhizome, one must not make connections based solely on hier­
archy, but rather experiment with new connections not predicated 
on hierarchy. A rhizome multiplies connections, follows the "and," 
pursues connections that transform it, creates sOlTlething new. A 
rhizome has no up or down, right or left. It is always in the middle. 
What might we be able to do with a book, A Thousand Plateaus for 
instance, if we did not suppose that it lT1USt be read in the order it 
was written? What kinds of connections might we be able to rnake by 
asking,What can this book do?, rather than, What is the authodal 
intent behind this book? The kinds of connections that we might 
make Deleuze and Guattad calI "lin es of flight," or the tendency 
toward change. This is where something new is created. 

If the principle of connection tells us the kind of connections that 
will produce sornething new (promiscuous and non-hierarchical), 
then the pdnciple of heterogeneity tells us which kinds of objects 
will pro duce something new. The principle of heterogeneity pro­
poses that not only should we experiment with connections when 
making a rhizome, but that these connections should be among 
wildly diverse things. There is no requirement that portions of 
one book be connected with other portions of the same book, or 
even other books. To create a rhizome be promiscuous; connect 
a portion of A Thousand Plateaus with a plant, with a feeling, with a 
song, with a mathematical formula. An assemblage is the intercon­
nection of wildly diverse things. The example that Deleuze and 
Guattari give here is language. Language is not pure, connected 
only as a series of hierarchical signs. To see language as a rhizome 
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is to see it as a heterogeneous rnixture ofwords, things, power, and 
geography. The tendency of linguistics has been to separate out the 
abstract structure of language. Deleuze and Guattari respond to 
this by saying, "Our criticism of these linguistic models is not that 
they are too abstract but, on the contrary, that they are not abstract 
enough, that they do not reach the abstract machine that connects a 
language to the semantic and pragmatic contents of statements, to 
collective assemblages of enunciation, to a whole micropolitics of 
the social field" (TP 7). It is important to recall at this point what 
"abstract" means in this context. "Abstract" is not the opposite of 
concrete, as is clear from the examples given. Rather, abstract is 
the opposite of discrete.2 The criticisrn oflinguistics, then, is that it 
functions according to a series of discrete points. In contrast to this 
language is a continuous phenomenon (lines not points) in which 
there are no rigid boundaries between word and thing, between 
power and geography. "Language stabilizes around a paIish, a bish­
opric, a capital. If forms a bulb. It evolves by subterranean stems 
and flows, along river valleys or train tracks; it spreads like a patch 
of oil" (TP 7). Of course, Deleuze and Guattari note, it's possible to 
treat language as a hierarchical connection between homogeneous 
elements. To do so, however, is to reassert the discontinuity ofword 
and thing.3 

MUL I1PLI CITY 

Making a rhizome also requires a principle of multiplicity. Here 
Deleuze and Guattari are attempting to avoid the dialectic of the 
one and the many. The traditional way of handling the many is 
to subsume it under the one. The many are just parts of a greater 
whole, which is of course organized arborescently. Such a view 
ensures that nothing new is created, but that any multiple is only 
a reflection of the one. On this view the one remains transcend­
ent to the many and is unafIected by any changes in the many. In 
contrast to this traditional view Deleuze and Guattari propose to 
rnake a rhizome out of the same mate rial. The first step is to treat 
the multiple not as an adjective modifying a separate unity but as a 
substantive, in other words without a goveming principle whether it 
be subject or object. "A multiplicity has neither subject nor object, 
only determinations, magnitudes, and dimensions that cannot 
increase in number without the multiplicity changing in nature ... " 
(TP 8). In order to explicate what Deleuze and Guattari have in 
mind here with the compact phrase "determinations, magnitudes, 
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and dimensions," l'd like to turn briefly to Spinoza's Ethics and his 
conception of a body. A body for Spinoza cannot be defined by sub­
stance. The reason for this is there is only one substance for Spinoza 
and it is the whole of which bodies are merely a part. As a result, 
Spinoza is left to define bodies in terlliS of the "ratio of motion and 
rest" among their parts. 4 Thus, the fact that my arm is connected to 
my torso by means of a baIl and socketjoint determines to a certain 
degree what l'm capable of. This particular joint allows me to move 
my arm in a complete circle. This relation is one determination in the 
multiplicity that is my body. 1 do not, however, continuously move 
my arm in a circle. That is, the detemlÏnation provided by this par­
ticular relation of body parts is exercised to a certain degree. The 
degree to which it's exercised is a magnitude. A multiplicity's dimen­
sion describes the number of connections to other multiplicities 
that are made possible by its determinations and magnitude. For 
example, as 1 write this sentence the possibility of rny interacting 
with the multiplicity of the keyboard and computer is made pos­
sible by rny deterrninatioris and magnitude. However, insofar as 1 
connect with the keyboard rny dimension is increased. That is, 1 
am now capable of things in this combination that 1 would not be 
capable of without it. 1 can write a book. 1 can do a search on the 
internet (a very complex multiplicity, indeed, that vastly increases 
mydimension). 1 can check rny email and connect with other 
people viaemail. As Deleuze and Guattari say, "the laws of combi­
nation therefore increase in number as the multiplicity grows" (TP 
8). A multiplicity (or a body for Spinoza) is not a discrete, static 
unity, but something constantly entering into and breaking off 
combinations with other multiplicities. The boundaries between 
rnultiplicities are neither stable nor distinct but forrn what Deleuze 
and Guattari calI a "zone of indiscernibili ty. "5 

At the same time, however, we do come across what appear to 
be discrete, static unities. Deleuze and Guattari make two clairns 
about these unities. First, that the appearance of unity is the result 
of "a power takeover in the multiplicity" (TP 8). Second, the unity 
itself "operates in an empty dimension supplementary to that of 
the system considered" (TP 8). A power takeover would be the 
restriction of the determination and magnitude of a multiplicity 
to a certain range. The shift to being defined as "a criminal," for 
example, follows from the restriction of determination and mag­
nitude through the imposition of handcuffs and incarceration. 
Furthermore, this restriction of determination and rnagnitude is 
organized by the supplementary dimension of the state's judicial 
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apparatus that appears to exist over and above the individual "crimi­
naIs" that it creates. This is precisely the same logic that anima tes 
Plato's theory of forrns, and even Heidegger's account of "enfram­
ing" (Gestell) , which begins by distinguishing the mountains (Berge) 
from the mountain range (Gebirg) that gathers and organizes the 
mountains.6 At bottom, this supplementary dimension is nothing 
other than an application of the discontinuity thesis, which argues 
that forrn and content are distinct ontological kinds. 

ASIGNIFYING RUPTURE 

In the Phaedrus, Socrates de fines dialectic as consisting of two 
principles: collection and division. Collection is the principle by 
which "scattered particulars" are brought together under one idea. 
Division is the principle of "dividing things again by classes, where 
the natural joints are, and not trying to break any part, after the 
manner of a bad carver" (265d-266a). While we rnight see the previ­
ous principle of multiplicity as aimed at the principle of collection, 
the principle of asigni±ying rupture is aimed at the principle of 
division. The issue is not so much with the idea that collection and 
division are basic principles of thought; the principle of continuity, 
in fact, argues that these are the two basic tendencies of assem­
blages. Rather, the issue lies with what gets collected or divided. 
For Socrates one collects scattered particulars under a single idea 
in order to gain clarity and consistency, and by the sarne token one 
divides in order to understand the naturally (PePhuke) constituent 
parts. The idea that there are naturally constituent parts of things 
presupposes first and foremost discontinuity, presupposes that 
there are discrete and atomistic units that constitute any given thing 
and are in principle separable. The principle of asignifY:ing rupture 
opposes this arborescent view of things with the rhizome, which 
surely has tendencies toward stability but at the same time has lines 
of fligh t. On Socra tes' model, proper division would preclude lines 
of flight. This would be an errant connection, an indication that 
one had failed to carve nature at the joints, like a bad butcher. 

Deleuze and Guattari give three examples of refusing to carve 
nature at the joints and instead creating a rhizome: wasp and 
orchid, cat and baboon, book and world. In each case, it would 
seem easy to naturally divide these pairs into discrete entities. The 
point of aIl of these exarnples, though, is that the drive to divide 
nature neatly at the joints obscures a rhizomatic account of the 
same process. Take the wasp and the orchid, for example. There 
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are species of orchid that look sufficiently like ferrlale wasps to n1ale 
wasps such that the latter attempt to mate with the orchid. The 
result is that under the guise of its own reproduction the wasp ends 
up pollinating other orchids. To be sure, the most obvious way to 
describe this interaction between orchid and wasp is that the orchid 
through natural selection sufficiently imitates the wasp, so that the 
orchid's genetic material is more widely dispersed. Deleuze and 
Guattari argue, however, that this is not the only way to look at the 
interaction. In order to see the orchid and the wasp as a rhizome, we 
need to abandon the concepts of mimicry and imitation. Mimicry 
and imitation suppose that the orchid is representing or signify­
ing something, in this case a female wasp. Rhizomes, however, do 
not function according to representation. Nothing in a rhizome 
represents something else. There are only connections. Sometimes 
these connections are transforrnative, that is, create a line of flight. 
In the case of the orchid and the wasp the connections have been 
transformative over the course of rrlillennia in a parallel evolution. 
The orchid's line of flight is a becoming-wasp, and the wasp's line 
of flight is a becoming-orchid. The becoming, though, does not 
happen on the level of extensive, discrete properties. It happens on 
the level of continuous intensities that circulate between the orchid 
and the wasp. 

If the orchid and the wasp are an example of parallel evolu­
tion, the cat and the baboon are an example of aparallel evolution. 
Evolutionary biology has now advanced to the point where it is cIear 
that genetic development do es not happen in strictly linear lines of 
descent. Sorne of our genetic code cornes from species not in our 
evolutionary line through viral intermediaries. Similarly, Deleuze 
and Guattari note that the DNA of sorne cats is connected to the 
DNA of sorne baboons through a certain type of virus. This is a 
becoming-baboon of the cat, but this becoming do es not involve 
the cat acting like a baboon, looking like a baboon, or representing 
a baboon in any way. The cat-baboon rhizome connects two sets of 
disparate genetic codes transversally. For this reason, the rhizome is 
"anti-genealogical." Making a rhizome does not seek cIear lines of 
descent, it seeks to scramble the codes and make new connections. 

To concIude this section, Deleuze and Guattari return to the 
idea of the book. One of the results of arborescent thinking is to 
suppose that the book represents the world. But, the book no more 
represents the world than the cat represents the baboon. No, the 
book forms a rhizome with the world, seeks to rnake transversal 
connections with it, seeks to transform it as the connection with 
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the world will undoubtedly transform the book. Representing the 
world would only reproduce good sense and cornmon sense, cliché 
and opinion. There is no natural joint between the book and the 
world. There are always lines of night between the two. The evolu­
tion of both book and world may be both parallel and aparallel. 
Form rhizomes by making an asignifying nlpture, that is, not by 
trying to represent something else, but by foUowing a line of night 
in order to see where it leads, see what new connections it's capable 
of. This can never be known beforehand; it can only be discovered 
through experimentation. Paraphrasing Spinoza, no one knows 
what a rhizome can do. 

CARTOGRAPHY AND DECALCOMANIA 

We'U take the last two principles together, since they are opposed 
to one another methodologicaUy. Here Deleuze and Guattari high­
light the difference between creating a rhizome and reproducing a 
tree. Cartography is the creation of a rhizome or "mapping." This 
is strictly opposed to decalcomania, which reproduces trees every­
where and out of everything. Deleuze and Guattari refer to this as 
"tracing." Theword "decalcomania" is where we get the word "decal" 
and refers to the process of transferring ready-rnade pictures onto 
another surface. We would probably just caU them "stickers" today. 
When my kids were younger they loved to play with stickers. They 
stiU have quite a few in the back of a closet sornewhere. They much 
prefer drawing their own pictures to stickers now, though. The 
reason for this is that while stickers are great and reproduce exactly 
what you want on the page, theyare also limiting. If 1 want a stego­
saurus, but aU my stickers are of dimetrodons, then 1 have to make a 
picture with dimetrodons or learn how to draw a stegosaurus. 

Deleuze and Guattari think that the dorninant tendency in phi­
losophy has been to use stickers instead of drawing. Stickers are 
safe. They do not risk anything, but they keep reproducing the same 
image of thought over and over again. Take psychoanalysis, for 
example. Deleuze and Guattari reread the cases of Melanie Klein's 
patient Little Richard and Freud's patient Little Hans as a conflict 
of these two methodologies. Neither Little Richard nor Little Hans 
have any interest in stickers, each wants to draw his own rnap, make 
new connections, experiment. Klein and Freud only have three 
stickers, though, rnother, father, and child. Whatever map the 
patients draw the analysts insist that these stickers be placed over 
the top so the pictures always come out the same, as Oedipus. The 
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method here is to restrict the Inap by endosing it within a tracing, 
to cut off aIl lin es of flight, to ensure that everything signifies and 
represents. 

At this point Deleuze and Guattari warn us ofa trap that's easy to 
fall into. First, it's ternpting to think that the opposition between map 
and tracing lands us back in the discontinuity thesis. "Have we not, 
however, reverted to a simple dualism by contrasting rnaps to trac­
ings, as good and bad sides?" (TP 13). Their answer is no, because 
the dualism here is methodological. Any assemblage will evidence 
tendencies toward both stability (tracing) and change (rnapping). 
If our goal, however, is to create something new we need to find a 
way to put the tracing on the map. When my kids played with stick­
ers, they almost never made a picture solely with stickers. Instead, 
they would incorporate stickers into a drawing already in progress. 
Need a dragon? Use a dinosaur sticker, but draw flames corning out 
of its mouth and wings on its back. Here the tracing is put back on 
the map and as a result the tracing itself is transformed by the lines 
of flight created by rnaking new connections with the sticker. 

Deleuze and Guattari return to the problern of dualism that 
keeps popping up throughout this plateau. As we have seen already, 
the dualisrns they posit are methodological rather than ontological, 
strategie rather th an moral. The task is not to daim that rhizomes 
are wholly good and trees are wholly bad. Deleuze and Guattari 
freely admit that rhizomes "have their own, even rnore rigid, des­
potism and hierarchy" (TP 20). The point of their methodology, 
though, is not to rnaintain this dualism or any dualism for that 
matter. The goal of the methodology is to create something new. 
One way we might think about what it might take to create some­
thing new is to ask what prevents the formation of the new. What 
the ab ove principles outline negatively are the blocks to creating 
something new. Inhibiting connection and striving for homogene­
ity prevents creation. Seeing difference as a dialectic of the one and 
the many prevents creation. Insisting that nature must be carved at 
the joints ensures that aIl lines of flight are cut off. FinaUy, insist­
ing that everything conform to a pre-existing idea reproduces that 
pre-existing idea ad injinitum. These arborescent principles see only 
trees and reproduce only trees. 

In contrast to this no one knows what rhizomatic principles will 
produce. No one knows if it will be good or bad, fascist or liberat~ 
ing, a line of flight or recaptured by the arborescent rnodel. AlI 
that one can know is that these principles might create something 
new, but this cannot be known beforehand. It can only be known 
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through experlInentation. Deleuze and Guattari's experiment in A 
Thousand Plateaus is to write the rhizome, to create sornething new. 
This requires a new model, not a model that might be opposed to 
the arborescent 1110del as a superior type of the same thing, but a 
model that "operates as an immanent process that overturns the 
model and oudines a rnap, even if it constitutes its own hierarchies, 
even if it gives rise to a despotic channel" (TP 20). Creating the 
new is risky. It requires eschewing the safety of rnodels sanctified 
by centuries of thought, and there are no guarantees how the new 
creation will turn out. 

Creating a model that overturns models proceeds by way of 
dualisms. "We employa dualism of models only in order to arrive 
at a process that challenges aIl models" (TP 20). Dualisms create 
exclusive disjunctions, or biunivocal relations between terms. \t\That 
Deleuze and Guattari are proposing is an inclusive disjunction by 
which we "arrive at the rnagic formula we aIl seek-PLURALISM 
= MONISM" (TP 20). It might seem strange to invoke rnonism at 
this point, when everything in Deleuze and Guattari has seemed 
to argue against it. In fact, it is precisely daims su ch as this, as weIl 
as daims about the "One-AlI" in Difference and Repetition, that led 
philosophers such as Badiou and Zizek to argue that Deleuze and 
Guattari's monism actually prevents the creation of the new. They 
reason, in an argument that has parallels to Hegel's objections to 
Spinoza, that ifmonism is tnle, then nothing new can arise, because 
everything is already contained in a complete and static "One." At 
bottom, the debate is about the nature of the new and the condi­
tions for its possibility.7 The monism arrived at here, though, is not 
an Eleatic stasis in which movement is an illusion. It is the lllonism 
of the continuity thesis, the monisrn of univocity. The daim is 
not that ontology is a monotonous sameness, but that everything 
exists in the exactly the sa me way. There is no dualism of form and 
content that must then be related by analogy. There is no tran­
scendence, only imrnanence. AlI the assemblages are arrayed on the 
same plane. The fonnula (pluralism monism) is magic precisely 
because it allows for the creation of the new. 

The creation of the new requires first and foremost a new way of 
seeing. Deleuze and Guattari's daim is not that the world naturally 
divides into rhizomes and trees, but that every assemblage will have 
rhizomatic and arborescent tendencies. "There are knots of arbo­
rescence in rhizornes, and rhizomatic offshoots in roots" (TP 20). 
Furthermore, as a methodology the task is to create something new 
by focusing on the rhizomatic aspects of an assemblage. Find the 
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lines of flight. See what they may be connected to. Finding the lines 
of flight requires a new way of seeing that Deleuze and Guattari call 
a "perceptual semiotics" (TP 23). The temptation when looking is 
to grasp things as stable and complete rather than in the process 
of transformation. The key is to grasp things "in the Iniddle." "It's 
not easy to see things in the middle, rather than looking down on 
thern from above or up at them from below, or from left to right or 
right to left: try it, you'll see that everything changes" (TP 23). Every 
plateau in the book is an attempt at seeing things in the rniddle. 
Each plateau takes up sornething that we're used to seeing from 
above or below, as whole and discrete, and seeing it in the middle. 
That is, seeing where the lines of flight are, seeing what other 
assemblages it might be connected to. 

In the next three plateaus, for example, the subject, the world, 
and language are all grasped in the middle. They're each unmoored 
from psychoanalysis, the judgment of God, and linguistics, respec­
tively. The result ofunmooring the subject from psychoanalysis, for 
example, is not that we get a new and better theory of the subject. 
1'0 do so would simply be to replace one tree with another. What 
we get instead is the creation of a new concept, the pack, that opens 
up new connections and generates new lin es of flight. Because of 
these new connections A Thousand Plateaus ranges wildly across art, 
music, literature, science, mathematics as these new connections 
branch out and make further connections. Deleuze and Guattari 
are not content to speak only to other philosophers, although they 
do provide much new mate rial for philosophers to ponder. They 
are not even particularly interested in expounding a new philoso­
phy in any tradition al sense. Rather, as they say repeatedly, they 
want to write a rhizome that connects to the outside, and that trans­
forms their book and the outside. They want not so much readers 
as fellow creators. They do have a few principles concerning the 
conditions under which creation might take place and a few exam­
pIes of these principles in action. There are also limits. As they say 
in a later work, "A work of chaos is certainly no better than a work 
of opinion."8 The task is not to imitate Deleuze and Guattari or to 
reproduce their work, but to grasp it in the middle, to see where the 
lines of f1ight are and make new connections. 

NOTES 

1. Deleuze and Guattari discuss this at length in VVhat is PhilosoPh.y?, pp. 
201-5. 
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2. In a lecture from 1978, Deleuze says, "the true opposite of the concrete 
is not the abstract, it's the discrete ... Lived experience is an absolutely 
abstract thing" (3/14/78). Quoted in Smith, Essays on Deleuze, p. 307. 

3. There is an editing error in both the Minnesota and Continuum edi­
tions of A Thousand Plateaus that suggests the opposite of the French 
text. The English version reads, "it is not impossible to make a radical 
break between regimes of signs and their objects" (TP 7, my emphasis). 
The French reads, "et l'on peut pas établir de coupure radicale entre les 
régimes de signes et leurs objets" (MP 13, my emphasis), which might 
be better translated as, "one may not establish a radical break between 
regimes of signs and their objects." The additional negative in the pub­
lished translation reverses the meaning. This issue becomes particularly 
relevant in the next plateau where Freud's distinction between the neu­
rotic and the psychotic hinges on the rigid distinction between word 
and thing. 

4. Spinoza, Ethics IIP13ff. See also my True Freedom: Spinoza's Practical 
Philosophy, pp. 55-62. 

5. Deleuze and Guattari, What is PhilosoPh.y?, pp. 19-20. 
6. Heidegger, "The Question Concerning Technology," pp. 19ff. 
7. See Smith, "Conditions of the New," and my "Deleuze and Badiou on 

the Nature of Events." 
8. Deleuze and Guattari, What is Philosophy?, p. 204. 
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1914: One or Several Wolves? 

Freud turned the Wolf-Man into a tree. How can we rnake him into 
a rhizome and thus create sornething new? This is the task that 
Deleuze and Guattari set themselves in the second plateau, which 
is dated the year that Freud declares the Wolf-Man cured, and they 
complete this task through the development of the concept of 
"multiplicity." Mter seeking treatrnent for crippling depression and 
a family history that included the suicides of his sister and father, 
the Wolf-Man arrived in Vienna seeking Freud's help. The major­
ity of Freud's analysis focused on a dream from the Wolf-Man's 
childhood: 

1 dreamt that it was night and that 1 was lying in my bed. (My bed stood 
with its foot towards the window; in front of the window there was a 
row of old walnut trees. 1 know it was winter when 1 had the dream, 
and night-time.) Suddenly the window opened of its own accord, and 
1 was terrified to see that some white wolves were sitting on the big 
walnut tree in front of the window. There were six or seven of them. 
The wolves were quite white, and looked more like foxes or sheep-dogs, 
for they had big tails like foxes and they had their ears pricked like 
dogs when they pay attention to something. In great terror, evidently 
of being eaten up by the wolves, 1 screalned and woke up. My nurse 
hurried to my bed to see what had happened to me. It took quite a long 
while before 1 was convinced that it had only been a dream; 1 had had 
such a c1ear and life-like picture of the window opening and the wolves 
sitting on the tree. At last 1 grew quieter, felt as though 1 had escaped 
from sorne danger, and went to sleep again. 1 

Freud is adamant about dealing with every detail of the dream. He 
writes in a footnote, "It is always a strict law of dream-interpretation 

34 



1914: One or Several Wolves? 

that an explanation lTIUSt be found for every detail."~ The detail 
that's most troubling for Freud is the nunlber ofwolves. Everything 
would have been so much sinlpler for his analysis if there had only 
been one wolf. So, Freud tries very hard to reduce the number of 
wolves. The Wolf-Man's sister used to scare him with a picture of a 
wolf from a fairy tale, "The Seven Little Goats." Ah, here we go­
there is really only one wolf, but in the dream logic the nurnber 
seven got transposed from the goats to the wolf. It also turns out 
that the Wolf-Man had a Latin teacher named Wolf who terrified 
him. Now we're getting sornewhere. Because, of course, for Freud 
the wolf is the father, and the reason that the Wolf-Man fears his 
father is that he fears the father will castrate him. 

It is only by reducing the wolves to one that Freud can make the 
dream represent Oedipus. However, the case is not even that simple. 
The Wolf-Man is maddeningly vague about the number of wolves. 
Freud accounted for seven wolves, but not six orseven. Freud's expla­
nation of this in a footnote is that in the story of "The Seven Little 
Goats" six of the goats are eaten and one escapes by hiding. 3 Surely, 
this explains the vagueness with regard to number. Of course, for 
Freud the nurnber is only irnportant insofar as it can be reduced to 
one. Does dreaming about six or seven wolves produce anxiety? It's 
really your father. Problems regarding the number of wolves con­
tinue to rnultiply, though, when we look at the image of the dream 
the Wolf-Man draws while in analysis-he draws only five wolves.4 

Freud notes that the number five is no doubt related to either 
the time at which the Wolf-Man witnessed the primaI scene or the 
time of at which his fever ran highest during an illness in infancy.5 

The number ofwolves, though, isn't the only point at which the 
Wolf-Man is vague about numbers. In recounting his age at the 
time of his dream the Wolf-Man says, "1 was three, four, or at most 
five years old at the time."6 Freud's response to this imprecision is 
nearly identical to his response to the number ofwolves. He doesn't 
need to put as rnuch effort into it, because it's not part of the dream 
interpretation. Notice, though, that the move to reduction remains 
the same. 

If it was to be assumed that behind the content of the dream there 
lay sorne such uriknown scene-one, that is, which had already been 
forgotten at the time of the dream-then it must have taken place very 
early. The dreamer, it will be recalled, said: "1 was three, four, or at 
most five years old at the time 1 had the dream." And we can add: "And 
1 was reminded by the dream of something that must have belonged to 
an even earlier period."7 
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The "unknown scene" that Freud refers to is, of course, the primaI 
scene of the Wolf-Man's parents having sex that must have been 
witnessed at least once (but perhaps as many as three times) in the 
Wolf-Man's infancy.8 Based on his assumption of the primaI scene, 
Freud places words in the patient's mouth that allow him to reduce 
the age of the drearner to the age that he was at the primaI scene. 

It is this continuaI attempt to reduce the dream to a one that 
signifies and represents that so disturbs Deleuze and Guattari here. 
It is particularly disheartening, since Freud is always on the verge of 
discovering sornething tnlly revolutionary. Or, better, Freud does 
discover something truly revolutionary, namely, the unconscious, 
and at every point he backs away from the implications of his dis­
covery. In essays such as "The Unconscious" and "Negation" Freud 
uncovers the vast, unruly, productive mechanisms of the uncon­
scious and then continually insists that these mechanisrns are an 
subordinated to the unities of the father, the mother, castration, 
and above aIl Oedipus. Freud finds a rhizome in the unconscious 
but is determined to see it as a tree according to which aIl the lines 
of f1ight are recaptured and rnade to signify Oedipus. Deleuze and 
Guattari took up this criticism of psychoanalysis at much greater 
length in Anti-Oedipus, but their essential point remains unchanged: 
psychoanalysis everywhere constricts by insisting on the reduction 
to unity. In opposition to this reduction to unity, Deleuze and 
Guattari propose schizoanalysis, which seeks to foIlow the lines of 
flight that escape from every assemblage. 

In order to clarify the distinction between psychoanalysis and 
schizoanalysis, let's look at Freud's distinction between neuro­
sis, which is amenable to analysis, and schizophrenia, which is 
inaccessible to analysis. Freud surmised that his inability to treat 
schizophrenies arose from their narcissistic disavowal of aIl connec­
tions to the external world. Neurotics, on the other hand, simply 
repressed a partieular connection to the extemal world. Briefly, 
schizophrenies remake reality in their own image, while neurotics 
accept reality but repress part of it. The repressed part returns not 
directly but symptomaticaIly in neurosis. Toward the end of "The 
Unconscious" Freud clarifies the mechanism by whieh the schizo­
phrenie de taches from reality. It is the confusion ofword and thing. 
Or better, the schizophrenie attaches to words instead of things. 
As the exarnples that Freud gives rnake clear, a neurotic is able to 
make a comparison between a sock and a vagina, precisely because 
there is a similarity in the object. For the schizophrenie, though, the 
comparison happens at the level of words not the level of objects. 
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Thus, the schizophrenie notes that since the tiny openings created 
by stretching knit fabIic and a vagina can aIl be called "holes" they 
are cOlTlparable Y 

Deleuze and GuattaIi think that Freud's discovery of the differ­
ence between the neurotic and the schizophrenic is significant. At 
the same tÎlne, they also think that he missed an important oppor­
tunity. For Freud the distinction marks the difference between two 
kinds of people: those amenable to analysis and those resistant to 
it. For Deleuze and GuattaIi, though, this difference is not a ditIer­
ence in kind, nor a ditIerence between two basic types of people. 
Rather, the difference is between tendencies toward both stasis and 
change that may be found in any assemblage. Thus, Deleuze and 
Guattari refer to the ditIerence between neurotics and schizophren­
ies as "a whole difference in styles" (TP 27). An assemblage with 
neurotic tendencies has a reproductive, representational style. Such 
an assernblage prefers that words and things mirror one another as 
rnuch as possible and that change be rnanaged by subordination to 
a unity or goal, good sense and common sense. An assemblage with 
schizophrenie tendencies does not assume that words and things 
represent one another. In fact such an assemblage may freely associ­
ate words without worrying whether such connections are "proper," 
such as a field of stitching and a field of vaginas. 

At precisely this point, we run up against Freud's greatest worry, 
namely, that his analytic technique is essentially schizophrenie. In 
"The Unconscious" he writes, "When we think in abstractions there 
is a danger that we may neglect the relations ofwords to unconscious 
thing-presentations, and it must be confessed that the expression 
and content of our philosophizing then begins to acquire an unwel­
come resemblance to the mode of operation of schizophrenics."lO 
This is precisely what we saw in Freud's analysis of the yVolf-Man's 
dream and the question of nurnber. Freud's analysis was utterly 
dependent on connecting numbers in the abstract rather than the 
thing numbered. In his discussion of whether there were six or 
seven wolves in the Wolf-Man's dream, for example, Freud focuses 
on the fact that a story from the Wolf-Man's childhood featured 
seven goats, even though seven goats eaten bya wolf seems a very 
different thing from seven wolves. Freud's schizophrenic technique 
becomes even rnore pronounced in his attempt to explain why the 
Wolf-Man draws only five wolves. Freud again fixa tes on nurnber, 
but at this point there is no slippage frOlTI wolves to goats but from 
wolves to time. As we saw above, Freud's supposition is that perhaps 
the primaI scene that the Wolf-Man is working through happened 
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at five o'dock, and that's why there are five wolves in the drawing. 
This appears to be precisely the kind of free association among 
words that Freud finds characteristic of schizophrenics and at the 
same time is trying to ward off in his own technique. 

In response to this Deleuze and Guattari argue that the problerll 
does not lie in Freud's technique, but in the goals of analysis. The 
goal of analysis for Freud is normalcy. That is why this plateau is 
dated with Freud's dedaration of a cure for the Wolf-Man. ""hat if 
the goal isn't normalcy? "\That if the goal isn't to make words mirror 
things? What if the goal is to create something new? Or, and this 
is the same thing, what if the goal is to do away with goals? What 
might this look like? Deleuze and Guattari respond to these ques­
tions by offering a story about Franny. Franny is listening is listen­
ing to a program about wolves and Deleuze asks if she would like 
to be a wolf. Her response is surprising, "How stupid, you can't be 
one wolf, you're always eight or nine, six or seven" (TP 29). What 
is perhaps more surprising is Deleuze's response. Unlike Freud, 
Deleuze doesn't begin to wonder how underneath the indetermi­
nate number ofwolves there is secretly a single wolf that is actually 
the father. Rather, Deleuze begins to ask the opposite question, 
What if the unconscious is irreducibly a multiplicity? "Freud tried 
to approach crowd phenomena from the point of view of the 
unconscious, but he did not see dearly, he did not see that the 
unconscious itselfwas fundamentally a crowd" (TP 29). 

For the most part Deleuze and Guattari use the terrn "multiplic­
ity" to talk about crowds, but what does it mean to talk about the 
unconscious as a crowd or multiplicity? In our discussion of the 
rhizome we saw that one of the goals behind speaking of multiplici­
ties is to avoid the dialectic of the one and the many that has domi­
nated philosophy since Plato. In this case, Deleuze and Guattari 
think that Freud has fallen prey to this dialectic by subordinating 
the rnanifold drives and cathexes of the unconscious to the one of 
Oedipus. In contrast to this strategy Deleuze and Guattari eschew 
this arborescent dialectic in favor of thinking the unconscious 
(and indeed everything) as a multiplicity. The multiplicity has a 
completely different logic from the one and the many though. To 
begin with, multiplicities are statistical aggregates. That is, they are 
so complex that they do not function according to linear causality 
but according to statistical probability. The example of this that 
we're probably most familiar with is the weather. Predicting the 
weather is never certain precisely because the factors that produce 
the weather are irreducibly complex. For this reason rain on any 
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given day is never certain only luore or less likely. At the sarne tÏlue, 
however, these daily cornplexities produce stabilities over the long 
terrn that we call "climate." In this light, Deleuze and Guattari's 
objection to Freud can be stated this way: First, Freud has mistaken 
historically produced regularities for universal essences, namely, 
Oedipus. Second, insofar as universal essences are singular, Freud's 
technique subsumes the many by the one. Third, as a result Freud's 
method can only reproduce the one and thus tends toward stasis. In 
contrast to this Deleuze and Guattari propose a method that tends 
toward change rather than stasis: schizoanalysis. ll 

Schizoanalysis, however, does not presurne that all rnultiplici­
ties tend toward change. Certainly Deleuze and Guattari want to 
replace a dialectic of the one and the many with rnultiplicity, but 
(following Elias Canetti) they recognize that a multiplicity is itself 
always a combination of tendencies toward both stasis and change. 
Those multiplicities in which the tendency toward stasis dominates 
they call "masses," and those multiplicities in which the tendency 
toward change dominates they call "packs." This, of course, brings 
us back to the question of the nurnber ofwolves. From Freud's per­
spective the number is crucial, but only insofar as it's reducible to 
one. For Freud the pack is not a pack, and the unconscious is not 
a crowd, because what counts is not the many but the one. In an 
interesting parallel, the number ofwolves is also crucial for Deleuze 
and Guattari, not because theyare reducible to one, but precisely 
because they are not reducible to one. But, are we not still caught 
in the dialectic of the one and the many at this point? Haven't we 
just overturned the one in favor of the lllany? Or, to put the ques­
tion in a slightly different way: What is the difference between the 
many and multiplicity? The answer to these questions lies in the 
continuity thesis. The dialectic of the one and the many depends on 
discrete, countable entities. It depends on the idea that whatever is 
countable can be grouped in a set that is itself discrete and count­
able. In contrast to this, multiplicity is a way ofthinking the continu­
ous and uncountable. It is a way of thinking intensities rather than 
extensities. From Deleuze and Guattari' s perspective the question 
of how many wolves is already the wrong question, because it begins 
from discontinuity rather than continuity. Imagine, for exarnple, 
that you go dancing at a club. The music is very good, and the crowd 
on the dance fIoor is all moving in time with the music. You have 
a very good time. The next day suppose that you're explaining to 
a friend what a great time you had dancing the night before, and 
he asks, "How many people were dancing?" Dancing is an intensive 
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phenolllenon and a crowd phenolnenon; as a result the nurnber of 
people in the crowd is in'elevant. By the same token, the pack is an 
intensive assemblage. To ask how many are in the pack is already 
the wrong question. The right question is, Which intensities circu­
late through and are captured by the pack? 

The question of intensities brings us to Deleuze and Guattari's 
first discussion of the "body without organs" in A Thousand Plateaus, 
a term that they borrow frorn the playwright Antonin Artaud. In this 
context they analyze the components of the unconscious. We have 
already discussed the intensive multiplicities, but the other cornpo­
nent is the body without organs. The body without organs is that on 
which intensive multiplicities circulate. In the example above, the 
body without organs is the dance Hoor. In the Wolf-Man's drearn 
the body without organs is the tree on which the wolves sit. A couple 
of clarifications need to be rnade at this point. First, for Deleuze and 
Guattari the body without organs does not function as a dead sub­
stratum, or even as a Kantian intuition of space. The body without 
organs is the continuum of life itself. A life. Not a life subjected 
to the dialectic of the one and the many where many organs are 
organized into a unitary organism. No, this is life thought frorn 
the perspective of continuity, Inultiplicity, the rhizome. Second, 
it is tempting to think of the body without organs as sornehow 
pre:-existing the rnultiplicities that are found on it. This is not the 
case for Deleuze and Guattari, who see the body without organs as 
produced alongside and along with the multiplicities that populate 
it. In this respect, it might be better to think of the body without 
organs as a limit beyond which a given multiplicity transforms into 
something else. Ifwe think of a river, for example, the How ofwater 
creates the riverbed in which the river flows. The very creation of 
this riverbed, though, at sorne points constricts the flow of water, 
which increases the intensity of the flow, and at other points the bed 
widens and decreases the intensity of the f1ow. 

In later chapters we will be able to discuss further concepts such 
as the body without organs, intensity, and becoming-animal. At 
this point it is sufficient to return to Deleuze and Guattari's project 
of creating concepts and ask what's been created here. The short 
answer is the concept of the unconscious as multiplicity. Deleuze 
and Guattari reject Freud's mania for reducing the many to the 
one and replace it with a multiplicity, the pack. The perceptual 
semiotics at work here require that there are only multiplicities. 
One never arrives at indivisible, discrete units out of which things 
are constructed. The components of a multiplicity are themselves 
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l11ultiplicities. This requires that one always think in tenl1S of 
populations, in terms of statistical aggregates for which there will 
always be means (rlloments of stability) and deviations from the 
rnean (mornents of change, lines of flight). Deleuze and Guattari's 
rnethod is scalar and does not seek to organize according to a dis­
crete punctuality or a totalizing whole. Rather, any moment of sta­
bility is to be analyzed according to the populations that make it up, 
regardless of the scale. In the Wolf-Man's case the object of stability 
is the unconscious and the populations that make it up are intensi­
ties, a pack of wolves. 

NOTES 

1. Freud, SE XVII, p. 29. 
2. Freud, SE XVII, p. 42n l. 
3. Ibid. 
4. Freud, SE XVII, p. 30. 
5. Freud, SE XVII, p. 37. 
6. Freud, SE XVII, p. 29. 
7. Freud, SE XVII, p. 33. 
8. Later in the essay, Freud goes on to raise the question ofwhether the 

pIimal scene must be witnessed in order to produce neurosis in the 
subject. His conclusion is that whether it is actually witnessed or not is 
irrelevant, since it is ultimately constructed retroactively by the patient 
(SE XVII, pp. 58ft). 

9. Freud, SE XIV, pp. 200-1. 
10. Freud, SE XIV, p. 204. 
Il. See my Death and Desire in Hegel, Heidegger; and Deleuze for further expli­

cation, especially 170ff. 
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In the third plateau Deleuze and Guattari take up the problern 
of stratification. The problem of stratification is the problem of 
stasis. How do assemblages acquire tendencies toward stasis? Are 
there different kinds of stasis? Or, better, are there different ways 
in which intensities are captured and regulated? In order to answer 
these questions Deleuze and Guattari organize the plateau around 
a .lecture given by the fictional character Professor Challenger, 
the protagonist in Arthur Conan Doyle's Lost World. The profes­
sor's lecture is directly about stratification and is interwoven with 
an imagined debate between Geoffroy Saint-Hilaire and Georges 
Cuvier. Geoffroy and Cuvier were nineteenth-century naturalists 
concerned about the question of speciation. While they were col­
leagues at one point they ultimately carne to disagree about whether 
species were fixed types, as Cuvier held, or subject to modification, 
as Geoffroy held. Even at this point we can see that what is at stake 
in these two views is an account of stasis. Cuvier holds that stasis pre­
exists and forms the individual mernbers of a species, while Geoffroy 
holds that not only must stasis be the result of sorne genetic process, 
but also that stasis itself is temporary. In this plateau Deleuze and 
Guattari seek to create a new concept out of Geoffroy's insight into 
speciation, a concept that accounts not only for different species 
but for any kind of stasis whatsoever. 

Deleuze and Guattari say that stratification is both fortunate 
and unfortunate, that it is both important and inevitable. As we 
saw, the first two plateaus were primarily focused on the lines of 
flight that escape from static formations and the thought processes 
that impose these static formations and attempt to recapture lin es 
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of Hight. In short, the first two plateaus are focused on change. 
This plateau focuses on stasis. Not surprisingly, the production of 
assernblages with tendencies toward stasis is a cornplex, multivalent 
affair. The chief reason for this cornplexity lies in what l've called 
the continuity thesis. Insofar as the continuity the sis predudes uni­
versaI, transcendent forms to organize unruly matter, Deleuze and 
Guattari rnust give an account of formaI genesis, which l've called 
"hylozoism" to contrast it with the dominant tradition of "hylomor­
phisrn." The result of Deleuze and Guattari's work here is that they 
isolate three types of stasis or stratification along with the genesis for 
each type. There are physical stratifications, organic stratifications, 
and linguistic stratifications. 

Before we proceed to look at the distinction among these 
types of stratification, we must look at the process of stratification 
as such. Deleuze and Guattari briefly summarize what stratification 
is: 

They [strata] consist of giving form to matters, of imprisoning intensi­
ties or locking singularities into systems of resonance and redundancy, 
of producing upon the body of the earth molecules large and small 
and organizing them into molar aggregates. Strata are acts of capture, 
they are like "black holes" or occlusions striving to seize whatever 
cornes within their reach. They operate by coding and territorialization 
upon the earth; they proceed by code and by territoriality. The strata 
are judgments of God (but the earth, or the body without organs, con­
stantly eludes that judgment, Hees and becomes destratified, decoded, 
deterritorialized). (TP 40) 

We already know enough to unpack sorne of the daims of this 
passage. Other dairns will have to wait until we discuss other 
plateaus. At this point 1 want to focus on Deleuze and Guattari's 
daim that strata are 'judgments of God." While there is a complex 
history to this phrase that Deleuze and Guattari filter through their 
reading of Artaud, we can relate the phrase to Cuvier's (and not 
just Cuvier's) belief that species are fixed types. For Cuvier they are 
fixed types precisely because God made thern that way. This belief 
is itself a reading of the account of creation in Genesis, which says, 
"Then God said, 'Let the earth bring forth living creatures after their 
kind: cattle and creeping things and beasts of the earth after their 
kind'; and it was so" (Gen 1:24, my emphasis). 'Judgment of God" 
in Deleuze and Guattari thus becomes shorthand for talking about 
the fact of stratification, but also for the theological baggage that is 
attached to most ways of thinking about stratification. Beyond that, 
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it is clear that the judgrnent of God is not final. It is contrasted with 
what escapes it, nanlely, the body without organs. 

Precisely between the judgment of God and the body without 
organs we find the assemblage. Deleuze and Guattari write, "The 
assemblage is between two layers, between two strata; on one side it 
faces the strata ... but the other side faces something else, the body 
without organs ... " (TP 40). This confirrns what we've already seen, 
namely that any assemblage has tendencies toward stasis (stratifica­
tion, the judglnent of God) and change (the body without organs); 
what we lack at this point is an explanation of how a strata might 
come about. In order to explain this Deleuze and Guattari indulge 
in sorne heretical theology. They grant the strong historical connec­
tion between stratification and God and therefore conclude, "God 
is a Lobster" (TP 40). "Vhat they me an by this is that stratification 
is always a process of "double articulation." Wary of proposing a 
general rnodel for something so varied, Deleuze and Guattari begin 
with an example: sandstone. Two things need to happen in order to 
produce sandstone. First, there must be a process of sedimentation. 
In a f1uid medium sediment will organize itself into homogene­
ous layers of particles roughly the sarne size. Sedirnentation is the 
first articulation. The second articulation is the process by which 
stratified particles stabilize into sedimentary rock. 

Deleuze and Guattari express this double articulation in terms of 
a passage from substance to fOlm (first articulation) and from form 
to substance (second articulation). In the first articulation there is 
a selection of material (substance) upon which statistical regularity 
is irnposed (form). ln the case of sandstone above, the selection 
of material is simply the particles suspended in the river. These 
particles are the substance. The very rnovement of the river organ­
izes these particles according to size and weight. In this way form is 
imposed on substance. This process of selection and organization 
is the first articulation. The second articulation fixes (in the case 
of sandstone "calcifies") the statistical regularities into stable struc­
tures (forms), which are at that time constituted as a compound 
with rigid, extensive relations among its parts (substances). Thus in 
the move from sedirnent to sedimentary rock, the pre-selected and 
organized material is converted into a rigid assemblage that tends 
rnostly toward stasis. 

Even at this early stage it is important to see the way in which 
Deleuze and Guattari differ from traditional accounts of the same 
process. First, even though they invoke God here, there is no sug­
gestion that God functions as an external agency. If we suppose 
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that Deleuze and Guattari are concerned with creating the new 
but without resorting to the discontinuity thesis, they cannot have 
recourse to a theistic creatio ex nihilo. Rather, they 111ust show how 
the new is created immanently. Thus, "God" is the name of that 
im111anent process of creation by double articulation. Second, and 
in parallel with their reappropriation of God, Deleuze and Guattari 
also rework two terms from the history of Western metaphysics, 
form and substance. As we've seen, particularly in the case of form, 
the concept easily lends itself to a metaphysics of discontinuity in 
which a form, ontologically different in kind, imposes itself on 
unruly matter. By the same token, substance also lends itself to a 
metaphysics of discontinuity as that unchanging ground that grants 
stability to things. On the one hand, Deleuze and Guattari are con­
cerned to account for the stability of things, and as a result use the 
classical terms for doing so, "form" and "substance." One the other 
hand, they want to sever the connection between these terms and 
a metaphysics of discontinuity. In order to do this, they must show 
how fonn and substance are generated by intensive processes rather 
than irnposed on intensive processes fro111 without. They do this 
through double articulation. The first articulation shows the pro­
duction of substance and fonn in an intensive process (sedimenta­
tion) , while the second articulation shows the production of fonn 
and substance in an extensive process (sedi111entary rock). This is 
the starting point for solving the problem of stable things that can 
be grouped according to kinds without resorting to a metaphysics 
of discontinuity. 

Although Deleuze and Guattari think that stratification in 
general always requires a double articulation, they borrow sorne ter­
minology from Louis Hjelmslev, the Danish linguist. In particular 
they borrow the distinction between content and expression to cor­
respond to the first and second articulations. As a result, one could 
say that content has both a substance and form, and expression has 
both a form and substance. l This tenninological addition allows us 
to think more clearly about what Deleuze and Guattari want to do 
with this distinction other than criticize traditional rnetaphysics. If 
we return to the sandstone illustration we can see how this works. 
The content of sandstone is a selection (substance) of particles that 
have been organized in a particular way (form), and the expres­
sion of the sandstone is the hardening of the particles (form) into 
striations ofvaried colors (substance). Of course, there is no neces­
sity that this content expresses itself in this way. The saIne content 
(particles suspended in a fluid medium) might express itself as a 

45 



Deleuze and Guattari's A Thousand Plateaus 

Chart 1 

Content (First Expression (Second 
Articulation) Articula tion) 

1 1 

1 1 1 1 

Substance Form Fonn Substance 

river delta with constantly shifting channels. Furthermore, while 
Deleuze and Guattari say that the distinction between content and 
expression is a real distinction (as opposed to the form/ substance 
distinction, which is merely modal or rnental), they argue that 
the distinction between content and expression is also a relative 
distinction. Returning to the sandstone again, we can see how the 
sandstone is the expression of a particular content, but we can 
also imagine a mason using sandstone to constnlct a wall. In this 
instance the sandstone is the content and the wall is the expression. 
We can diagram the relation as shown in Chart l. 

At this point, things seem to have gotten very nebulous, very 
quickly. Let's not lose sight of Deleuze and Guattari's purpose here. 
They are trying to account for both stasis and change, and their 
account of stratification is focused primarily on stasis. They put 
it this way, "The question we must ask is what on a given stratum 
varies and what does not. What accounts for the unity and diversity 
of a stratum?" (TP 45). Deleuze and Guattari daim that a stratum 
is a thickening or accretion of a f10w of matter (or earth or body 
without organs). This thickening may become very thick indeed, 
say in the case of sandstone, which results in a very stable, unified 
assemblage. Or, it may be quick and ephemeral, in the case, for 
example, of a smoke ring. The point that Deleuze and Guattari 
want to make is that every stratum requires this double articulation. 

The fact that every stratum is produced by double articulation, 
however, should not obscure the differences among strata. Here 
Deleuze and Guattari must walk a very fine line. They must distin­
guish among types of strata without resorting to sorne kind of essen­
tialism. They cannot distinguish between the physical and organic 
strata, for exarnple, by arguing that the organic stratum con tains 
something called "life" that the physical stratum do es not. On the 
contrary, they must show that life is produced on the organic straturn 
as the result of the content and expression of the matter selected 
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and organized on that stratum. The physical stratu1l1 selects frOln 
the saIne n1aterial flow, but its content and expression differ. "Thus 
there is no vital Inatter specific to the organic stratum, matter is the 
sarne on aIl strata" (TP 45). In short, Deleuze and Guattari rnust 
distinguish arnong strata while rnaintaining the continuity thesis. 

ABSTRACT l\IlALHINES 

The three strata that interest Deleuze and Guattari in this plateau 
are the physical, the organic, and the linguistic. In order to fully 
understand these strata and what distinguishes them, we need to 
introduce another terrn: "abstract machine." Strata can be distin­
guished from one another because their abstract rnachines differ. 
The physical straturn differs frorn the organic stratum, precisely 
because each stratum has a different abstract rnachine. An abstract 
machine is nothing other than the process of double articulation. 
Thus, an abstract machine is not the same as a straturn but it is 
"ernbedded in the stratum" (TP 45). An abstract machine is also not 
the same as an assernblage, though both operate machinicalIy (that 
is, by making and breaking connections) . An abstract rnachine does 
not transcend or pre-exist the stratum on which it is lodged. Rather, 
the abstract machine is constituted by the straturn on which it is 
lodged. To put these daims in Deleuze and Guattari's vocabulary, 
straturn, assemblage, and abstract machine aIl exist on the same 
plane. 

1RE PHYS1CAL STRA TUM 

If, then, an abstract machine is the process of double articula­
tion, and if this process differs for each strata, what is the abstract 
machine ernbedded in the physical strata? In order to answer this 
question we need to discuss thresholds and induction. Depending 
on their composition physical systems have various stable states that 
are achieved when a threshold is crossed. Take the cornpound H 20, 
for example, it has three stable states ice, water, and steam. The 
transition among these stable states is achieved at certain tempera­
tures, ooe or 100°C. These temperatures are thresholds for water, 
and the crossing of a threshold, the movement from one stable 
state to another, Deleuze and Guattari calI induction. The word 
"induction" suggests several different rneanings at once. In order to 
darify what Deleuze and Guattari mean here, it might be helpful to 
think about induction in the sense of an induction ceremony. What 
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do we n1ean by the phrase, "Michael Jordan was inducted into the 
Basketball Hall of Fame"? It means that his career was character­
ized by play that set hinl apart from other players. Over the course 
of his career his statistics settled into a stable state that was deemed 
superior. This superiority led to his induction into the Hall of Fame. 
By the same token water is inducted from its liquid state into its 
gaseous state when its temperature exceeds 100°C. Of course, not 
aIl thresholds on the physical straturn are based on temperature. 
In the case of sandstone, for example, the transition from a liquid 
suspension to sedimentary rock is a chemical induction rather 
than a thermal induction. The abstract machine of the physical 
stratum, then, is a process of double articulation in which the move 
from the first to the second articulation, the rnove from content to 
expression, occurs by induction. 

Another way to explain the characteristics of the abstract 
machine of the physical straturn is by reference to the ternlS 
"molecular" and "molar." Deleuze and Guattari introduced these 
terms in the previous plateau, where they distinguish between types 
of assemblages but warn us (as usual) not to create a dualisrn of 
assemblages, since molecular and molar assemblages are constantly 
mixed. The most straightforward way to think about this distinction 
is in terms of stasis and change. Molecular is the tendency toward 
change, and molar is the tendency toward stasis. This basic idea can 
be fleshed out further by noting that the molecular is intensive, 
while the molar is extensive. Thus, calling an assemblage "molecu­
lar" is a claim to the effect that its parts are related to one another 
intensively; that is, they are fluid and continuous in relation to one 
another. A molar assemblage, in contrast, is such that its parts are 
related to one another extensively, in a fixed relation of discrete 
parts. Deleuze and Guattari's claim here with regard to the abstract 
machine of the physical stratum is that the distinction between 
content and expression is also the distinction between the molecu­
lar and the molar. Thus, on the physical stratum the induction from 
content to expression is also the induction from the molecular to 
the molar. We've se en this already in the discussion of sandstone. 
The content, the sediment in a fluid rnedium, is rnolecular, and the 
expression, the stratified sandstone, is molar. 

The next characteristic that we need to explore in relation to 
the abstract machine of the physical stratum is what Deleuze and 
Guattari caU "deterritorialization." What we will discover as we con­
tinue working through the different abstract machines is that each 
one is capable of greater deterritorialization. The first thing to note 
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about deterritorialization is that it is inseparable fr01TI a process 
of reterritorialization. Furthermore, while both de- and reterrito­
rialization are also tendencies toward change and stasis, it will be 
helpful to think about these tendencies as occurring on a differ­
ent axis. For example, if 1 am driving a car, 1 have a rate of change 
that is occurring on at least two axes. 1 have both a direction and a 
speed. Both of which can be constant or change independently of 
one another. Deterritorialization is the selection or extraction of 
sorne set of intensities in order to compose them or place them in 
a different relation to one another. Again, this sounds very abstruse 
expressed in such general terms, but the idea can be illustrated 
quite easily. When an apple grows on a tree, it is territorialized on 
the tree. When 1 pick the apple, 1 deterritorialize the apple. At the 
same time, 1 also reterritorialize the apple by eating it or placing 
it in a fruit bowl. Of course, the process of de/reterritorialization 
extends infinitely in every direction. The apple only grows on the 
tree insofar as it is able to deterritorialize nutrients from the soil, 
energy from the sun, and pollen carried by insects and the wind. 
Each of these (soil, sun, insects) is in turn caught up in a process of 
de/reterritorialization. 

In the case of the abstract machine lodged on the physical 
stratum, Deleuze and Guattari say that deterritorialization is both 
volurninous and superficial. In order to illustra te this they discuss 
the formation of a crystal. Crystals develop in every direction at 
once; that is, they develop by increasing their volurne. Crystals are 
voluminous. By the same token, crystals only develop by adding to 
their surface layer (epistrata). Crystals increase by adding layer after 
layer onto an already stable core. Deleuze and Guattari conclude 
frorn this that deterritorialization is superficial. The developing 
crystal continually deterritorializes the molecular rnedium (paras­
trata) within which it sits and reterritorializes that same material 
into the molar structure of the crystal. Notice again that we see 
content and expression divided according to molecular and molar. 
What we will discover on other strata is that their abstract machines 
are able to deterritorialize further because they are not bound to 
deterritorialize only on the surface. These other abstract machines 
can reproduce. 

The final characteristic of any abstract machine is decoding. 
Much like deterritorialization, decoding cannot be thought apart 
from a process of coding or overcoding. Furthermore, it is also 
the case that decoding and coding are ways of talking about 
change and stasis, but that these tendencies lie on an axis that's 
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distinct frOIn de/reterritorialization. Deleuze and Guattari clarify 
the distinction in this way, "Forms relate to codes and processes 
of coding and decoding in the parastrata [the outside, external 
milieu]; substances, being fonned matters, relate to tenitorialities 
and Inovernents of deterritorialization and reterritorialization on 
the epistrata [the surface layer of the assemblage]" (TP 53). Aside 
from the introduction of the terms "parastrata," the external milieu 
in contact with an assemblage, and "epistrata," the surface layer of 
an assemblage in contact with an external milieu, the important 
distinction that Deleuze and Guattari draw here is between form 
and substance. Coding and decoding relate to form, while dei 
reterritorialization relate to substance. We can th us update the 
chart from above. In Chart 2, both content and expression have a 
fonn and a substance, and as a result both content and expression 
will have dei coding and de/reterritorialization. Ifwe return to the 
example of sandstone we can see how this works for the physical 
stratum. The selection of materials (particles in a fluid medium) is 
a deterritorialization (and sirnultaneous reterritorialization), while 
the imposition of statistical regularity (the sorting of the particles by 
size and weight) is a decoding (and simultaneous coding). Thus we 
see both dei coding and de/reterritorialization in the first articu­
lation, content. In the second articulation (which on the physical 
stratum is the movement from molecular to rnolar), we also see 
both processes of dei coding and de/reterritorialization. Here the 
statistical regularities become fixed as each successive layer calcifies. 
This caicification expresses the underlying physical and chemical 
constituents and is a dei coding of form on the molar scale. At the 
same time, as the material crosses the threshold from liquid to solid, 
it undergoes a process of de/reterritorialization that expresses a 
new substance known as sandstone. At this point the sandstone 
is subject to (and in fact helps create) a new external milieu with 
which it interacts. Thus, wind, water, and tectonic upheaval might 

Chart 2 

Content Expression 

1 1 

1 1 1 1 

Substance - Del Fornl Codingl Form - Codingl Substance - Del 
reterritorialization Decoding Decoding reterTitorialization 
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both deterritorialize and decode the sandstone. Or, a Inason n1ight 
deterritorialize but not decode the sandstone. vVhile it is tempting 
to treat dei coding and de/reterritorialization as interchangeable, 
they are in fact distinct processes. 

THE ORGANIC STRATUM 

The bulk of this plateau is taken up with discussions of the organic 
and linguistic strata. Our primary task at this point is to discover 
how the strata differ from one another. What we will find is that in 
each case content and expression have a different relation to one 
another depending on the strata. What follows from this is that aIl 
of the processes related to content and expression (dei coding, dei 
reterritorialization) as weIl as the relation of substance and form 
will relate to one another differently. This shouldn't come as too 
great a surprise, though. Deleuze and Guattari are straightforwardly 
trying to account for basic differences among things as diverse as 
rocks, anirnals, and language. The tricky part though, and this is 
what sets the project of A Ihousand Plateaus apart philosophically, 
is that they're trying to do it without resorting to a rnetaphysics of 
discontinuity, or any kind of hylomorphism. They write, 

As long as preestablished forms were compared to predetermined 
degrees, aIl one could do was affirm their irreducibility, and there was 
no way of judging possible communication between the two factors. 
But we see now that fonus depend on codes in the parastrata and 
plunge into processes of decoding or drift and that degrees themselves 
are caught up in movements of intensive deterritorialization and 
reterritorialization. (TP 54, translation altered)2 

By shifting to a metaphysics of continuity, Deleuze and Guattari 
are able to account not only for the stability of assernblages (e.g., 
a species of animal), but also for a process by which new forrns are 
produced. The difficulty with discontinuity as Deleuze and Guattari 
see it is that the gap between discrete forms is insuperable and 
subject to something like Zeno's paradox. That is, moving between 
forms would require the establishment of an intermediate forrn, 
but the number of interrnediate forms would multiply to infin­
ity and the distance between two fonns could never be traversed. 
Deleuze and Guattari's account of stratification avoids this difficulty 
by not positing discrete forms in the first place. Stability is not pre­
established but is the result of statistical regularities (thickenings) 
that are more or less stable. 
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"Vhat sets the organic stratum apart from the physical stratUITl is 
its reproductive ability. This reproductive ability is what differenti­
ates the abstract machine of the organic stratum from the abstract 
rnachine of the physical straturn. As we saw, assemblages on the 
physical stratum grow and develop (crystals and sandstone) but they 
do not reproduce. A crystal develops not by making more crystals 
but by adding to its surface. Only the exterior of a crystal is subject 
to change. Its interior is unaffected by the process of crystallization. 
An organic assemblage, however, can reproduce. Furthermore, it 
is by way of reproduction that the organic stratum dei codes and 
de/reterritorializes. Deleuze and Guattari summarize the distinc­
tion between the physical and the organic by saying that while the 
abstract machine lodged in a physical stratUITl functions by induc­
tion, the abstract machine lodged in an organic stratum functions 
by transduction. 

In biology transduction is the transfer offoreign genetic material 
into an organism by a virus. The reason that Deleuze and Guattari 
take up this term is that unlike induction, which works only on the 
surface, transduction organizes interiority and exteriority differ­
ently. Transduction allows the transfer of rnaterial directly from 
the interior of one assemblage to the interior of another assem­
blage. The transduced rnaterial is then replicated through genetic 
reproduction. In this case there is both a de/reterritorialization of 
substance (genetic material) as weIl as a dei coding, which is now 
ordered differently with the introduction of new material. Deleuze 
and Guattari, however, do not limit the use of the term "transduc­
tion" to instances where a virus transfers genetic material into a 
bacterium. They use it much more generally to refer to the way that 
the organic stratum produces a unity and diversity that differs from 
the physical stratum.3 

The organic stratum produces unity and diversity through 
separating content and expression. While on the physical stratum 
expression was dependent on the content, on the organic stratum 
expression is independent of the content. For example, the redness 
of sandstone (expression) is completely dependent on the amount 
of iron oxide in the sediment (content). When we lllove to the 
organic stratum, though, we discover that the dependence of 
expression on content no longer holds. Let's take eye color as an 
example. Eye color is clearly an expression of genetic content, but it 
is also widely variable. My wife and 1 both have green eyes, but one 
of our children has hazel eyes and the other blue eyes. If expres­
sion was dependent on content we would expect both children to 
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have green eyes, but eye color is not governed by the kind of direct 
dependence that we see in the color of sandstone but by statistical 
regularity. That's why a Punnett Square can be used to determine 
the likelihood of inheriting certain traits. However, even a Punnett 
Square cannot account for "genetic drift," the idea that over time 
the replication of genetic code spontaneously introduces rnodifica­
tions into it that are then further reproduced. Genetic drift further 
enhances the independence of content and expression on the 
organic stratum. This independence of expression allows a greater 
possibility of deterritorialization on the organic stratum compared 
to the physical straturn. 

We can take a moment to more fully illustrate the process that 
Deleuze and Guattari envision for the organic stratum, and then 
work through the vocabulary that they provide here. Let's begin 
with two fundarnental contributions to a "science ofmultiplicities." 
First, Darwin replaces types with populations. What this means is 
that Darwin do es not see species as a fixed type, he sees a species 
as a temporary and statistical aggregate of traits. Second, Darwin 
replaces degrees (of difference) between species for differen tial 
relations. The issue here concerns the development from one 
species into another. If a species is a population, then its traits will 
be grouped around a more or less stable point. However, at the 
rnargins the members of a population will deviate from the mean 
and possess a diflerent differential relation among traits. The classic 
exarnple here is the peppered moth. Prior to the industrial revolu­
tion in England the dominant color in the population was white 
with dark spots (hence the name). This color provided excellent 
camouflage against the light-colored tree trunks of the time. At the 
margins of the population of moths, though, a few were darker. As 
pollution increased with the indus trial revolution the tree trunks 
became darker. As a result, the darker moths were better carnou­
flaged. This shift in color created a shift in the population as the 
darker moths became dominant in the population. Recently, a 
decrease in pollution in England has reversed the process again, 
and now light colored moths are dominant. Deleuze and Guattari 
think this process is better accounted for not in terms of degrees, 
where we would posit a series of increasingly darker moths, but as 
a differential relation within the population in which the statistical 
aggregate of traits re-organizes into a new statistical aggregate. 

Obviously one of the key factors in this shift is the environrnent, 
particularly predation. A light moth on a dark tree trunk is much 
easier to see than a dark moth on a dark tree trunk. Environrnental 

53 



Deleuze and Guattœri's A Thousand Plateaus 

factors (part of the parastrata) place pressure on expression and 
in this case end up shifting color expression from light to dark. 
Importantly, though, and this supports Deleuze and Guattari's con­
tention that expression is independent of content on the organic 
stratum, the rnoth remains the sanle species in its light or dark 
form. We can also imagine an instance, indeed evolution demands 
that we do, in which the expression of content so radically diverges 
as to create a new species, a new population independent of the 
first. For Darwin, the quintessential example of this is the differ­
ent species of finches he catalogs on his voyage to the Galapagos 
Islands. In this case not only do we have environmental pressures, 
notably different food sources on difIerent islands, but we also have 
populations isolated from one another. As a result any deviations 
from the mean are amplifie d, because they cannot be easily reab­
sorbed into a larger population. Reproductive isolation coupled 
with environmental pressures serve to generate new and distinct 
populations. 

It would be a mistake,though, to assume that these new popula­
tions arrive fully formed. Evolution is blind but fecund. Numerous 
possible aggregates of traits may arise simultaneously. Any number 
of these may result in a new stable state around which traits are 
organized. Or, the new population may not survive at aIl. There is 
no progression by degrees to the fittest aggregate (and here Deleuze 
and Guattari become more neo-Darwinian than Darwinian). There 
are rather multiple simultaneous attempts to coalesce around a 
stable state. Evolution works by attrition not according to teleology. 

With these illustrations in nlÎnd, let's return to Deleuze and 
Guattari's rather forrnidable recasting of this process in their own 
terminology of stratification. Species are stratifications. That is, they 
are more or less stable aggregates of a population. Stratifications are 
a process of thickening on the body without organs that requires a 
double articulation, one of content, one of expression. There are 
different kinds of thickening that result in difIerent kinds of strata. 
Deleuze and Guattari calI the distinct processes of articulation on 
the differing strata "abstract machines." The abstract machine for 
the physical stratum thickens, organizing itself by induction. The 
abstract machine for the organic stratum thickens, organizing itself 
by transduction. In the case of Darwin's finches, we can imagine 
that a subset of a larger population (a denser thickening) leaves 
the mainland in search of food or perhaps is blown off course by a 
storm and arrives in a new environment. This separated population 
is already a thickening (a selection of genetic mate rials expressed in 
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a particular way) , but here its epistrata (surface) is faced with a new 
parastrata (external milieu). This creates selection pressures that 
rnay move the statistical me an of the population. In some cases, as 
we saw with the peppered moth, the shift in mean does not result in 
speciation. However, in the case of Darwin's finches, the rnean not 
only shifts but splinters into a series of divergent populations, each 
with its own rnean. The divergence is significant enough in this case 
to produce different species of birds. 

Because the organic stratum functions by transduction, because 
expression is independent of content, content and expression are 
not divided along molecular and molar lines. There is both molecu­
lar and rnolar content and molecular and molar expression. In the 
case of Darwin's finches the molecular content that is selected is 
the various nucleotides making up a genetic sequence. The molar 
content is the formation of those nucleotides into particular genes. 
At the level of expression, the rnolecular content is the intensive 
expression of the genome. AlI of Darwin' s finches have muted 
colors, but even these will be expressed on a range of intensity. 
Furtherrnore, young finches have either yellow or pink beaks, an 
expression that disappears in adulthood. The molar expression of 
the genorne brings us the parti culaI' bird itself. This determines 
exactlywhich of Darwin's finches we're looking at. 

For Deleuze and Guattari our thinking is often harnpered 
because we take the molar expression of population genomics as 
both our starting point and ending point. As a result the molar 
expression becomes a pre-established type, and other molar expres­
sions become either their own type or a predetermined degree 
between types. Deleuze and Guattari want to replace questions of 
the type, What kind of finch is it? with much more subtle questions 
about the degrees of intensity that are sorted and organized on a 
particular stratum. Questions of this type are important because 
they necessarily entail questions about lines of flight. This allows 
us to ask,What rnight this become? Which edge is this assemblage 
deterritorializing along? Questions such as these allow us to account 
for the genesis of the new without devolving into a paradox of infi­
nite regress. 

The final aspect" of the organic stratum that we need to discuss 
here is what Deleuze and Guattari caU the linearity and unidi­
mensionality of expression on the organic stratum. This aspect 
of the organic stratum contrasts with the physical straturn, which 
is characterized by volurninous and superficial expression. Recall 
that voluminous and superficial expression of the physical stratum 
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n1eans that deterritorialization happens at the surface and in 
three dimensions. The abstract machine lodged on the organic 
straturn functions differently. To begin with it does not deterrito­
rialize solely on its surface, but reciprocally deterritorializes both 
its interior and exterior. As we saw with the finches external pres­
sures privilege a certain grouping of intensities, which becomes 
amplified through reproduction. This process is what Deleuze and 
Guattari caIl the "detachment of a line of expression" (TP 59). 
Thus, whereas a crystal grows three dimensionaIly, on the organic 
stratum it is possible to speak of a "line of descent." That is, a 
single line detaches from a population and is able to produce a 
new population. 

THE LINGUISTIC STRA TUM 

The final stratum that Deleuze and Guattari discuss in this plateau 
is the linguistic stratum. It is at this point that we can see clearly why 
this plateau is caIled a "géology," since it is a study of strata and their 
fomlation. It is also clear that the title itself is a playon Nietzsche's 
Genealogy of Marals. In this light two questions come immediately to 
mind: 1) What is the difference between genealogy and geology? 2) 
What does this plateau have to do with morals? ln response to the 
first question Deleuze and Guattari are explicit that the "rhizome 
is an anti-genealogy" (TP Il). Their objection to genealogy at this 
point is that genealogy leaves no room for transduction, no room 
for genetic drift, no room for transversal communication between 
distinct species. A genealogy cannot fathom a cat with baboon DNA. 
But, as we've seen, a geology cano The second question is more dif­
ficult to answer and requires a rethinking of the nature of rnorality. 
Ironically, Nietzsche is qui te helpful in this regard. So, perhaps, it 
is better to think ofthis plateau as an extension of Nietzsche's work 
rather than a critique of it. 

ln the Genealogy of Marals Nietzsche argues that the terrns that 
we use for moral concepts, such as "guilt" and "evil" are not self­
evident, but in fact have a history. The first question that drives 
Nietzsche's analysis then is, Under what conditions has a particular 
set of moral terms arisen? For example, Nietzsche wants to know 
how the term "good" came to refer to altruistic acts. The second 
question that drives Nietzsche's analysis is, Is this dominance of a 
particular set of moral terms a sign of health or a sign of sickness in 
the population that it governs? Thus, is the fact that "good" refers 
to altruistic acts the sign of a healthy or unhealthy population? ln 
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this respect it's easy to think about morality in Nietzsche's sense as 
a kind of stratification. Moral tenns organize thought and behav­
ior. They create sorne connections and disallow others. As a result, 
societies and cultures can be distinguished according to the content 
and expression of their rnoral terms. What Deleuze and Guattari 
want to add to Nietzsche's project here is a general account of strati­
fication that explains not only rnorality, but language as a whole, 
and beyond that life itself. In the next plateau we'll pursue language 
even further, but for right now let's see how language is produced 
on the linguistic stratum. 

At the outset, we need to make an important distinction between 
linguistics and semiotics. These two terms are sometimes used inter­
changeably, especially in the wake of structuralist linguistics, which 
can lead to a confusion in understanding Deleuze and Guattari's 
work. Deleuze and Guattari are interested in a general theory of 
"signs," and thus a semiotics. But "signs" are not primarily linguis­
tic. This is why Deleuze and Guattari replace the usual linguistic 
division of the sign into signifier and signified with the distinction 
between content and expression (following Hjelmslev). As we've 
seen, this shift to content and expression as the two articulations 
of the process of stratification can be applied to the physical and 
organic strata not just the linguistic stratum. Furthermore, what 
distinguishes the linguistic stratum is not that it functions according 
to signs while the other strata do not. It is that the relation between 
content and expression is different on the linguistic stratum. 
Stratification is a general semiotics. The linguistic straturn is the 
application of a general semiotics to language. Or, as Deleuze and 
Guattari say, "a regime of signs is much more than a language" (TP 
63). 

What characterizes the linguistic stratum is "translation." 
Translation is in clear distinction from the induction of the physi­
cal stratum and the transduction of the organic stratum. At the 
same time, we must be careful to use "translation" in the sense that 
Deleuze and Guattari do. They write, 

Translation should not be understood simply as the ability of one lan­
guage to "represent" in some way the givens of another language, but 
beyond that as the ability of language, with its own givens on its own 
stratum, to represent aIl the other strata and thus achieve a scientific 
conception of the world. The scientific world (Welt, as opposed to the 
Um"loelt of the animal) is the translation of aIl of the flows, partic1es, 
codes, and territorialities of the other strata into a sufficiently deterri­
torialized system of signs, in other words, into an overcoding specifie to 
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language. This property of overcoding or superlinearity explains why, 
in language, not only is expression independent of content, but form 
of expression is independent of substance ... [1] t must be noted that 
the immanence within language of universal translation means that 
its epistrata and parastrata ... operate in an entil'ely diffel'ent mannel' 
than those of othel' strata ... (TP 62-3) 

Translation, then, for Deleuze and Guattari is not simply a phe­
nomenon that applies to the possible relation of one language 
to another, but a phenomenon by which the linguistic straturn 
organizes other strata. On the other strata the abstract machine is 
enveloped by the stratum, but on the linguistic stratum the abstract 
machine reaches into the other strata and overcodes them. That is, 
it reorganizes the other strata in its own terms. Let's take a simple 
example here to illustrate. It is irrelevant to Darwin's finches which 
genus or species they belong to. Their place in a taxonomy has 
no bear1ng on the population or deviations from it. The abstract 
machine of the linguistic stratum overcodes the genetic coding 
and reorganizes the finch populations, not only in relation to one 
another but also in relation to aIl other populations of organisms. 
Note, though, that the overcoding here doesn't replace the genetic 
coding. The genetic coding remains, but it is placed in the service of 
another coding, namely, scientific taxonomical organization. 

Several illusions are created by translation. The first illusion is 
that the strata are hierarchically organized, that the organic stratum 
is superior to the physical stratum, and that the linguistic stratum is 
superior to both. This first illusion gives way to the second illusion 
that has been referred to the "linguistic turn" in philosophy. The 
possibility of overcoding has led to the supposition of the necessary 
mediation of language. As a result, knowledge daims necessarily 
become daims about propositions. Deleuze and Guattari do not 
deny the power of language, but they do daim that language cannot 
tell the whole st01Y (not even by analogy), and that language itself is 
much more complicated than has been supposed by those arguing 
for its pre-eminence. The final illusion follows from the first two, 
the anthropocentric illusion. The ability to overcode the other 
strata seelns to assure human superiol1ty. This superiority is codi­
fied at the dawn of Western philosophy in Aristotle's definition of 
humans as "rational animaIs." Deleuze and Guattari's account of 
the linguistic stratum shows not only how these illusions arise as a 
result of translation, but also how we might think the same phenorn­
enon in terms of an ontological continuity that does not depend 
on hylomorphism. The result is a fiat ontology in which there is a 
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reciprocal (but never hierarchical) relation among strata, abstract 
n1achines, and concrete assemblages. 

Another characteristic that separates the linguistic straturn from 
the other strata is that, whereas the other strata are spatial, the lin­
guistic straturn is temporal. This temporallinearity (superlinearity) 
is what makes translation (overcoding) possible. While it is true that 
the organic stratum possesses linearity and that this genetic linearity 
is successive, the organic stratum does not possess the ability to code 
other strata. That is, the form of expression on the organic stratum 
remains an organic phenomenon. In contrast to this the linguistic 
stratum functions by "a fonnal synthesis of expression in which 
tirne constitutes a process of linear overcoding" (TP 62). Deleuze 
and Guattari say that this formaI synthesis of expression is nothing 
other than translation itself. The question remains, however, How 
is this ternporal? As we saw above, translation is the application of 
a new code on top of an already existing code. What this rneans in 
Deleuze and Guattari's terms is that the form of expression on the 
linguistic stratum is detachable from the linguistic stratum and can 
give form to substances on other strata. This is the "formaI synthesis 
of expression." This formaI synthesis imposes a new succession on 
what it overcodes that is temporal. Take Darwin's finches again. The 
finches thernselves have no ide a that they're part of a species that 
is related to other species on the Galapagos Islands, and that these 
species are related to a population of birds in South America. It is 
only by overcoding tha t this succession is formed. Furthermore this 
succession is a temporal and not a spatial succession. 

The last characteristic that we need to discuss is the relation 
between content and expression on the linguistic stratum. Deleuze 
and Guattari are explicit that the distinction between content and 
expression is always real on aIl the strata. However, there are dif­
ferent kinds of real distinction, and "what varies from stratum to 
stratum is the nature of the real distinction between content and 
expression ... " (TP 72). The real distinction between content 
and expression on the physical stratum is a formaI distinction. 
What Deleuze and Guattarl mean by this is that the distinction is 
"between orders of rnagnitude, with the establishment of a reso­
nance of expression (induction)" (TP 72). As we saw, content and 
expression on the physical stratum were divided along molecular 
and molar lin es (sedirnentationj sedirnentary rock). On the organic 
stratum, in contrast, the nature of the distinction between content 
and expression is real. This is a liule confusing since we're left with 
a real-real distinction at this point (réelle-réelle in French). The first 
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"real" here refers to the fact of the distinction between content and 
expression. The second "real" refers to the type of real distinction. 
In the case of the organic straturn this means a "distinction between 
different subjects, with the establishment of linearity of expression 
(transduction)" (TP 72). The subjects that Deleuze and Guattari 
have in mind here are genes on the content side and rnembers of a 
population on the expression side. The distinction between content 
and expression on the linguistic stratum is essential "between dif­
ferent attributes or categories, with the establishment of a super­
linearity of expression (translation)" (TP 72). If we bear in mind 
that translation is an overcoding we can see the type of categorical 
distinction at play here. These are the distinctions by which we 
organize our thought. In the case of Darwin's finches the crucial 
distinction is between genus and species. In the case of linguistics 
the operative distinction has traditionally been between word and 
thing. A Thousand Plateaus itself is replete with distinctions of this 
sort, for example, the distinction between tree and rhizome. In 
Chart 3, we can see a schernatic representation of the three strata 
along with their relevant characteristics. 

Importantly, though, what Deleuze and Guattari do not do with 
this or any of the real distinctions between content and expression 
is convert them into ontological diflerences. Deleuze and Guattari 
remain committed to the univocity of being, even as they seek to 
demonstrate the complexity of this one kind of being. "There is no 
biosphere or noosphere, but everywhere the same Mechanosphere" 

Chart 3 
...• . ...... .'. Strata .. . ... 

.'> ...•• ' .:. .';' > •••..... .. ....... . ":. ..... . ..... •...... : •.•.• y • ..•..•••.... 

Physical Organic Linguistic 
Operation 

Induction Transduction Translation 

Relation between 
content and Dependent Independent Independent 
expression 

Type of expression Superficial Linear Superlinear 

Ordering principle Voluminous U nidimensional Temporal 

Type ofreal 
distinction between FormaI Real Essential content and 
expression 
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(TP 69). Deleuze and Guattari thus hold two proposItIons in 
tension: 1) Being is univocal; and 2) Being is non-reductively 
complex. On the one hand, they do not claim that there are differ­
ent kinds ofbeing. As we've seen, different kinds ofbeing invariably 
result in a metaphysics of discontinuity and a concomitant hylornor­
phism that reintegrates the different kinds of being. On the other 
hand, the stratifications of being, the diflerent thickenings that 
we've explored here, are not reducible to one another. It is not pos­
sible to reduce everything to the physical stratum in an eliminative 
materialism. Nor is it possible to reduce everything to the organic 
stratum in a biologisrn, as evolutionary psychology might have you 
believe. FinaIly, it is not possible to reduce everything to the linguis­
tic stratum in a radical constructivism. Each stratum has a distinct 
abstract machine in which the real distinction between content and 
expression is ordered differently. 

RETURN OF THE CONCREIE AS:SEMBLAGE 

We have spent so much time talking about stratification and 
abstract machines that it is easy to lose sight of assemblages. We've 
already noted that abstract machines are not to be confused with 
assemblages, but what exactly is the relation between the two? It 
is tempting to suppose that abstract machines precede concrete 
assemblages in sorne way, or that abstract machines produce con­
crete assernblages. Asking questions of chronological priority in 
Deleuze and Guattari's work is already heading in the wrong direc­
tion, toward discrete, arborescent, hierarchical figures. The fact 
of the matter is that while strata, abstract machines, and concrete 
assemblages are in principle separable, they are, in fact, mutually 
interrelated and never found apart. The relation that Deleuze and 
Guattari propose between a concrete assemblage and an abstract 
machine is "effectuation." They say, "The rnost important problem 
of aIl: given a certain rnachinic assemblage what is its relation of 
effectuation with the abstract machine? How does it effectuate 
it, with what adequation?" (TP 71). "Effectuation" is a strange 
word, though, and a transliteration of the French "effectuation." 
The valences in French and English are slightly different here 
with English tending more toward causality, effecting and French 
tending more toward making, creation, and performance. l think 
we can straightforwardly say that an assemblage is a concrete 
expression of an abstract process. But, we rnust introduce two 
caveats: First, we must take abstract in the sense of "continuous," 
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"the opposite of discrete," not in the sense that's opposed to the 
concrete. Second, we must suppose that rnachinic asselublages and 
abstract machines are simultaneous. The relation between abstract 
rnachines and asselnblages is not the relation between the possible 
and the real, which traditionally supposed that the possible in sorne 
sense preceded and determined the limits of the real. 

If the relation between abstract machine and assemblage is not a 
possible/real relation, what kind of relation is it? In order to answer 
this question let's look at a branch of mathematics that Deleuze 
(both with and without Guattari) has found very fruitful in his work 
for thinking about continuity: topology. VVhile the name "topology" 
suggests spatiality, it is important to note at the outset that this is a 
non-metric, non-discrete, continuous space. The primary issue in 
topology is not the size or shape of the object but the relation of 
its parts to one another. The dassic example of this is the donut 
and the coffee cup. Topologically speaking they are the sarne. The 
reason they are the same is that both a donut and a coffee cup have 
exactly one hole, the rniddle of the donut and the handle of the 
coffee cup. The cup part of the coffee cup can be thought of as a 
continuous deforrnation (or "folding" in Deleuze and Guattari's 
language) of one sicle of the donut. This possibility in topology 
leads to the oft repeated joke: "\That is a topologist? Someone who 
can't tell the difference between a donut and a coffee cup. Another 
brief example of topological relations is found in typography. In 
most fonts the letters "A" and "R" would have the same topology, 
while the letter "B" would have a different topology. The reason 
for this is that "A" and "R" have one hole and two legs, but "B" has 
two holes and no legs. "A" can be transformed into "R" through 
continuous deformation, but neither can be turned into "B" without 
"cutting" or discontinuous deformation. Or, to put this daim in 
familiar terms, "A" and "R" have the same abstract machine, but 
"B" has a different abstract machine. At the same time, though, 
and this brings us back to the original question, we cannot say that 
"A" and "R" are the realization of possibilities already contained in 
their abstract machine. Deleuze and Guattari's reasoning for this is 
purely practical. Of course, it's always possible to subsume topology 
under a Eudidean geometry that works precisely according to the 
logic of possibility and actuality. One sets the rules for a triangle; 
these rules determine what is possible for a triangle, and aIl actual 
triangles conform to these rules. But, this is to make a tracing not a 
map, a tree not a rhizome. In contrast to this Deleuze and Guattari 
are proposing that assernblages are problematic (Archimedean) 
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rather than axiomatic (Euclidean). This is how you l11ake a rnap: 
show how assemblages are not simply the tracing of a pre-existing 
form (possible/real) but how they connect with the outside. 
Assernblages are solutions to a problem, whereas abstract machines 
are the problem itself. 

AU abstract machines pose the problem of the relation between 
the outside and the in si de (the fold). To iUustrate this let's return 
to Deleuze and Guattari's reading of Geoffroy Saint-Hilaire. For 
Geoffroy there is only one animal (abstract machine) and an 
animaIs (assemblages) are continuous deformations in relation to 
one another. One of the problems posed by the abstract animal is 
the consumption of energy. An animal can only main tain a stable 
state to the degree that it can hamess flows of energy, which ulti­
mately come from the sun. We can compare two solutions to this 
problem. The first solution is the herbivores' solution, the big gut 
solution. Solar energy is available through the consurnption of 
plants. The difficulty is that the plants guard this energy rather jeal­
ously (the solution to another problem) through various chemicals, 
thorns, and above aU very tough ceU walls. Sorne herbivores (rumi­
nants) extract energy frorn plants by eating enormous amounts 
of plant ll1aterial, having a complex system of digestion through 
multiple stornachs, and regurgitating and re-chewing their food 
multiple times. This solution requires a big gut with most time and 
energy devoted to digestion. The hurnan solution to this problem 
(the same problem) has been to develop systems of external diges­
tion, the big brain solution. Eating herbivores, for example, aUows 
us to take advantage of their ability to convert plants into energy. 
We let the cows digest plants on our behalf. We have also external­
ized our digestion through cooking our food. Heat and fermenta­
tion aUow us to break down the tough ceU waUs of plants prior to 
consuming them. Solving our energy problem by applying energy 
(fire) to it prior to consumption gave us access to vast arrlounts of 
previously inaccessible energy. Most of our energy goes to keeping 
our brains nlnning instead of digestion.4 TopologicaUy speaking 
cows and humans are the same. They are not pre-existing types but 
continuous variations of one another. They are assemblages of the 
same abstract machine, different solutions to the same problem of 
how to produce bio-usable solar energy. 

These solutions are always contingent and provision al and are 
constrained by nurnerous forces that are also contingent and pro­
visional. In broad terms we have spoken of these constraints as the 
tendencies toward stasis and change. In this plateau we discover 
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that stasis and change OCCLU' sinlldtaneously on lTlultiple axes: dei 
reterritorialization is the tendency toward stasis or change with 
regard to substance; dei coding is the tendency toward stasis or 
change with regard to form. Substance and form themselves are 
doubled in content and expression, the double articulation of 
stratification. Strata are contingent and provisional coagulations 
of the body without organs (the unorganized as such) on which 
abstract machines are lodged and across which assemblages solve 
problems posed by multiple abstract lTlachines on multiple strata. 
A pack of humans solves the energy consumption problem by con­
necting organic strata (plants) with physical strata (fire) with lin­
guis tic strata (coordinating the finding and cooking of food), and 
combines aIl three into a self-regulating tribal assemblage. 

We still begin with an assemblage. This has been Deleuze and 
Guattari's strategy aIl along. Begin with the assemblage and ask how 
a rhizome might be created out of it (instead of a tree). Remember 
that this procedure is a question of "perceptual senlÎotics," ofseeing 
differently. It is a questiôn of topology, the non-metric, continuous 
spatiality of the problem and its solutions. The complication that 
Deleuze and Guattari add in this chapter is that one cannot create 
rhizornes without understanding stratification and that one cannot 
understand stratification without understanding abstract rnachines. 

NOTES 

1. There is an editorial error in the English edition of A Thousand Plateaus 
concerning this point. The translation refers to the" (form and content 
of expression)" (TP 43). The French edition reads, "(forme et substance 
d'expression)," which is clearly translated as "fonn and substance of 
expression" (MP 58). 

2. The English translation has "territorialization," while the French reads 
"déterritorialisation" (MP 71). 

3. Deleuze and Guattari's key inspiration here is Gilbert Simondon, par­
ticularly his L'individu et sa genèse physico-biologique. 

4. Richard Wrangham, Catching Fire: How Cooking Made Us Human; Michael 
PoUan, Cooked: A Natural History of Transformation. 
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November 20, 1923: 

Postulates of Linguistics 

While the "Geology of MoraIs" explored the issue of stratification, 
the "Postulates of Linguistics" takes up the linguistic stratum at 
length. This plateau has two prirnary purposes: a critique of tradi­
tional linguistics and a positive account of language as an assern­
blage. The plateau is organized around what Deleuze and Guattari 
calI the postulates of linguistics: 

1) Language is informational and comrnunicational. 
2) There is an abstract machine of language that doesn't appeal to 

any "extrinsic" factor. 
3) There are constants or universals of language that alIow it to be 

defined as a homogeneous system. 
4) Language can be scientificalIy studied only un der conditions of 

a standard or major language. 

These postulates result in an arborescent account oflanguage. vVhat 
Deleuze and Guattari propose here is an account of language that 
is rhizornatic rather than arborescent. For them language is organ­
ized around "order-words" (mot d'ordre), and they define language 
as "the set of aIl order-words, implicit presuppositions, or speech­
acts current in a language at a given moment" (TP 79). This plateau 
is thus another exercise in "perceptual semiotics" where they show 
how to rethink an assemblage in such a way that its tendency toward 
change is made explicit. 

In order to see how Deleuze and Guattari's linguistic experiment 
works, let's take a look at the notion of a postulate. The word "pos­
tulate" cornes with heavy philosophical connotations, particularly 
Kantian connotations. Kant uses the term "postulate" in his Critique 
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of Practical Reason. There the postulates answer the question, Under 
what conditions can we will the good? For Kant, in a tradition reach­
ing back to Aristotle, the object of the will is the good, but Kant 
pursues this further, wanting to know how the good can be willed 
in the first place. His response to this is that in order to will the 
good one must presuppose an immortal soul and a God who judges 
one's willings. These two postulates, God and the immortality of the 
soul, make it possible that virtue is rewarded, vice punished, and 
that goodness and happiness are ultimately harmonized. A postu­
late, then, in the Kantian sense, is a necessary presupposition that 
allows the thinking of another daim. For Kant willing the good is 
inextricably and necessarily bound up with God and the Îlnrnortal­
ity of the soul, whether one acknowledges these presuppositions 
or not. Applied to linguistics, the dairn is that language can only 
be thought by presupposing the postulates listed above. This is 
precisely what Deleuze and Guattari want to dispute. Not only are 
these postulates unnecessary for thinking language, they are down­
right harmful. Much like Oedipus in Freud, these postulates do not 
create; they restrict creation by endlessly reproducing themselves. 

LANGUAGE IS NE/THER INFORl\IIATIVE NOR COMMUNICATIVE 

Deleuze and Guattari begin this plateau with the wildly counter­
intuitive daim that the basic unit of language is the order-word. 
To illustra te this they take the example of a teacher in a dassroorn. 
Their daim is that the teacher doesn't instruct, communicate, 
or inform but transmits order-words. In order to understand this 
daim, let us recall from the previous plateau that the linguistic 
straturn functions by translation. That is, it overcodes other codes. 
Order-words are overcodings, ways of organizing the relation 
between speaking and acting. Of course, organizing the relation 
between speaking and acting does not require information or com­
munication, nor do es it require belief or the inculcation ofbelief. It 
only requires that certain actions follow from certain words. Order­
words are not to be believed only obeyed. 

But, how can order-words be the basic unit of language? Everyone 
knows that comrnands are only a subset of language and probably 
not even its most important subset. Haven't Deleuze and Guattari 
confused the part for the whole here? In order to respond to this 
criticism we must bear two things in mind. The first is that what dis­
tinguishes language from other semiotic systems is its ability to be 
transmitted second- and third-hand. For Deleuze and Guattari this 
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daim is simply an expansion of language's translative (overcoding) 
power. Language can translate or overcode precisely because lan­
guage is fundarnentally "hearsay." To illustra te their daim here they 
borrow an exarnple from the linguist Émile Benveniste. Benveniste 
argues that bees do not have language because a bee can transn1Ït a 
sign, but not the sign of a sign. Thus, a bee that has located a food 
source can inform other bees of its location. However, bees that 
have not been to the food source cannot cornmunicate the first 
bee's message to other bees. Bee cornmunication only rnoves from a 
first party to a second party and can go no further. The result of this 
barrier between second and third party transmission is that bee com­
rnunication can never rise to the level of translation or overcoding. 
It is only if language is fundarnentally hearsay, only ifit can circulate 
beyond the reception of first-hand accounts, that it can translate. 
For example, Darwin's finches cannot be placed in a taxonomy if 
language only reports first-hand accounts. The account rnust be in 
principle circulatable ifit is to rise to the level of overcoding. l That is, 
the account must be connected with other accounts, in an ongoing 
scientific discourse that organizes and prornulgates rights (and rites) 
of narning, which then makes these known to an even wider audi­
ence. Newspaper reports trumpet the discovery ofa new species. 

The second thing that must be borne in mind in order to under­
stand why Deleuze and Guattari think that the order-word is the 
basic unit of language isJ.L. Austin's theory of "speech acts." Austin 
is critical of the idea that language is composed of statements that 
are either true or false. He argues that there is a whole dass of sen­
tences that actually do something. Take the daim, "1 prornise ... " 
Saying this is also doing sornething. The speech itself is an act. 
Statements of this type Austin calls "performative." Perforrnative 
utterances, however, are not the only kind of speech acts. There 
are also speech acts in which an action is inherent in the statement 
itself. For example, 1 ask a question in English by placing a verb or 
interrogative pronoun at the beginning of a sentence. "Is this the 
way to the forum?" "What time is it?" It's also possible, though, to 
ask a question in English through inflection. "That's your move?" 
''You bought a speed boat?" Austin calls these instances where 
the action is part of the utterance "illocutionary." On the basis of 
Austin's dairns here, Deleuze and Guattari argue that language is 
fundamentally illocutionary. That is, language is inseparable frorn 
action. There is no pure language, only language already bound up 
with action. Ultimately, we'll see that this dain1 lies at the heart of 
what they calI a "collective enunciative assernblage." 
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For now, however, Deleuze and Guattari show that Austin's work 
generates three "impossibilities" for traditional linguistics. First, 
language can no longer be conceived of as a code, and speech can 
no longer be conceived as comrnunication. The first half of this 
daim is a little confusing since it seerns that Deleuze and Guattari 
have been claiming aIl along that language is a code. The problern 
with calling language a code is that aIl strata have codings. Calling 
language a code doesn't sufficiently distinguish it frorn other codes. 
Furthermore, it risks treating the other codes like language or treat­
ing language like other codes. That is, it risks a "linguistic turn," or 
a reduction to cybernetics (information theory, where everything is 
data to be processed). Furthermore, and this is the second half of 
the first dairn, speech can no longer be conceived as comrnunica­
tion, because defining speech as communication presupposes that 
the purpose of speech is to produce true sentences containing infor­
mation provided by language. As Austin shows, however, speech is 
not defined by its truth function. It's defined by what it does. 

The second consequence of Austin's work is that language 
can no longer be separated from what Deleuze and Guattari calI 
"pragmatics." Pragmatics is the necessity of thinking concrete 
assernblages first. The attempt to extract a pure science of language 
from the concrete expression of language merely reproduces the 
discontinuity thesis, which supposes that form is ahistorical and uni­
versaI. "Instead, pragmatics becomes the presupposition behind aIl 
of the other dimensions and insinuates itself into everything" (TP 
78). The third consequence is closely related to the second. Austin's 
work makes it impossible to rigorously separate language (langue) 
and speech (parole). Here Deleuze and Guattari target the project 
of structuralist linguistics rising out of the work of Ferdinand de 
Saussure and used to great effect in anthropology by Claude Lévi­
Strauss and in psychoanalysis by Jacques Lacan. Here again the 
fundamental issue is the introduction of discontinuity into the study 
of language that seemingly allows the separation of universal and 
necessary structures from their contingent deployment. 

Even if we grant Austin's theses and the claim that aIl language 
is indirect discourse, it's not clear that we're any closer to answer­
ing the original question: How can order-words be the fun da­
rnental unit of language? For Deleuze and Guattari order-words 
do not refer sirnply to a class of staternents (imperatives) but to 
the relation between words and speech acts. "Order-words do not 
concern commands only, but every act that is linked to statements 
by a 'social obligation.' Every statement displays this link, directly 
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or indirectly. A question, a promise, these are order-words" (TP 
79, translation altered). One way we rnight think about this dairn 
is in terms of pragmatics. If language can no longer be deanly 
separated from its concrete deployment, then how rnust we think 
about it? We rnust think about language in terms of the intrinsic 
relation between speaking and acting. These two can no longer be 
separated. Nor can the purity of language be saved by doistering it 
away from actions. This, no doubt, makes thinking about language 
much messier. The boundaries are no longer so dearly defined. 
Language is always opening on to something new. This is why 
for Deleuze and Guattari language is a map, not a tracing. In this 
regard it is crucial to note that the relation between speaking and 
acting is intrinsic. The daim is not that, practically speaking, one 
never finds speaking and acting apart, but that speaking and acting 
cannat be separated. 

Speaking and acting are both part of a collective enunciative 
assemblage. As with any assemblage it will have tendencies toward 
stasis and change. Deleuze and Guattari's daim here is that the 
tendency toward stasis is produced by order-words. The daim 
here is not one of linguistic constructivism, though. The daüll is 
that the interrelation between speaking and acting is stabilized by 
order-words. Of course, order-words thelnselves do not arise out of 
the aether. They too are produced by a reciprocal and non-linear 
process that coagulates at certain points on a body without organs. 
Sometimes these order-words are specifie to certain regions and 
cultures. Walking into a restaurant in America and asking, "Posso 
vedere il menu?" is likely to get to get me strange looks and further 
questions rather than a menu. This is one aspect of what Deleuze 
and Guattari mean by "social obligation." In most circumstances 
in America 1 have a social obligation to speak English otherwise 
my order-words will fail. That is, because 1 did not speak the order­
words required of me by social obligation, the encounter in the 
restaurant will fail to proceed along established lines. 

Most of Deleuze and Guattari's efforts here are focused on the 
tendency of collective enunciative assemblages toward stasis instead 
of change. However, insofar as their ultimate purpose is to see 
language as a rhizome instead of a tree, they speak briefly at the end 
of the plateau about the tendency toward change. Instead of order­
words, though, they speak of "pass-words" (mots de passe). A pass­
word is precisely what connects a language to its outside, allows the 
developrnent ofsomething newwithin a language. We will return to 
pass-words at the end of this chapter. 
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In the remainder of this section Deleuze and Guattari pursue the 
relation between speaking and acting. We already know that this 
relation is characterized by order-words, but Deleuze and Guattari 
go further here. The first daim they make is that speaking and 
acting are immanently related, but that this relation is not one of 
identity. Rather the relation is one of "redundancy." As with most 
things an episode of the Sirnpson's illustra tes this perfectly. In "Itchy 
& Scratchy Land" the Simpson family goes to a theme park filled 
with robots from the Itchy & Scratchy television show. In hOlnage to 
Westworld the robots turn on the people in the park. In the rnidst of 
the carnage the Simpsons discover by accident that a camera-flash 
is sufficient to disable the robots. In the midst of Bart and Horner 
disabling aIl the robots with flash photography Lisa shouts, "Dad, 
the flash must have scrarnbled their circuits." To which Homer 
replies, "What are you, the narrator?" In the episode, Homer's reply 
is no doubt meant as a jab at action rnovies that explain the obvious. 
This, however, presupposes that language inforrns and communi­
cates, and thus can be sorted by whether it truly informs and com­
rnunicates or not into ratios of signal to noise. Deleuze and Guattari 
are proposing that redundancy is primary and that signal to noise 
ratios are secondary. The real opposition is between the unruli­
ness (indisciplines) at work in language (tendency toward change) 
and the order-word as the discipline of language (tendency toward 
stasis). Information and communication, then, become the efIects 
of redundancy. 

If information and communication are effects of redundancy, 
this requires us to rethink the nature of speaking itself. If lan­
guage consists of order-words, and if order-words are characterized 
by redundancy, then language is inherently social. Deleuze and 
Guattari make this daim because for them there are no "individual 
enunciations." Or, in Wittgensteinian terrrls, there are no private 
languages. A private language, though, is precisely what would 
be required to have speech that wasn't cornposed of order-words. 
Subjectivity is an effect of order-words. "1" itself is an order-word. 
The "1" cannot ground order-words. There is only the pack, only 
the rnultiplicity. The individual do es not say, "1." Only a collective 
assemblage of enunciation can say "1." 

As Deleuze and Guattari further discuss collective assemblages 
of enunciation, they expand on Deleuze's work on Stoicisrn from 
The Logic of Sense. The primary question they're trying to answer is, 
How do collective assemblages of enunciation work? The answer is 
through "incorporeal transformations." Obviously, "incorporeal" 
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suggests that there are "corporeaI" transfonnations as weIl. That 
is, it is possible to distinguish between the ways bodies affect and 
are affected and the way in which order-words transform. Thus, 
for Deleuze and Guattari there are two distinct assemblages at 
play, a concrete rnachinic assernblage of bodies and a collective 
assemblage of enunciation. What is at stake here is the way that a 
collective assemblage of enunciation transforms a machinic assem­
blage of bodies without changing the bodies themselves. As we've 
seen from the beginning, language has this transformative power 
because it is fundamentally illocutionary, fundarnentally order­
words. Examples of this can be multiplied infinitely, but let's look at 
a few. The bride and groom transform from being engaged to being 
married by saying "1 do." This transformation is both incorporeal 
and immediate. It is incorporeal because saying, "1 do," doesn't 
modify their bodies. However, there is clearly a transformation that 
takes place. The transformation is irnmediate because it happens in 
the saying. The date attached to this plateau, Novernber 20, 1923, 
provides another exarnple of incorporeal transformation. The date 
refers to the shift in Germany from the PaPiermark to the Rentenmark 
following the hyper-inflation in the wake of World War 1.2 The 
shift from one currency to another was simply announced by the 
German governmen t. The physical properties of the PaPiermark 
were unchanged, but it was instantly transforrned from legal tender 
to mere paper by this announcernent. 

It is important to note, though, that the relation between incor­
poreal transformations and bodies is not linear. Order-words and 
the incorporeal transformations they effect are not separable 
from a particular set of circumstances. "The galloping inflation in 
Germany after 1918 was a crisis affecting the monetary body, and 
many other bodies besides; but the sum of the 'circumstances' 
suddenly made possible a semiotic transformation that, although 
indexed to the body of the earth and rnaterial assets, was still a 
pure act or incorporeal transformation ... " (TP 82). Incorporeal 
transformations require a particular organization of bodies to take 
effect. Saying "1 do" only effects an incorporeal transformation 
under a very specific set of circumstances. Changing the monetary 
policy of a country can only be done bya very select group of people 
and only under particular economic and social conditions. 

Deleuze and Guattari nicely sumrnarize their shift away from 
treating language as a carrier of information and medium of com­
munication in this way: "We have gone from explicit cornrnands to 
order-words as implicit presuppositions; from order-words to the 
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Ü11nlanent acts or incorporeal transfonnations they express; and 
frorn there to the assemblages of enunciation whose variables they 
are" (TP 83). An assemblage of enunciation is thus a particular 
relation of order-words. Different assemblages will have different 
relations of the same order-words and include sorne order-words 
not found in others. Furthermore, there are always multiple assern­
blages operating and overlapping in a given time and place. "To the 
extent these variables enter at a given moment into determinable 
relations, the assemblages combine in a regime of signs 0'( a semiotic 
machine" (TP 83). Language is relatively stable, but one cannot 
account for this stability by treating it as informing and cornrnuni­
cating. In order to account for this stability one must treat language 
as composed of order-words and in constant interaction with other 
types of assemblages, which further stabilize the deployment of 
order-words by restricting their use. 

THEABSTRACT MAGRlNE OF LANGUAGE APPEALS TO 
EXTRINSICFACTORS 

As Deleuze and Guattari take up the second postulate oflinguistics, 
they return to the vocabulary developed in the previous plateau. In 
particular they are interested in applying the distinction between 
content and expression found on any straturn to the interaction 
of machinic and enunciative assemblages. As we've seen already 
in this plateau, machinic assemblages are a particular ratio of cor­
poreal modifications, while enunciative assemblages are a set of 
incorporeal transforrnations. On the linguistic stratum machinic 
assemblages belong to the first articulation, content, and enun­
ciative assemblages belong to the second articulation, expression. 
Furthermore, these assemblages are the formaI component of their 
respective articulations (see Chart 4). As we also saw in the previ­
ous chapter, while fOrIn concerns dei coding, substance concerns 

Chart4 

Content Expression 

1 1 
1 1 1 1 

Form- Form --
Substance - Machinic 

Variables Assem blages 
Assemblages Substance -

of Enunciation Variables 
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de/reterritolialization. YVhat is being de/reterritorialized on this 
stratum Deleuze and Guattari refer to as "variables." The idea here 
is that coding/formalization always happens relative to a degree of 
deterritorialization. These degrees of detenitorialization are what, 
up to this point in the plateau, Deleuze and Guattari have referred 
to as "circumstances." These cÏrcumstances are the variables that 
are in play and always at a certain degree of deterritorialization. 

To illustrate this let's take what Deleuze and Guattari calI "the 
feudal assernblage." The feudal assemblage has a content, its 
rnachinic assemblage. This would include all the ways in which 
bodies intermingle: lords, vassals, and serfs in a particular hier­
archy. It would include which crops are planted and by whom. It 
would include technologies of planting and harvesting and differ­
ences in diet among the various classes. In short, it would include 
all of the ways that bodies affect and are affected. At the same time 
the feudal assemblage has an expression, its assemblage of enuncia·· 
tion. This would include all of the order-words that effect incorpo·· 
real transformations and attribute thern to bodies in the rnachinic 
assemblage.Words such as "honor," "love," and "loyalty." It would 
also include signs such as heraldry, and judicial proclamations such 
as, "1 knight you." 

For Deleuze and Gua ttari , content and expression, these two 
assemblages, form a single horizontal axis. The vertical axis that 
crosses it would be the "circumstances" or "variables" or "degree 
of deterritorialization." Let's take a particular set of circumstances, 
the Crusades, in order to see how this plays out. On the one hand, 
the Crusades are a deterritorialization of content. Thousands of 
people across aIl social classes begin moving east in order to wrest 
Jerusalern from Muslim control. As the various armies move east­
ward they come across new technologies ("Damascus steel") and 
new techniques for organizing bodies (military strategy), which 
further deterritorialize these bodies. On the other hand and at the 
same time, there is a deterritorialization of expression. As a result of 
a plea for help from Byzantium, Pope Urban II calls for a "crusade." 
Thus, out of particular set of cÏrcumstances (variables, degree of 
deterritorialization) a new order-word is born. The march of the 
armies themselves resulted in a mingling ofvernacular languages as 
disparate forces merged. There was also an encounter with Islarnic 
philosophy and theology that ultimately required a rethinking of 
Christian philosophy and theology (particularly with regard to the 
Trinity). Notice that the degrees of deterritorialization are relative 
to content and expression and need not happen at the same speed. 

73 



- Deleuze and Guattari's A Thousand Plateaus 

The ebb and flow of bodies between Europe and the Middle East 
happens on a scale of years, while the impact of lslarnic thought 
happens on a scale of cen turies. 

Deleuze and Guattari call this analysis of an assemblage in 
terms of its content and expression "pragmatics." Pragrnatics is not 
content to de al with language abstracted from its complex interac­
tion with bodies and circumstances. To do so is to rnisunderstand 
not only language but bodies and circumstances as well. Deleuze 
and Guattari keep returning to the irnage ofweaving to describe the 
relation between content and expression here. The content is the 
woof, and the expression is the warp. Content and expression are 
woven together, mutually implicated in one another. This rnutual 
implication forces Deleuze and Guattari into a difficult position. On 
the one hand, the independence (real distinction) of content and 
expression requires them to say that content and expression are dis­
tinct. On the other hand, they want to argue that language cannot 
be understood in isolation from extrinsic factors. But, it is the very 
distinctness of content and expression that has made it possible for 
linguistics to treat language in isolation from extrinsic factors. How 
can Deleuze and Guattari main tain the real distinction of content 
and expression without granting the possibility that language can 
be studied in isolation from extrinsic factors? 

The answer to this question lies in the nature of the real dis­
tinction between content and expression on this stratum. The 
first thing to note is that even though the distinction between 
content and expression is real, it is also relative. Thus, sandstone, 
as the expression of a sedimentation process, can itself becorne 
the content of a new expression by a rnason building a wall. The 
second thing to note is that the real distinction between content 
and expression on the linguistic stratum is a categorical or attribu­
tional distinction. Let's take up briefly Spinoza's account of attrib­
utes in order to clarify what this might mean. For Spinoza the three 
main categories of his ontology are substance, rnode, and attribute. 
Substance is Spinoza's way of talking about the whole, while modes 
are the parts or finite expressions of the whole. lt's tempting to 
lump attributes in with substance and mode and ask, VVhat kind 
of thing is an attribute? For Spinoza, though, an attribute is not a 
thing but a "way ofperceiving." From our finite, human perspective 
substance may be perceived in two fundamentally distinct ways, as 
thought or as extension. In this way Spinoza cuts to the heart of 
Descartes' dualism and dissolves it. He shows that Descartes' rnind­
body dualism arises because he atternpts to treat mind and body 
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as if they were two distinct substances instead of two attributes of 
a single substance. Instead Spinoza argues that there are only indi­
viduals that may be perceived in two distinct ways, under the aspect 
of thought and under the aspect of body. Think about it this way: 
if a poet and a botanist both write about a f1ower, we will expect 
their accounts to be quite distinct from one another. The poet and 
the botanist perceive the f10wer differently. However, we do not 
suppose that because there are two different accounts there are, 
therefore, two different flowers. No, there are two accounts, but 
only one thing. Or, we could say that the poet and the botanist each 
describe different attributes of the f1ower. 

Deleuze and Guattari are arguing here that in the same way that 
a botanist and poet may speak about different attributes of a flower, 
the distinction between words and things in an assemblage is also 
about distinct attributes of the assemblage. Where Deleuze and 
Guattari depart frorn Spinoza, though, is in holding that words and 
things can interact with one another in an assemblage in a way that 
rnind and body cannot interact in Spinoza. However, and crucially, 
the relation between words and things is not one of representation. 
Deleuze and Guattari write: 

The independence of the form of expression and the form of content 
is not the basis for a parallelism between them or a representation of 
one by the other, but on the contraI)' a parceling of the two, a manner 
in which expressions are inserted into contents, in which we ceaselessly 
jump from one register to another, in which signs are at work in things 
themselves just as things extend into or are deployed through signs. An 
assemblage of enunciation does not speak "of' things; it speaks on the 
same leveZ as states of things and states of content. So that the same x, the 
same particle, may function either as a body that acts and undergoes 
actions or as a sign constituting an act or order-word, depending on 
which foml it is taken up by (for example, the theoretico-expelirnental 
aggregate of physics). In short, the functional independence of the two 
forms is only the form of their reciprocal presupposition, and of the 
continuaI passage from one to the other. (TP 87) 

Words do not represent or signify things. Each attribute has its own 
logic, but it is a logic of their interaction. Words perform incor­
poreal transformations on things, but words are inseparable from 
things. If we return to the fabric illustration above, it is impossible 
to run one's hand across woven fabric and feel only the warp or 
the woof. The feel of the fabric is constituted by the interaction 
of the warp and woof. Thus, in response to the original question, 
Deleuze and Guattari are able to separate words and things and at 
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the same time posit their n1utual ilnplication, because the distinc­
tion between words and things is attributional. 

Deleuze and Guattari condude their discussion of this postulate 
by returning to the work of Noam Chomsky, who revolutionized 
linguistics by positing the existence of a deep gramrnatical structure 
that made the acquisition of language possible. Not surprisingly, 
their criticism of Chomsky foc uses precisely on the very ide a of 
a deep grammatical structure. The criticism is two-pronged. On 
the one hand, Deleuze and Guattari argue that Chomsky's deep 
grammatical stnlCture is not abstract enough. On the other han d, 
they argue that Chomsky's model treats language as if it were 
separable from pragrnatics (i.e., content and variables). In fact, for 
Deleuze and Guattari these criticisms are interrelated, because it is 
Chomsky's insufficient abstraction that allows him to treat language 
in isolation from its extrinsic factors. But, why would increased 
abstraction result in making language more connected to its extrin­
sic factors? Aren't abstraction and isolation directly correlated? 

Part of the answer to these questions lies in Deleuze and Guattari's 
use of the term "abstract." As we've seen already, "abstract" is not 
opposed to "concrete," rnuch as "virtual" is not opposed to "real." 
Rather, "abstract" is opposed to "discrete." That is, the problem 
with Chomsky's model, or the problem with his "abstract machine," 
is that it continues to think in terrns of discrete units that can be 
isolated frorn the continuum of the machinic assemblage of things, 
manipulated in relation to one another, and ordered arbores­
cently.What Deleuze and Guattari are proposing with their abstract 
rnachine is a rhizomatic continuum, always open to an outside, an 
outside that is recursively related to the abstract machine itself. 
The abstract machine here is not language in isolation but the 
"diagram" of an assemblage. "The abstract machine as it relates to 
the diagram of the assernblage is never purely a matter of language, 
except for lack of sufficient abstraction. It is language that depends 
on the abstract rnachine, not the reverse" (TP 91). As we saw in our 
brief discussion of topology in the previous chapter, an abstract 
machine is the set of continuous variations that a set of variables 
undergoes. If we return to our example of the feudal assemblage 
above, Deleuze and Guattari's daim is that the diagram of that 
assemblage, its abstract machine, would unavoidably say something 
about language. It would say something about language because 
language is one of the variables set in variation in relation to other 
variables in the assemblage. The attempt to extract sorne of these 
variables from the assemblage and then "discover" an "abstract 
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Inachine" underneath these isolated variables results in a tree, a 
tracing of the ChOITlSkian type, in which anything that do es not fit 
the rnodel is relegated to the non-linguistic and is therefore extrin­
sic. Deleuze and Guattari have a different goal. They want to be 
done with trees. They want to create a rhizorne out of language, but 
to do this they must create an abstract machine in which linguistic 
and non-linguistic variables reciprocally interact with one another. 

LANGUAGE RAS ONLY VAlUABLES AND FORMS A 
HETEROGENEOUS SYSTEM 

For Deleuze and Guattari the problem posed by lin guis tics is the 
problem posed by science in general. Science, as we've seen, func­
tions by segmenting continuity into discrete units. These discrete 
units are then arranged as constants in a hornogeneous systern. This 
process is what Deleuze and Guattari calI "royal" or "major" science. 
For the most part linguistics operates according to the same proce­
dure as other royal sciences. For linguistics to be a science it rnust 
take the admittedly very messy fact of language and extract some­
thing stable from it in order to study it. Chomsky exernplifies this 
tendency perfectly. His account of language eschews the messiness 
of everyday language and replaces it with a deep structure that is the 
proper object oflinguistics. William Labov exernplifies the opposite 
tendency of rejecting deep structure in favor of the messiness of 
language. Chomsky's response is that the messiness of language is 
certainly interesting but it cannot rise to the level of science. For 
Chomsky, Labov isn't doing linguistics but pragmatics. Deleuze 
and Guattari agree with Chomsky but think that linguistics not only 
cannot be separated from pragmatics but is in fact grounded in 
pragmatics. They see in Labov an attempt to make linguistics into a 
minor science. 

Making linguistics into a minor science requires conceptualizing 
"continuous variation." That is, language is not made of constants 
but of variables, and it does not form a homogeneous but a hetero­
geneous system. Making linguistics a minor science or conceptual­
izing continuous variation is nothing other than rnaking a rhizome 
out of language. It is a perceptual semiotics that allows us to see 
language as a creative process rather than the repetition of a set of 
relations that remain constant. In order to illustra te what Deleuze 
and Guattari have in rnind let's take the statement, "1 swear!" Now 
let's think about how different the statement is depending on 
whether it is said by a child to a parent, one spouse to another, or by 
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a witness in a courtrOOlTI. One lTIight object that the statement stays 
the "same" in every case, and it's precisely that "SalTIeneSS" that lin­
guis tics studies. Or, one rnight readily agree that the staternent do es 
indeed change in each situation and is thus completely dependent 
on context. For Deleuze and Guattari this is a false dilemma. These 
two choices are two ways of extracting constants in order to make a 
royal science out of them. The first choice extracts a constant out 
of expression, while the second choice extracts a constant out of 
content. Continuous variation pursues neither ofthese options. "To 
place the staternent in continuous variation is to send it through aIl 
the prosodic, semantic, syntactical, and phonological variables that 
can affect it in the shortest moment of time (the smallest interval)" 
(TP 94). There is an abstract or virtualline (diagranl) that weaves 
together the "continuum of '1 swear!'" Each one is a deformation of 
the other in exactly the same way that topologically we can nlove 
from the letter "A" to the letter "R" or from a donut to a coffee 
cup by deformation. Both content and expression are in variation, 
neither can anchor theother as a constant. 

Furthermore, the abstract machine does not serve as a constant 
that anchors content and expression. The abstract rnachine is not 
the formaI, a priori condition for content and expression. Content 
and expression each have variables (substance), while the abstract 
machine describes (but does not determine) the variation that 
these variables undergo. The abstract machine "has, not invariable 
or obligatory mIes, but optional rules that ceaselessly vary with the 
variation itself, as in a game in which each rnove changes the rules" 
(TP 100). No doubt Deleuze and Guattari have in mind the distinc­
tion between ordinary and extraordinary games from The Logic of 
Sense. While ordinary games are characterized by pre-existing mIes 
that de termine aIl possible outcomes (i.e., categoricaIly), extraordi­
nary garnes have no pre-existing mIes, and every turn affects every 
other turn both past and future. 3 Precisely because extraordinary 
games have no pre-existing rules, they can crea te the new. Thus, 
the abstract machine does not determine the possible for the vari­
ation of variables, but is itself in a constant state of variation on the 
basis of the ways in which the variables interact. The new, the line of 
flight, is not preduded by the abstract machine but induded in it. 

These considerations allow Deleuze and Guattari to make sorne 
important daims with regard to abstract machines and assemblages. 
Abstract machines, as we have seen, are not "abstract" in the usual 
sense of the te rrn , but are a way of talking about the variation of 
variables. As a result, abstract machines are not the universal that 
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lies behind and unifies a set of phenomena. The abstract rnachine 
is always singular. "Singular" here is meant in the Inathematical 
sense in which it is opposed not to the plural or the Hlultiple but to 
the ordinary. In this sense a triangle has three singular points. The 
points that lie between the singular points are ordinary points. The 
abstract machine of the triangle is the variability ofthose three singu­
lar poin ts. In the case of language all of the differen t ways of saying "I 
swear!" are the singular points that form an abstract machine. 

Assemblages are always collective. As we've seen, throughout 
A Thousand Plateaus assemblages are cOHlplex amalgaHlations of a 
nUHlber of intersecting lines of force with tendencies toward both 
stasis and change. "There is no primacy of the individual; there 
is instead an indissolubility of a singular Abstract and a collective 
Concrete. The abstract machine does not exist independently of 
the assemblage, any more than the assemblage functions indepen­
dently of the [abstract] machine" (TP 100). The individual is not 
the unit of measure for Deleuze and Guattari. An individual is only 
the teHlporary effect of the way in which an abstract machine and a 
con crete assemblage presuppose one another. In fact, to focus on 
an individual obscures both the abstract machine and the concrete 
assemblage. The resulting account is destined to tend toward stasis 
and arborescence instead of change and creation. This remains the 
case for language. A linguistics focused on constants (individuals) 
is bound to result in a homogeneous system. Only a linguistics that 
focuses on both the abstract machine (variation) and the concrete 
assemblage (variables) can hope to crea te something new. 

LANGUAGE DOES NOT REQUIRE A STANDARD LANGUAGE TO 
BESTUDIED4 

This section retums to the concept of "order-word" introduced 
earlier and furthers Deleuze and Guattari's insistence that language 
cannot be understood extracted from its pragmatic conditions. In 
particular, they insist that the scientific study of language is coex­
tensive with a political project of homogenizing, centralizing, and 
standardizing language. "The scientific enterplise of extracting 
constants and constant relations is always coupled with the political 
enterprise of imposing them on speakers and transmitting order­
words" (TP 101). For Deleuze and Guattari the state functions by 
the promulgation oflaws. They're explicit about this in Anti-Oedipus 
as weIl as later plateaus such as "Nomadology" and "Apparatus of 
Capture." Laws can only function as organizing principles for the 

79 



Deleuze and Guattari's A Thousand Plateaus 

state under two conditions. First, laws rnust be fixed. A law un der 
constant revision is not a law. Second, laws must be understood. 
They must be disseminated in language. But, which language? 
The promulgation of laws requires not only a language for them 
to be disseminated in, but a standardized language predicated on 
constants. What this often means is that a particular language is ele­
vated above other languages for this purpose. This elevation often 
takes the fonn of a political fiat in which one language is declared 
the official language of the state. This is the institution of a major 
language. The flip side of the institution of a major language is the 
simultaneous creation of minor languages as subordinate to and 
"unofficial" in relation to the major language. Notice how language 
itself is organized by an order-word and undergoes the kind of 
"incorporeal transformation" that result from order-words. 

Understanding language rhizomatically, however, is not simply a 
matter of dividing languages into major and minor. In fact, to say it 
this way is already misleading. "There are not, therefore, two kinds 
of languages but two possible treatments of the same language" (TP 
103). Here again, we see the same "perceptual semiotics" that have 
characterized Deleuze and Guattari's project from the beginning. 
In precisely the same way that there are not two kinds of things, 
trees and rhizomes, there are not two kinds of languages, major and 
minor. There are, in fact, two ways of seeing language: one that sees it 
as a series of constants à la Chomsky, and one that sees it as a series of 
variables set in constant variation. The first view of language is arbo­
rescen 1. The second is rhizomatic. The first squelches creation. The 
second creates something new. As we 've seen from the beginning, 
language is an assemblage with two tendencies, one toward stasis 
and one toward change. Deleuze and Guattari's project ernphasizes 
the tendency toward change but not at the expense of stasis. Their 
criticism of the Chomskian view of language is that it attempts to 
relegate the tendency toward change to an extra-linguistic realm of 
pragmatics and study only that which rernains the same. 

Deleuze and Guattari's emphasis on the tendency toward change 
leads them to posit not only the major and minor as functions 
resulting from the collusion of politics and science but also a 
"becoming-minor," as the process that continually interrupts the 
major and drives it toward change. They will explore this process at 
greater length in the plateau "Becoming-Intense, Becoming-Animal, 
Becoming-Imperceptible ... ," but for now we can say that becom­
ing-minor is nothing other than that tendency toward change. The 
cTIlcial point that Deleuze and Guattari want to make is that this 
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tendency toward change is not external to an assen1blage but ahvays 
part of it. We can see this clearly in their analysis of the order-word 
that concludes the plateau. FolIowing Elias Canetti they note that 
the order-word has two sides. We have already examined at length 
the first si de , namely, the way in which order-words order, irnpose 
a judgment through incorporeal transforrnations. This side of the 
order-word always renders the samejudgment, death. The judgment 
is always death because it extracts the discrete and unchanging out of 
the flow oflife, rigormonis. The other side of the order-word is flight, 
escape, revolution, what Deleuze and Guattari caIl a "pass-word." 
Not only is language an assernblage, but an order-word is itself a 
complex assemblage. The tendency toward change, the becoming of 
the order-word, is a pass-word. The pass-word is not a different word, 
but a different way of seeing the order-word that puts its judgment 
in variation. "A single thing or word undoubtedly has this twofold 
nature: it is necessary to extract one from the other-to transform 
the compositions of order into cornponents of passage" (TP 110). 

Language has the remarkable ability to organize and stabilize, 
and the science oflinguistics capitalizes on this ability by looking for 
the source of this organization and stability within language itself. 
The cost of pursuing linguistics in this way can be stated as the four 
postulates of linguistics, which function by excluding everything 
deerned extra-linguistic. In response to these four postulates of lin­
guistics, Deleuze and Guattari propose an experiment in which they 
reverse these postulates and replace them with what we rnight calI 
the four postulates of pragrnatics: 

1. Language is neither informative nor c0111municative. 
2. The abstract rnachine of language appeals to extrinsic factors. 
3. Language has only variables and forms a heterogeneous system. 
4. Language does not require a standard language to be studied. 

The postulates of pragmatics are not interested in the goals of 
linguistics as a major science, but in opening language up to the 
outside in order to create something new. The result of the experi­
ment is the discovery of "becoming-minor," the pass-word that is the 
inverse of every order-word. 

NOTES 

1. Here Deleuze and Guattari come very close to Jacques Derrida's dis­
cussion of "iterability." See, in particular, Derrida's engagement with 
speech act theOll' in Limited, Inc. 
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2. l'm using "PaPiennark" here instead of "Reichsmark" even though 
Deleuze and Guattari (and their source J.K. Galbraith) use "Reichsmœrk." 
The reason for this is that "Reichsmark" is also the name of the currency 
that replaced the RentenmaTk in August 1924. "PaPiermark" or simply 
"MaTh" are now used as the terms for the currency that preceded the 
Rentenmark 

3. Deleuze, The Logic of Sense, pp. 58-60. 
4. A typo in the English edition heads this section of A Thousand Plateaus 

as the six th postulate instead of the fourth. 
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587 Be-AD 70: 
Ort Several Regimes of Sigrts 

This plateau concerns four regimes of signs, though there are rnany 
more and aIl of them are always mixed together. A regime of signs 
concerns the forrn of expression when the expression is linguistic. 
This definition returns us to the conceptual apparatus articulated in 
the "Geology of MoraIs." Content and expression are the two si des 
of double-articulation. Each side of the articulation has both fonn 
and substance. Thus, an analysis of the regirne of signs is the analy­
sis of the form of expression for a linguistic assernblage. Deleuze 
and Guattari note, however, that this way of going about things is 
already artificial. There are no purely linguistic assemblages. To 
daim so would be a return to the postulates of linguistics. What we 
will discover in this plateau is that even as we exarnine the linguistic 
aspects of an assemblage we will be confronted continually with its 
heterogeneity, what Deleuze and Guattari calI the pragmatics that 
ground linguistic expression. As always the goal is experimental. 
The plateau asks, What can we create ifwe take the form oflinguis­
tic expression as our starting point? Or, to put this in the vocabu­
lary of the previous plateau, What are sorne ways that order-words 
organize and stabilize linguistic expression, and what lines of flight 
do the resulting pass-words create? 

The four regimes that Deleuze and Guattari exarnine are the 
presignifying, the signifying, the countersignifying, and the postsig­
nifying. The critical edge of this plateau cornes from delirniting the 
role of the sign. In contrast to structuralist accounts (whether anthro­
pological, linguistic, or psychoanalytic) , which pursue an ahistorical 
and universal account of the sign, Deleuze and Guattari argue that 
signs order and are ordered differently in different regimes. In fact, 
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the stnlcturalist account of the sign is relegated to the signifying 
regime. The mistake of structuralism has been to take the signifying 
regime as the only possible rnode!. The signifying regime is nothing 
other than the state-form reproduced linguistically. 

Deleuze and Guattari first broach the connection between the 
psychoanalytic (Lacanian) account of the sign and political for­
mations in Anti-Oedipus. There the argument is straightforward. 
Psychoanalysis has taken a recently formed and delimited psychical 
forrnation, Oedipus, and turned it into the universal, a priori struc­
ture of both the individual and society. For Deleuze and Guattari, 
a formation that is hierarchically organized around a central figure 
("center of signifiance") is despotic, whether its expression is in an 
assemblage of enunciation or a concrete machinic assemblage. This 
basic despotic formation they calI the Urstaat, and their primary 
con cern in Anti-Oedipus is to articulate the way in which this hier­
archical formation is transformed and reinscribed within capital­
ism, and to ask what escapes both of these formations. This is the 
meaning of the term "schizophrenia" in both volumes of Capitalisrn 
and Schizophrenia, but the more cornmon terrn in A Thousand 
Plateaus, as we've seen, is "rhizorne" or "line of flight." 

While there are dear parallels between the signifying regime 
of signs and the despotic formation in Anti-Oedipus, there are also 
parallels between the presignifying regime of signs and the savage 
formation in Anti-Oedipus. As we'll see in our discussion of the 
"Faciality" and "Apparatus of Capture" plateaus below, the presig­
nifying regime is the regime that continually wards off the hierar­
chical formations of the signifying regime. It do es not pre-exist the 
signifying regime so much as it posits the signifying regime as its 
own limit. Deleuze and Guattari further daim in "Micropolitics and 
Segmen ta ri ty" that the difference between these two regimes lies in 
the difference between rigid and supple segmentarity. We'll discuss 
segmentarity below in relation to the postsignifying regirne. What A 
Thousand Plateaus adds here are the two other regimes, the counter­
signifying and postsignifying, neither of which have strict parallels 
in Anti-Oedipus. We will discuss the postsignifying regirne at length 
here and in the "Faciality" plateau. The countersignifying regime is 
the war machine and will not be discussed until "Nomadology." It is 
also the case that capitalism doesn't arise here in direct relation to 
the savage and despotic. However, Deleuze and Guattari will retum 
to the relation between the state and capitalism in the "Apparatus of 
Capture" plateau. They are also much more explicit than they are in 
Anti-Oedipus that the regimes are always mixed. 
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Since aIl of the other regimes are articulated in relation to the 
signifying regime, let's begin there. Importantly, Deleuze and 
Guattari say that their analysis of this regime "is applicable not only 
to the imperial despotic regime but to aU subjected, arborescent, 
hierarchical, centered groups: political parties, literary movements, 
psychoanalytic associations, families, conjugal units, etc." (TP 116). 
Their analysis is applicable to aIl of these disparate groups insofar 
as they aIl have the sarne diagram, the sanIe abstract machine. AIso, 
and this is no doubt the reason they begin here, the signifying 
regime is the regime that treats signs as discrete constants amenable 
to codification by linguistics as we discussed in the previous chapter. 
This is a regime of signs in which the tendency toward stasis is 
dominant. The signifying regime has several characteristics that dis­
tinguish it from the other regirnes. Or, we might say, these are the 
components by which stasis is rnaintained. 

The first component of the signifying regirne is the center 
around which the regime is organized. It is the face or body of 
the despot. AlI the signs in the regime are organized around and 
refer to the despot in some way. Everything is done in the name of 
the king. Books and bridges are dedicated to the king. His face is 
everywhere on banners and on the rnoney in everyone' s pockets. 
The king speaks, and his word is law. To break the law is a direct 
offense against the king. The center must rernain occupied at aIl 
times. The king is immortal. Even when the king dies, the proclama­
tion of his death is followed by the installation of a new king. "The 
king is dead. Long live the king." 

The words of the king radiate outward in concentric circles. 
The king's inner circle knows his will, but it is not so clear for those 
outside the circle. Who will explain the king's will to his loyal sub­
jects? The king is too exalted for such a lowly task. Others must be 
deputized to interpret the king's words for the great unwashed. 
Sorne of these words may even be written down and form a sacred 
text. Even the sacred text requires interpretation, though. Thus, 
those deputized with the power to interpret the king's word on the 
king's behalf are distributed throughout these concentric circles. 
Most people don't understand the king weIl enough to get close to 
him, though it does remain possible to move from circle to circle. 
Perhaps a comrnon soldier that served with the king in his youth 
nlight become a trusted advisor in the king's later years. 

It's easy to see how such a regime would tend toward stasis. 
Power is ensconced in the center and radiates outward. As we've 
seen, though, assemblages have tendencies toward both stasis and 
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change. What does the tendency toward change look like in this 
regime? It looks like a goat, a scapegoat to be exact. In order to 
rnaintain stasis, the king's men rnust vilify anything that seeks to 
escape the ever-expanding rings of the king' s power. Moreover, 
this vilification must be interpreted by the king's men so that its 
meaning necessarily refers back to the king. The scapegoat is 
aIlowed to leave but only on the condition that it is properly feted 
and driven out in a cerernony. The ceremony refers back to the king 
in a negative way. The scapegoat is everything evil in the signifying 
regime. The scapegoat ceremony takes the power of destabilization 
(line of flight) within the regime and expels it, thus elirninating the 
line of flight and reinforcing the stability of the regime. 

The bulk of this plateau is concerned with the distinction 
between the signifying regime and the postsignifying regime. What 
characterizes the postsignifying regime is its positive relation to a 
line of flight. One could say that the regime is constituted on a line 
of flight. Deleuze and Guattari write: 

What happens in the second [postsignifyingJ regime, byeomparison 
with the signifying regime as we have already defined it? In the first 
place, a sign or packet of signs detaches from the irradiating circular network 
and sets to work on its own aeeount, starts running a straight line, 
as though swept into a narrow, open passage. Already the signifying 
system drew a line of flight or deterritorialization exeeeding the spe­
cifie index of its deterritorialized signs, but the system gave that line a 
negative value and sent the seapegoat fleeing down it. Here, it seems 
that the line reeeives a positive sign, as though it were effeetively oeeu­
pied and followed by a people who find in it their reason for being or 
destiny. (TP 121) 

A concrete example of what Deleuze and Guattari have in mind 
here is the exodus of the Jews frorn Egypt. Egypt is, of course, a 
despotic signifying regime in which the god-king, Pharaoh, sits at 
the center and aIl rneaning radia tes from him and resounds back to 
him. Meanwhile, in a fertile part of the Nile delta known as Goshen, 
a group of people with their own customs, who were aIlowed to live 
there because one of their ancestors had once saved Egypt from 
famine, are enslaved bya new Pharaoh who saw no need to reward 
the past so extravagantly. Laboring under Pharaoh's yoke they kept 
their customs as best they could until one of their number led them 
out of slavery on a line of flight into the desert. Here the line of 
flight achieves escape velocity and constitutes itself as a new people 
no longer beholden to the Pharaoh's signifying system. 
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Of course, the Jews do not rnaintain a pure, postsignifying 
regime of signs. Assemblages always have mixed regimes. At dif­
ferent tinles and in different places any regime may predominate. 
The Jews wandering in the desert had not only a postsignifying 
regime but also a nomadic, countersignifying regime. Ultimately, 
in their desire for a king they reinstalled a signifying regime, but 
given its mixture with the other regimes and other geographic, 
economic, and religious factors, there was no way it would be any­
thing like the Egyptian signifying regime, or the signifying regimes 
of any of the surrounding nations the J ews were trying so badly to 
emulate. 

Even if we bear in mind the de facto mixture of regimes, we 
can see several remarkable facets of the postsignifying regime. The 
first difference is the face. Whereas in the signifying regirne the vis­
ibility of the king's face is paramount, in the postsignifying regime 
the face is always turned away. The J ews are comrnanded not to 
represent their God in any way. Even Moses is not allowed to see 
God's face. He can only see God's backside as he passes by. The 
turned face, the face in profile, leads to the next characteristic of 
the postsignifying regime, betrayal. Betrayallies in stark contrast to 
the deception that characterizes the signifying regime. Deleuze and 
Guattari argue that the signifying regime is characterized by decep­
tion for two reasons. The first reason lies in the ability of people to 
skip from one circle to another, to occupy different positions on 
the basis of their relation to the king. The second reason lies in the 
infinite interpretation required by the signifying regime. In such 
a regime there are only interpretations. Even interpretations are 
already interpretations of interpretations. There is no bottom, only 
endless interpretation. 

The examples that Deleuze and Guattari give of betrayal are 
quite striking. They begin with Cain. Cain betrays God by killing 
Abel, and God betrays Cain by marking him and setting him to 
wander in the land of Nod. Moses betrays God by striking the 
rock twice, and God betrays Moses by refusing to let him enter the 
Promised Land. Jonah betrays God by fleeing frorn him, and God 
betrays J onah by sparing Nineveh. While this is not the only line 
running through the Hebrew Bible, it is "this double turning away 
that draws the positive line of flight" (TP 123). That is, the positive 
relation toward deterritorialization that characterizes the postsigni­
fying regirne is made possible by betrayal. Think about it this way: 
the kind of strict loyalty required by the signifying regime engen­
ders stasis not change. Any betrayal in the despotic regime is vilified 
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in the form of the scapegoat. In order for change to be valorized 
betrayal or turning away lllust have a difIerent status. 

The Jewish postsignifYing regime is taken up by Christianity 
but forms a new assemblage with the imperial, Rornan signifying 
regime. The central figure here is Jesus with his cry of derelic­
tion on the cross, "My God, My God, why have you forsaken me?" 
Beyond that, though, the Apostle Paul carries Christianity beyond 
the confines of the J ewish Christians in J erusalem and throughout 
the Roman Empire in a direct betrayal of their authority. Through 
this betrayal Christianity reterritorializes itself on a rnuch larger 
population. Betrayal cornes again with Martin Luther, who mobi­
lizes a few signs (sole fides, sola scriptura, sola gratia, solus Christus, soli 
Dea gloria), whieh then become detached from the signifYing regime 
of the Catholic Church and becorne part of a new assemblage 
that includes disparate political formations as weIl as vernacular 
linguistic formations. 

In addition to the double turning away and the betrayal that are 
constitutive of the postsignifying regirne, Deleuze and Guattari add 
existence under reprieve. Existence under reprieve is the prolonga­
tion of the life of the betrayer, but a prolongation that exists under 
a curse. They have two figures explicitly in mind here, Cain and 
Oedipus. Both are cursed and live out that curse as one marked 
by the death sentence that hangs over them. K frolll The Trial also 
comes to mind here. Everyone he rneets somehow knows about 
the case against him. These three components together form "the 
point of subjectification." What Deleuze and Guattari me an by this 
is that the point of subjectification is the point of departure, the 
point where the line of flight begins. God withdrawing his face 
is a point of subjectification for the Jews. The idea of the infinite 
in Descartes is a point of subjectification for modern philosophy. 
Nineteenth-century psychiatrists distinguished between general 
madness (mania) and madness with relation to a partieular object 
(monornania). Monomaniacs would include kleptomaniacs, who 
are only mad with regard to stealing objects; anorexies, who are 
mad with regard to food; and arsonists, who are mad with regard to 
fire but may seem completely normal in every other aspect of their 
lives. That whieh the monomaniac is mad about is his or her point 
of subjectification. 

The line of flight that begins with a point of subjectification 
Deleuze and Guattari caU a "proceeding" (procès).l They read Kafka, 
for example, as exploring a series of proceedings that follow frolll 
a point of subjectification. Gregor Samsa awakens one day as a 
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cockroach. That is a point of subjectification from which a proceed­
ing or line of fligh t foIlows. K. being surnmoned to court in The 
Trial (Der Prou}) is a point of subjectification and his subsequent 
search for the courtroorn is a proceeding. Proceedings are linear 
in contrast to the circularity of the signifying regime. Proceedings 
are also segmented. That is, when one proceeding cornes to an end 
another one begins. But, another proceeding cannot begin without 
a new point of subjectification. It would be a rnistake to assume that 
Deleuze and Guattari are looking for singular points of subjectifica­
tion or singular proceedings that foIlow from them. A person or 
group might have multiple points ofsubjectification and, as a resuIt, 
multiple proceedings. Furthermore, there is no requirement that 
these points of subjection or proceedings be in harmony with one 
another. A person or group rnay have rnultiple conflicting points of 
subjectification with the resulting proceedings being at odds with 
one another. 

The point of subjectification determines what Deleuze and 
Guattari calI a "mental reality." Think of this as the mindset that 
foIlows from a life-changing event. If we return to the example of 
the Jews, we can posit the Exodus as such an event, a point of sub­
jectification. "We are the ones caIled out of Egypt." This proceed-
ing that foIlows from this event is segmented, though. It l'uns to 
the Babylonian captivity and the destruction of the first Temple in 
587 BCE. "We are the on es in exile, and we weep for our lost home." 
A new proceeding begins with the return from exile and the con­
struction of the second Temple. This proceeding cornes to a haIt 
with the destruction of the second Temple in 70 CE. This point of 
subjectification requires the Jews to develop a mental reality that 
encompasses aIl of these points. "Let misfortune befaIl us: this 
formula punctuates ]ewish history" (TP 122). A point of subjectifi­
cation thus determines a rnental reality, a mindset. A rnental reality 
produces a "subject of enunciation" (sujet d'énonciation). A subject of 
enunciation is a function of a mental reality. The ability of someone 
to say, "1 am aJew," is a function of a particular mindset that follows 
from the way a set of signs escapes from another regime of signs. 

The subject of enunciation is not the only subject created by 
this process. At the same time a "subject of the statement" (sujet 
d'énoncé) is also created. The subject of the statement is "a subject 
bound to staternents in conformity with a dominant reality (of 
which the mental reality just mentioned is part, even when it seems 
to oppose it)" (TP 129). Thus, the subject is never singular but 
always doubled, and these two subjects are always dependent on 
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one another lTIutually reinforcing one another. Before we proceed 
further with this relation, though, let's think briefly about the 
subject of the statement. What Deleuze and Guattari have in nlind 
can be seen in the passive sense of "subject." That is, one who is 
"subjected to" sornething. In this case, what one is subjected to is 
the "dominant reality." Here they borrow a concept from Foucault, 
"normalization," to iIlustrate what they mean. To be normalized 
means that one's actions faIl within a statistical range of actions 
deemed acceptable by society. To deviate from the average is likely 
to get one incarcerated, hospitalized, or placed under psychiat­
ric care. The subject of the statement is that which (or who) gets 
norrnalized. 

The two subjects generated by the point of subjectification can 
be separated into individual roles, psychoanalyst and patient, for 
example. Even here, though, it's not entirely clear which is which. 
On the one hand, insofar as the patient speaks to the analyst during 
the session, he is a subject of enunciation. That is, he is the suqject 
who speaks. In this sitüation the analyst is the subject of the state­
ment, the one who has internalized the dominant reality. On the 
other hand, in every other aspect of his life the patient is the subject 
of the statement. He is the one trying to conform himself to the 
strictures of the dominant reality, and the analyst assists in this 
by forcing the patient to interpret his own utterances, by forcing 
the patient to think about his next session. Thus, the two subjects 
generated by the point of subjectification are not coextensive with 
individual persons. Furthermore, it is often the case that a person 
contains both subjects simultaneously. In fact, Deleuze and Guattari 
seem to have the Kantian model of the moral subject in mind when 
they analyze these two forms of subjectivity. Kant argues in the 
Groundwork for the Metaphysics of MoraIs that the autonomous moral 
subject would be both law-giver (subject of enunciation) and law­
follower (subject of the statement). The price of escaping heteron­
orny (despotic signifying regime) is the paradox of these rnutually 
interdependent subjectivities, whether they are contained in one 
person or distributed in a group. 

Ultimately, for Deleuze and Guattari the difIerence between 
the signifying and postsignifying regimes lies in the way that each 
deterritorializes. On the one hand, as we've seen, the signifying 
regime has a high degree of deterritorialization. This is because 
signs only refer to other signs. It is a semiotic that requires endless 
interpretation. At the same tirne, the deterritorialization is only a 
relative deterritorialization. The reason for this is that even though 
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signs only refer to other signs, aIl of the signs are organized around 
the face of the despot. Any sign that tries to escape the orbit of the 
despot is assigned a negative value (the scapegoat). On the other 
hand, the postsignifying regime pursues an absolute deterritoriali­
zation, since it assigns the line of f1ight a positive value. 

So, are Deleuze and Guattari saying that we should begin 
forrning postsignifying regimes to combat despotism? No, not 
quite. While it's true that the postsignifYing regime is a fOITIlation 
that escapes the signifYing regime, and that it escapes precisely 
because of its positive relation to a line of f1ight, it's also the case 
that the postsignifYing regime "segments" the line of f1ight. We'll 
examine what segrnenting is in more depth in our discussion of 
"Micropolitics and Segmentarity," but for now we can say that 
the postsignifYing regime's line of f1ight is always stopping and 
restarting. This becomes clear if we think about our discussion of 
]ewish history above. ]ewish history is segmented, punctuated by 
events (points of subjectification) that force it into new directions: 
Exodus, Ternple, Captivity, Return, Destruction of the Temple. 
"This is because subjectification essentially constitutes finite linear 
proceedings, one of which ends before the next begins ... " (TP 
133). We can see the same segmentation on a much smaller scale 
in relationships. Two people meet and commence a line of flight. 
When the relationship ends, the line of f1ight ends, but if a new 
relationship begins the line of flight recommences from that point. 
Because the line of f1ight produced by the postsignifYing regime is 
segrnented in this way, it relativizes the absolute deterritorialization 
created by the line of flight. For Deleuze and Guattari this is unsur­
prising: "forms of expression and regimes of signs are still strata ... 
subjectification is no less a stratum th an signifiance" (TP 134). As 
we have already seen in the "Geology of MoraIs" a stratum is the 
organization of content and expression. It ensures stability, but it 
does so by limiting the avenues of change. Thus in the case of the 
signifying regime, change is limited by making it wholly negative 
(the scapegoat). In the case of the postsignifYing regime, change is 
limited by segmenting it, by turning the line of f1ight into a series 
of discrete points. 

The real issue for Deleuze and Gua ttari , then, is not pitting 
regimes of signs against one another or privileging one over the 
other but asking what exceeds stratification as such. What would 
it me an to de-stratify? Given mixed semiotics that combine several 
regimes of signs and stabilize on various levels in various ways, what 
does the tendency toward change look like? 

91 



Deleuze and Guattari's A Thousand Plateaus 

The principal strata binding human beings are the organism, signifi­
ance and interpretation, and subjectification and subjection. These 
strata together are what separates us from the plane of consistency and 
the abstract machine, where there is no longer any regime of signs, 
where the line of flight effectuates its own potential positivity and deter­
ritorialization its absolute power. (TP 134) 

Deleuze and Guattari explicitly name the organic stratum and the 
linguistic stratum here as the strata that provide stability for hurnan 
beings. Notice, though, that they subdivide the linguistic straturn 
into the two regimes of signs that have concerned us here, the 
signifying (signifiance and interpretation) and the postsignifying 
(subjectification and subjection). Notice also that what these hall­
marks of stasis are opposed to are the "plane of consistency" and the 
"abstract rnachine." Plane of consistency and abstract machine are 
thus ways of talking about the tendency toward change. 

Identifying the tendency toward change returns us to Deleuze 
and Guattari's method, which they have variously called rhizornat~ 
ics, schizoanalysis, and pragmatics. At this point, we can schematize 
their method into four components: generational, transforrna­
tional, diagrammatic, and machinic. We've already discussed the 
generational and transformational a great deal. The generational 
component of pragmatics makes a tracing. With regard to regimes 
of signs it traces the differing regimes found in a mixed serniotic. 
The transformational component makes a map. That is, it looks for 
moments of becoming, lin es of Hight, where one regime bec ornes 
another regime. The diagrarnmatic component is the moment of 
abstraction, but abstraction in the sense opposed to discrete not 
opposed to concrete. Such a moment of abstraction extracts the 
continuums of intensity (matter) out of the substance of content 
and expression, and it extracts "tensors" (function) out of the form 
of content and expression. The diagram (abstract machine) deals 
strictly in matter-function, in speeds and slownesses, and what sets 
variables in variation. It is independent of substance and form; it is 
independent of content and expression. 

In order to illustrate how pragmatics works at this level, Deleuze 
and Guattari return to the phrase, "1 love you." The phrase itself 
exists in sorne concrete and mixed semiotic. For Deleuze and 
Guattari the most common type of mixture is a mixture of the sig­
nifying and postsignifying regimes. Other mixtures are certainly 
possible but much rarer. Once the contours of this mixed semiotic 
are traced, and the ratio of its mixture determined, we can rnove to 
the next stage and uncover which regime of signs this particular "1 
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love you" belongs t~. There is a great deal of difference between an 
"1 love you" that belongs to a despotic (signifying) regirne and one 
that belongs ta a passional (postsignifying regime). The "1 love you" 
in a despotic regime is oriented directly or indirectly toward the 
face of the despot and "uses interpretation to rnake a whole series of 
signifieds correspond to the signifying chain" (TP 147). The "1 love 
you" of the postsignifying regime proceeds from a point of subjecti­
fication, a proceeding that becomes segmented and proceeds from 
new points of subjectification. Here we might think of a couple 
falling in love, exchanging their first "I love yous" and then mar­
riage vows. As the relationship proceeds, we can irnagine the couple 
having children, which would fragrnent the "1 love yous" and consti­
tute a new subject, the family. The proceeding is thus segmented as 
the "1 love yous" begin differing from one another, but nonetheless 
proceeding frOlTI points of subjectification. 

At this point a further issue can be pursued. Once we establish 
which regirne of signs a phrase belongs to we can ask what its ten­
dencies are toward stasis and change. What avenues are opened 
up in this particular regirne and which ones are closed down? Is 
the familial subject proceeding frOlTl a particular "1 love you" likely 
ta get trapped in a despotic regirne governed by Oedipus? Is the 
passion of first love likely to lead the couple to the black hole of 
suicide, as in Romeo and Juliet? Or, is it possible that a regirne 
of signs might be transformed into something new? Where do its 
lines of flight go? Can they be followed? "One could try to create 
new, as yet unknown staternents for that proposition ... " (TP 147). 
We get a glimpse of what Deleuze and Guattari have in mind in a 
scene frOlTl vVoody AIlen's Annie Hall. The scene is a flashback of a 
couple (AIvy and Annie) coming to the realization that they love 
each other. 

ANNIE: Come on. Yeah. YOll know what? YOll know, 1 like yOll. 1 really 
mean it. 1 really do like yOll. 
ALW: Yeah, but do yOll love me? That's the key question. 
ANNIE: Do 1 love you? WeIl, 1 certainly ... 1 think that's ... 
AL W: 1 know you 've only known me a short while. 
ANNIE: 1 think that's sort of ... Yeah. Yeah ... Do yOll love me? 
AL W: I-uh, love is, uh, is too weak a word for the way 1 feel ... 1 IUIve 
yOll. You know, 1 loave yOll. 1 luff you with two "rs." Yeah. 1-1 have to 
invent. Of course, 1 love you. 

Here we see Alvy trying to invent new statements for the phrase 
"I love you," "even if the result were a patois of sensual delight, 
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physical and selTIiotic systelTIS in shreds, asubjective signs, signs 
without significance where syntax, semantics, and logic are in col­
lapse" (TP 147). Alvy and Annie proceed as a couple from a point 
of subjectification and in this scene Alvy latches onto a line of flight 
and begins to invent, to create something new, a becorning that is 
not bound to any regime of signs. In the context of the film it's also 
noteworthy that in the rnoments leading up to this scene AlVY sug­
gests that Annie is "polyrnorphously perverse," a Freudian term that 
refers to pre-Oedipal pleasure. Except that Alvy uses the term posi­
tively. It's as if Annie's line offlight from Oedipal sexuality prompts 
Alvy to invent sornething new of his own. Alvy and Annie then enter 
into this becorning together. 

This plateau rnore fully fleshes out the rnethodology of prag­
matics hinted at in "Postulates of Linguistics." Indeed this plateau 
can be read as a further elaboration of the linguistic stratulTI first 
introduced in the "Geology of MoraIs." Deleuze and Guattari's goal 
here is twofold. First, they rnaintain that one of the blockages to the 
creation of new concepts lies in structuralist interpretations of the 
sign, whether anthropological, psychoanalytic, or linguistic. They 
show that the sign is different depending on which regirne of signs 
it appears in. Second, regimes of signs are always mixed. While the 
"Postulates of Linguistics" showed that there is no pure linguistic 
sign, this plateau further shows that even if signs are relegated to 
regimes. of signs, the regimes themselves are mixed. According 
to Deleuze and Guattari, this mixture is most often of the signify­
ing (despotic) and postsignifying (passional) regimes. The task 
of pragmatics given this concrete mixture is to discern the ratio 
of the mixture, limn the contours of each regime in the mixture, 
uncover blockages and flows, and pursue lin es of flight unique 
to each mixture. This is pragmatics, rhizomatics, schizoanalysis. It 
is a method that can create the new rather than merely trace the 
status quo. Pragmatics makes a rhizome rather than a tree out of 
signs because it does not seek to extract signs out of their COnCI"ete 
assemblage. 

While Deleuze and Guattari spend the majority of this plateau 
distinguishing between the signifying and postsignifying regimes 
of signs, in the "Faciality" plateau they will show the ways in which 
these two regimes function together as a white wall/black hole 
system that they calI the "Face." Furthermore, they hint at but do 
not explore other possibilities for the organization of signs, namely 
the presignifying and countersignifying regimes. Both of these 
regimes are explored at length in "NOITladology" and "Apparatus 
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of Capture." In the context of these plateaus, though, Deleuze and 
Guattari speak in terrns of social forrnations rather than regimes 
of signs. A presignifying regime of signs is a social formation that 
actively wards off capture by the hierarchical state-forrn. A counter­
signifying regime of signs is a nomadic social formation that actively 
resists the hierarchical state-foffil once it has forrned. It is the war 
machine. As we'll see the countersignifying regime not only organ­
izes signs differently, it organizes space differently. It is the semiotic 
of the tendency toward change, and it is found to sorne degree in 
every concrete assenlblage. 

NOTE 

1. The translation of "procès" by "proceeding" at this point obscures one 
of the connections that Deleuze and Guattari want to make with Kafka. 
"Procès" can also be translated "trial" just as "ProzeB" can in German. 
We do speak of "legal proceedings" in English, but the connection is 
much less direct. 
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November 28, 1947: 
How Do You Make Yourself a Body 

without Organs? 

In his introduction to the English translation of Anti-Oedipus Michel 
Foucault writes, "Anti-Oedipus . .. is a book of ethics, the first book of 
ethics to be written in France in quite a long time."l Not only is Anti­
OediPus a book of ethics, so is A Thousand Plateaus. Several qualifica­
tions are in order, though. A Thousand Plateaus is a book of ethics 
in the way that Spinoza's Ethics is an ethics, or Nietzsche's The Gay 
Science is an ethics. AlI of these are books of ethics precisely because 
they are not books of morality. What is the difIerence between 
ethics and morality? A morality functions according to principle, 
while an ethics functions according to experimentation. A rnorality 
presupposes a discontinuity between principle and action, while an 
ethics presupposes a continuity of action and character. A morality 
tells one what one ought to do, while an ethics asks what one might 
do. 

In Spinoza's Ethics, for example, Spinoza conceives of everything 
(modes) as existing on the same plane (substance). Given this, the 
question for Spinoza is, How do these modes interact with one 
another? What are there ways of affecting and being affected? The 
answer to this question lies in Part 3 of the Ethics, which is essentially 
a taxonomy of ways of affecting and being affected. For Spinoza 
there are two basic ways of being affecte d, pleasure and pain, and 
one way of affecting, desire (conatus). Desire, here, is not to be 
thought of as mere wanting, though. Spinoza's desire does not arise 
out of a lack. Rather, desire should be thought of as entering into 
combinations with other modes such that our ability to affect and 
be affected is increased rather than dirninished. Understood in this 
way, Spinoza's ethical project consists in showing that entering into 
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S0111e cornbinations increases one's ability (virtue, power, poten­
tia) , and that entering into other combinations decreases one's 
ability. Importantly, though, this identification of beneficial and 
harmful cornbinations does not result in a set of moral principles 
for Spinoza. Spinoza's analyses are couched in the conditional not 
the imperative. He does not say ''You ought ... " or ''You ought 
not ... " He says, "If you enter into these kinds of con1binations, 
th en you will flourish," and "If you enter into those kinds of corn­
binations, you will not flourish." Even here, it's important to note 
that for Spinoza the kinds of combinations are very broad-those 
combinations that produce pleasure, pain, or desire. Spinoza fully 
recognizes that for different people, the same cornbination may 
have different results. Thus, 1 love chocolate and cornbining with 
it usually results in an increase in rny ability. If you're allergic to 
chocolate, though, combining with it will result in a decrease in 
your ability. It's in relation to this complexity that Spinoza says, "No 
one knows what a body can do," not because he's skeptical about 
knowing bodies, but because he eschews moral principles that 
would determine what a body should do a priori, and because he 
thinks that determining what a body can do can only be the result 
of experimenting with the body. 

Nietzsche's account of the eternal return in The Gay Science func­
tions in a similar way. Nietzsche proposes a thought experirnent in 
which a dernon cornes to you in your loneliest hour and tells you 
that you will have to live this exact same life over and over again 
forever. How would you treat such a message, as a blessing or as a 
curse? For Nietzsche whether you treat the message as a blessing 
or curse says a great deal about how you feel about life. Do you 
affirm life, say yes to life, or are you holding out in the hope for 
sornething better? Nietzsche' s accoun t of the eternal return is often 
fruitfully compared to Kant's categorical imperative. It's certainly 
true that formally both are thought experiments that allow one to 
think about whether an action is worth doing. The crucial differ­
ence, though, is that for Kant the categorical imperative generates 
a duty, an ought. It gives form to our action. It's precisely the point 
where noumenal causality intersects with phenomenal causality. 
Nietzsche's eternaI- return doesn't generate an ought, though. It 
generates two conditionals: If this thought crushes you, then you do 
not affirm life. If this thought is a blessing, then you do affirm life. 
There is no a priori principle adduced to give form to action. There 
is only affirming or denying the life one lives. This is an ethics, not 
a morality. 
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So, if A Thousand Plateaus is an ethics, it is an ethics in the saIne 
way that Spinoza's and Nietzsche's books are ethics. The ethical 
dimension becomes explicit in the sixth plateau, "How Do You 
Make Yourself a Body Without Organs?" But this raises the further 
question, What do es the body without organs have to do with 
ethics? Deleuze and Guattari make this clear in the opening lines of 
the plateau, "[ the body without organs] is an inevitable exercise or 
experimentation" (TP 149).2 The connection between ethics and 
experimentation is clear enough, but what we really need to know 
is, What is a body without organs? 

The term itself cornes from the French playwright Antonin 
Artaud and follows frorn his desire to be done with the judgment 
of God. For Artaud the judgment of God is seen most clearly in 
the organism, which is "organ-ized," that is, a static concretion of 
discrete organs, each with a distinct function. Thus, for Artaud the 
organism is the ernblem of the tendency toward stasis. In reaction 
to this Artaud irnagines a body that is not an organism, that is, a 
body that escapes the judgment of God. Such a body would not be 
organ-ized, fixed. It would be capable of change. Artaud calls such 
a body, "the body without organs." The body without organs is thus 
crucial for Deleuze and Guattari's ethical project. If ethics is experi­
mentation, then one must think a body that is actually capable of 
being experimented on, that is a body that can enter into new rela­
tions, new combinations. New relations and combinations, though, 
are exactly what the organism cannot enter into. AlI of its relations 
are preordained by the judgment of God. An organism cannot 
become, only a body can become. The problern of the body without 
organs is, then, really the problem of becoming. How does one 
think becoming? How do es one create space for change? These are 
profoundly ethical questions for Deleuze and Guattari and in this 
plateau at least they think them through the body without organs. 

Thinking about becoming, though, is notoriously difficult, par­
ticularly ifyou don't want to subordinate it to sorne kind of stasis. As 
we've seen throughout the previous plateaus, Deleuze and Guattari 
are trying to do precisely this. Rather than grafting a stable form 
onto an unruly and ontologically different change, they propose 
assemblages with tendencies toward both stasis and change that are 
thought hylozoically on an ontological continuum. In this plateau, 
the body without organs is the way that they think the tendency 
toward change. The discussion of a body without organs in A 
Thousand Plateaus differs from the account given in Anti-Oedipus, at 
least in scope. Both books refer to the bodywithout organs as a limit, 
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but the liInits that concern Deleuze and Guattali in Anti-Oedipus are 
the lirnits of three large social formations that they caU "savagery," 
"barbarisrn," and "capitalism." In A Thousand Plateaus there is first 
and forernost a difference in scale. In addition to large social for­
mations they speak of bodies without organs of the masochist, the 
addict, and the "full body without organs." The second difference 
is the sense that in Anti-Oedipus the bodies without organs of large 
social formations superseded one another, that the body without 
organs of barbarisrn (i.e., the despot) replaced the body without 
organs of savagery (i.e., the earth). This isn't an entirely accurate 
account of Anti-Oedipus, and the story becomes rnuch more com­
plicated with capitalisrn, but Deleuze and Guattali are rnuch more 
explicit in A Thousand Plateaus that multiple bodies without organs 
coexist and overlap on multiple scales and even on the same scale. 
For example, we saw in "Several Regimes of Signs" that serniotics are 
always mixed, and that mixture is often of the signifying and post­
signifying regimes. For Deleuze and Guattali, though, each regime 
would have a different body without organs. 

These differences aside, the question of the body without organs 
rernains unanswered. Even if we grant that it's a way of talking 
about becorning, that doesn't get us very far. Here we can turn 
to what Anti-Oedipus and A Thousand Plateaus have in common. In 
both books the body without organs is described as a lilnit. A limit 
of what? In Anti-Oedipus the answer is straightforwardly the limit of 
desiling-production. In A ThousandPlateaus the answer is intensities 
(Anti-Oedipus also speaks in terms of intensities, but most often in 
terms of desiling-production). The body without organs is the zero 
degree of intensity. Now we have several terms related to the body 
without organs (becoming, limit, zero degree of intensity), but it's 
not yet clear what their relation to one another is. Or, rather, the 
connection between lirnit and zero degree of intensity seems clear 
enough. Both seem to indicate the point at which sornething stops. 
But, this seems to be opposed to becoming, which has connota­
tions of continuation rather than stopping. To begin with, the body 
without organs is a limit but it is a constructed lirnit. It is a limit 
toward which one tends, when one wants to change, create some­
thing new. The minute that one begins such an expeliment, the 
body without organs is constituted. 

The first example that Deleuze and Guattali give of this is the 
masochist body without organs. The masochist tells his rnistress 
to bind him, sew him up, and then whip him and stick him with 
pins. It's tempting to ask the question of meaning at this point. 
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vVhy would someone do that? V\'hat does it mean? For Deleuze 
and Guattari these are questions of interpretation, the kinds of 
questions that psychoanalysis excels in. For them, attempting to 
interpret the masochist misses the point. Interpretation will always 
reinscribe within a signifying regime. In this case the masochist will 
be reinscribed within the despotic Oedipal regime. Deleuze and 
Guattari propose instead, not to interpret, not to trace, but to map, 
to ask, What can the rnasochist body do? What kind of experiment is 
it? To answer these questions they turn to intensities. The masochist 
body seeks to bind itself in such a way that only intensities of pain 
can circulate on it. 

The relevant distinction here is between the intensive and 
the extensive. Temperature, for exaluple, is an intensity, while 
volurne is an extensity. We can see this dearly if we imagine a cup 
of hot water. The water has both a volume and a temperature. If 
we pour out half of the water, the volume is reduced by half. That 
is, the extent of the volurne is discrete and can be added to or 
subtracted from incrementally. Ternperature, however, is a whole 
other matter. If we pour out half the water, the temperature is not 
reduced by half. It stays exactly the sarne. Temperature is intensive, 
continuous, indivisible. Pain is an intensity. The masochist seeks to 
have only pain circulate, but he cannot convert his body entirely to 
intensities. He fights against the way it's organ-ized, but he can only 
go so far. The lirnit that the masochist approaches (having only the 
intensity of pain circulate) but never reaches is the body without 
organs. Notice, though, that the body without organs is created by 
the masochist's experiment. It doesn't pre-exist the experiment, 
but it is generated simultaneously with the experiment as its limit. 

At this point we can see the connection between the body 
without organs as a limit and as a becoming. Every experiment, 
every program, every becoming generates its own limit. At the 
threshold between the extensive and the intensive one finds the 
body without organs. "The [body without organs] is what remains 
when you take everything away. What you take away is precisely 
the phantasy, and signifiances and subjectifications as a whole" (TP 
151). "Signifiance" and "subjectification" point to the two dorni­
nant regimes of signs, the signifying and postsignifying. "Phantasy" 
is the psychoanalytic (signifying) interpretation of the masochist's 
scene, which itself presupposes desire predicated on a lack. The 
body without organs is thus a way of talking about what Deleuze 
and Guattari called "matter-function" in "Several Regirnes of Signs." 
Stratification, as we've seen, requires a double articulation into 
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content and expression, but the body without organs allows them 
to think the de-stratified. De-stratification requires the undoing of 
content and expression. That is, content rnust be deterritorialized 
(substance) and decoded (form) , and expression must be deter­
ritorialized (substance) and decoded (form). What rernains when 
yOll take everything away is the body without organs, the tendency 
toward change, becoming itself. 

There are thus two phases to the body without organs, fabrica­
tion and circulation. The body without organs is created as a limit 
to a program. This limit alIows for the circulation of some affects, 
some intensities, and blocks other intensities. Because intensi­
ties circulate on the body without organs, Deleuze and Guattari 
say that the body without organs is populated by rnultiplicities. 
Intensities suggest multiplicities, because extensities are bound up 
in discussions of the one and the many. As we saw in the "One or 
Several Wolves" plateau, Freud's refusaI to think in terms of a pack 
prevented him from understanding the Wolf-Man. The pack is a 
multiplicity, a set of overlapping intensities spread across a smooth 
space, a desert, a body without organs. Freud wanted to organ-ize 
the pack, make it extensive so that its many (six or seven wolves) 
could be reduced to one (the father). Crossing the threshold frolll 
the intensive to the extensive, though, never creates something 
new. It only repeats the same; it traces rather than maps. 

At this point it is tempting to think about the body without 
organs as spatial, as a container of some sort. Even words like "lirnit" 
suggest a kind of spatiality. Deleuze and Guattari would remind us, 
though, that "space" is an extensive term. It is measurable and divis­
ible. Since the body without organs is not extensive but intensive, 
it cannot be spatial in any typical sense of the term. At the same 
time, Deleuze and Guattari calI the body without organs here a 
spatium. Deleuze used the term already in Difference and Repetition, 
and here he's even more explicit, often using the phrase "intensive 
spatium."3 Even with this added qualification, though, the term 
remains confusing. The important thing to bear in mind is that 
the body without organs is not a container. "It is not space, nor is it 
in space; it is rnatter that occupies space to a given degree-to the 
degree corresponding to the intensities produced" (TP 153). What 
Deleuze and Guattari have in mind becomes clearer if we return to 
the example of the masochist and th en turn to the example of the 
egg. No doubt, the rnasochist's body is the site where these intensi­
ties circulate, but the rnasochist is not concerned about his body as 
an extended object. His entire pro gram is an attempt to overcorne 
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this extension and simply feel the waves of pain cascading over hirn. 
By the sarne token, the egg prior to its development into a bird is 
nothing but intensive protein gradients, matter occupying space 
to a given degree of intensity. Eventually, the set of pure, intensive 
differences that make up the egg will cross a threshold and become 
extensive differences unified as an organisrn. Prior to crossing that 
threshold, though, there only intensive degrees. "That is why we 
treat the [body without organs] as the full egg before the extension 
of the organism and the organization of the organs, before the for­
mation of the strata ... " (TP 153). In neither the case of the rnaso­
chist Bor that of the egg do es the amount of space taken up by the 
body matter. This is why the Dogon egg is pictured at the beginning 
of this plateau. According to Dogon myth the whole universe is an 
egg, an in tensive spatium. 

The discussion ofintensity and the bodywithout organs brings us 
back to Spinoza. Deleuze and Guattari ask, "Mter all is not Spinoza's 
Ethics the great book of the [body without organs]?" (TP 153). They 
go on to clarify, "The attributes are types or genuses of [bodies 
without organsJ, substances, powers, zero intensities as matrices 
of production" (TP 153). Initially, it seems odd that Deleuze and 
Guattari focus on attributes in Spinoza's ontology. Spinoza has 
three basic categories in his ontology, substance, mode, and attrib­
ute. "Substance" is Spinoza's way of talking about the whole, the 
totality, the universe. "Mode" is any finite part of the whole. Modes 
interact with one another, form into compositions, and decompose. 
"Attributes" are neither whole Bor part. In fact, they are not things 
at aIl, which is precisely why Spinoza has this third category. Spinoza 
writes, "By attribute 1 mean that which the intellect perceives of 
substance as constituting its essence."4 Attributes concern the ways 
in which substance is perceived. 1 think Deleuze and Guattari take 
up Spinoza's conception of attributes precisely because of the way 
they differ from substance and mode. Recall that beginning from 
the "Rhizome" plateau Deleuze and Guattari have characterized 
their project as a "perceptual semiotics," thus making A Thousand 
Plateaus an answer to the question, How can we see things so that 
creating something new is possible? The answer that they give in 
this plateau is ensuring that any analysis of an assemblage also 
includes an analysis of the bodies without organs that are created at 
the same time as the assemblage. "For each type of [body without 
organs] we must ask: (l) What type is it, how is it fabricated, by what 
procedures and rneans (predetermining what will come to pass)? 
(2) What are its modes, what cornes to pass, and with what variants 
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and what surprises, what is unexpected what expected?" (TP 152). 
For Spinoza humans can only perceive two types of attIibutes, 
thought and extension. Deleuze and Gua ttari , on the other hand, 
imagine an infinite profusion of attIibutes with more being con­
stantly created as new assenlblages compose thernselves. As a result, 
the types of bodies without organs are not predetermined but in 
constant f1ux. 

Deleuze and GuattaIi, however, do not stop with attIibutes in 
drawing parallels with Spinoza. As the second question above shows, 
they are also concerned with rnodes. If attributes correspond with 
types of bodies without organs, then the "modes are everything that 
conles to pass: waves and vibrations, nügrations, thresholds and 
gradients, intensities produced in a given type of substance start­
ing from a given rnatrix" (TP 153). The intensities that circulate on 
the body without organs align with modes in Spinoza's ontology. 
Perhaps, if we look a little more closely at Spinoza's daims, the 
relation will be dearer here. As we've seen, the relation between 
attributes and modes is not a relation between things but a relation 
between things (modes) and a way oflooking at things (attributes). 
This is why Spinoza continually returns to the locution "thought 
under the attribute of ... " Take the act of stubbing your toe, for 
exarnple. For Spinoza, that event could be thought under two 
attributes, thought or extension. Thinking it under the attribute 
of extension would mean telling a St01Y about the causal interrela­
tion of modes in purely physical terms. A darnaged toe causes nerve 
fibers to signal the brain. In the brain C-fibers fire, generating the 
release of adrenaline and endorphins, and causing blood to f10w 
to the damaged area to protect it from further damage and begin 
the healing process. At the same time, we could think the same 
event un der the attribute of thought. This account would involve 
the concatenation of ideas. The idea of stubbing your toe causes 
the idea ofpain, which causes the idea ofyoujumping up and down 
and swearing. Notice that the two accounts are completely sepa­
rate. There are no causal relations between attributes for Spinoza. 
Notice also that there aren't two events. There are two accounts of a 
single event. For Spinoza dualism is the result of mistaking the two 
accounts for two different things, as Descartes does with mind and 
body. Now let's take this idea and apply it to Deleuze and GuattaIi's 
daims here. If there are different types of bodies without organs, 
th en these are different ways of thinking/perceiving/ grouping 
intensities. vVhile the masochist seeks a single body without organs 
on which only intensities of pain can circulate, he also creates other 
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bodies without organs in the process. What about the relation 
between the masochist and his mistress? VVhat intensities circulate 
there? Trust? Love? Hate? Pity? Joy? Each of these could be a type 
of a body without organs, an attribute under which we might think 
the becorning that's going on here. Or, the body without organs 
might be a mixture of several of these. A body without organs rnay 
be a complex array of intensities. In each case there would be an 
important similarity and an important difference. The important 
sirnilarity is that what is grouped/perceived is always intensities. The 
important difference is that different bodies without organs have 
different sets of intensities. 

The final parallel with Spinoza's ontology that needs to be 
explored is between the bodywithout organs and substance. As we've 
seen, "substance" is the term that Spinoza uses to speak of totality, 
that beyond which there is nothing. Deleuze and Guattari pose the 
question this way, "The problem of whether there is a substance of 
aIl substances, a single substance for aIl attributes, becomes: Is there 
a totality of al! [bodies without organsJ? If the [body without organs] is 
alreadya limit, what must we say of the totality of aIl [bodies without 
organs]?" (TP 154, emphasis in original). Here again Deleuze and 
Guattari run into the danger posed by the dialectic of the one and 
the many. Is there a single, unitary body without organs that can 
corral aIl of these smaller bodies without organs? Ultimately, this 
way of posing the question presupposes an answer of discontinuity, 
in this case between the one and the many. How might this ques­
tion be answered without presupposing ontological discontinuity? 
So far, the typical answer has been in terms of multiplicity. Here it is 
no different, "A formaI multiplicity of substantial attributes that, as 
such, constitutes the ontological unity of substance" (TP 154). The 
unity is ontological rather than substantial. Deleuze and Guattari 
are not claiming that there is a single substance of which aIl bodies 
without organs are expressions. Rather, they are claiming that the 
unity consists solely in the fact that aIl bodies without organs exist in 
the same way. This ontological unity is the corollary to the continu­
ity thesis, which is otherwise called the univocity of being. Deleuze 
and Guattari expand on this connection as follows: 

There is a continuum of aIl of the attributes or genuses of intensity 
under a single substance, and a continuum of the intensities of a 
certain genus under a single type or attribute. A continuum of an sub­
stances in intensity of all intensities in substance. The uninterrupted 
continuum of the [body without organs]. [Body without organsJ, 
immanence, immanent limit. CTr 154) 

104 



November 28, 1947: Hotu Do You Make . .. 

"'That aIl bodies without organs have in cornrnon is intensity. 
Intensities can only form a continuum, unlike extensities, which 
can only form discrete points. If one's ontology begins with discrete 
objects, then one is very likely to end up with a discontinuous ontol­
ogy and privilege stasis over change. If, on the other hand, one 
begins with intensities, the ontology flattens, becomes continuous. 
Here the new is possible. Here creation is possible. Here becoming 
is not subordinated to being. 

If we continue to press the paralleis between this plateau and 
Spinoza's ontology, we will find ourselves back at ethics. What con­
nects ontology and ethics in Spinoza, and Spinoza and the body 
without organs, is desire. As we saw above, desire in Spinoza is a 
way of thinking about how things strive to main tain their ratio of 
motion and rest. Nietzsche criticized Spinoza on this point, claim­
ing that it was fundarnentally conservative. Mere self-preservation, 
according to Nietzsche, is the sign of lite under siege not a sign 
of robust health. What Nietzsche misses, though, is the degree to 
which striving requires not a siege mentality but experimentation. 
There is no withdrawal from the world for Spinoza. One must enter 
into combinations with the world. The ethical question, then, is 
not whether to withdraw from the world and refuse to enter into 
cornbinations, but which combinations to enter into. No doubt 
some of these combinations will be conservative and tend toward 
stasis, but ultimately for Spinoza the more we increase the number 
of cornbinations we're capable of, the better off we are. Deleuze 
and Guattari's primary concern in this plateau is thinking through 
the ways that we might increase the number of combinations we're 
capable of. For them, this project mns through the body without 
organs. "The [body without organs] is the field of immanence of 
desire, the Plane of consistency specifie to desire (with desire defined 
as a process of production without reference to any exterior agency, 
whether it be a lack that hollows it out or a pleasure that fills it)" 
(TP 154, emphasis in original). Several things are worth noting in 
this dense quote. First, the body without organs is a way of talking 
about desire. Second, desire here is defined as productive, rather 
than predicated on a lack. Deleuze and Guattari pursue this notion 
of desire at length in Anti-Oedipus, but for our purposes here we can 
say that desire is productive because it continually makes connec­
tions, enters into combinations. This idea did not become clear to 
me until I had children. 1 had always assurned that desire was predi­
cated on a lack, that the reason I wanted something was because 
I didn't have it. Watching my children play, however, showed me 
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that this was not the case. A child with a toy in each hand, who sud­
denly drops one in order to pick up a new toy, didn' t "lack" the new 
toy. The child is simply interested in making new connections, and 
making a new connection requires breaking other connections. 
This is how desire works in Spinoza, and how it works in Deleuze 
and Guattari. Desire is fundamentaIly productive.5 Finally, notice 
that Deleuze and Guattari connect several key tenus here: "body 
without organs," "desire," and "plane of consistency." We will have 
cause to return to aIl of these terms in later plateaus. Suffice it for 
now to say that these three terrns are connected because they are aIl 
ways of talking about the tendency toward change, becoming. 

The question of ethics, then, is the question of desire, which 
Deleuze and Guattari argue is the question of lnaking a body 
without organs. Making a body without organs, though, is not 
without its perils. Deleuze and Guattari repeatedly warn that 
caution rnust always be used when creating a body without organs. 
Why? Because, ifs possible to botch it. There are two ways to botch 
the body without organs. The first way is to produce of type of body 
without organs that Deleuze and Guattar1 calI "cancerous." A can­
cerous body without organs is one that prolifera tes stratifications. 
Here we can imagine an organization that continuously spawns 
new layers of rnanagement that increasingly micro-manage every 
situation. Or, on a srnaller scale we can imagine a person constantly 
generating new rules to live by, nlles of conduct, driving, diet, that 
stratify life to an ever-greater degree. The danger here is that we 
give the fascist inside of us the power to increasingly organ-ize our 
lives. The other way to botch the body without organs is to produce 
what Deleuze and Guattari calI the empty body without organs. This 
is the suicidaI body without organs that destratifies aIl the strata 
at once. In this case nothing is preserved. The body isn't merely 
opened to new combinations; it simply dissolves. The result, as 
Deleuze and Guattari point out, is usually an even more pernicious 
restratification that swings back toward a fascist and cancerous body 
without organs. Here we can think of the rise of the security state 
that becomes increasingly totalitarian as it responds to and attempts 
to ward off terrorist attacks both real and imagined. 

The ethical dimension of this plateau thus lies in distinguishing 
the harmful bodies without organs from the salutary bodies without 
organs. Deleuze and Guattari refer to the salutary body without 
organs as the full body without organs. The full body without organs 
is the one that allows the rnaximum number of combinations to be 
pursued, the maximum becoming without collapse. This is not easy. 
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It cannot be deterrrlÏned a priori. Neither can it be detennined by 
accident. It requires, in short, a program. Deleuze and Guattali lay 
out the bare outlines of such a program: 

This is how it should be done: Lodge yourself on a str'atum, experiment 
with the opportunities it offers, find an advantageous place on it, find 
potential movements of deterritorialization, possible lines of flight, 
experience them, produce flow conjunctions here and there, try out 
continuums ofintensities seglnent by segment, have a small plot ofnew 
land at aIl times. (TP 161) 

Deleuze and Guattali continually calI for caution as a necessary 
component to their experimentalism. Ethics is about experimen­
tation, to be sure, but experimentation is dangerous. Experiment 
with care. Make yourself a body without organs, but make yourself a 
full body without organs, not a cancerous or elnpty one. 

NOTES 

1. Foucault, "Preface," Anti-Oedipus, xiii. 
2. For the sake of c1arity, l've replaced Deleuze and Guattari's abbrevia-

tion "BwO" with the full term "bodies without organs." 
3. Deleuze, Difference and Repetition, pp. 233-41. 
4. Spinoza, Ethics, ID4. 
5. This is not to say that desire is never predicated on a lack. One of 

the tasks of both volurnes of Capitalism and Schizophrenia is to uncover 
where and why desire becomes so constrained as to be predicated 
on a lack. The problem of constraining desire is the problem of the 
priest, in whatever guise the priest might take, from religious to psycho­
therapeutic. On this point Deleuze and Guattari follow and expand on 
Nietzsche. 
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Year Zero: Faciality 

The beginning of this plateau returns us to sorne of the terms from 
previous plateaus, in particular "Several Regimes of Signs." As we 
saw, one of the insights of that plateau is that while Deleuze and 
Guattari select four regimes of signs to discuss-presignifying, sig­
nifying, postsignifying, and countersignifying-most of their efforts 
are focused on the signifying and postsignifying regimes. The signi­
fying regime is concerned with the circulation and interpretation 
of signs. Furthermore, it is organized in concentric circles around a 
despot through whom aIl meaning flows. The postsignifying regime 
is organized on a deterritorialized line of flight away frorIl the face 
of the despot. This regime subjectifies; that is, creates subjects. 
Deleuze and Guattari also note that the distinction arnong the 
regimes is something that can only be done in principle. In prac­
tice regimes are always mixed. The reason, then, that they spend so 
much time discussing the signifying and postsignifying regimes is 
that their mixture predorninates. The "Faciality" plateau explores 
this mixture in much greater death. In fact, Deleuze and Guattari 
propose that the face is precisely what arises at the intersection 
of these two regimes. This account of the face also allows thern to 
discuss intersections of religion, racism, and capitalism. 

How do two regimes of signs produce a face? Weren't there 
always faces? Aren 't faces independent of regimes of signs? Deleuze 
and Guattari confront a lot of difficult questions at the outset of 
this chapter, precisely because they propose that what we take as 
an accretion of the biological stratum (i.e., something "natural") 
is in fact related to signs. Let's follow their opening reasoning. 
"Signifiance is never without a white wall upon which it inscribes 
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its signs and redundancies" (TP 167). "Signifiance" here refers to 
the despotic, signifying regime, and so the claim is that the signify­
ing regime requires a white wall to write its signs on. We can take 
this clairrl literaIly. The kingdorn is organized around the despot 
whose irrlage is displayed everywhere. It is carved onto walls and 
minted onto coins. "\Then the pharaoh dies his image is obliterated 
frorn the walls so that the image of the new pharaoh can take its 
place. A signifying regirrle needs a white wall. Deleuze and Guattari 
continue, "subjectification is Hever without a black hole in which 
it lodges its consciousness, passion, and redundancies" (TP 167). 
"Subjectification" refers to the passional, postsignifying regirne. 
In our previous discussion of this regime we noted that while it 
pursues a deterritorialized line of f1ight, it repudiates the positivity 
of this line by segmenting it. "Thus subjectification imposes on the 
line of f1ight a segrnentarity that is forever repudiating that line, 
and upon absolute deterritorialization a point of abolition that is 
forever blocking that deterritorialization or diverting if' (TP 134). 
These points of segmentation are what Deleuze and Guattari are 
calling here "black holes." They call them black holes because 
the segrnentation of the line of f1ight finitizes it, creates a series of 
endpoints toward which it tends. Since aIl of the black holes on a 
line flight portend the sarrle thing (namely, death), they resonate 
with one another. Deleuze and Guattari illustrate this with Tristan 
and Isolde, who form a subjectivity as they calI for one another in 
their undying but doomed loved. This doom resonates musically 
throughout Wagner's opera. We can see the same thing happening 
in more mundane circumstances. A couple in a relationship creates 
a line of f1ight, becomes a subject. They know that the relationship 
cannot last forever. They are self-conscious of their subjective fini­
tude. When the relationship ends and a new one begins, the new 
relationship will also be finite and its end will resonate with the 
previous end. Comparisons between the relationships will be rrlade. 
Signs of discontent will be looked for until they are fulfilled in the 
dissolution of the relationship. These points of dissolution are 
the black holes toward which aIl subjectivities tend. 

For Deleuze and Guattari, when these two regirnes of signs mix 
together the result is a white wall/black hole system that they calI 
a "face." The face is generated by an abstract machine they calI 
"faciality." The abstract machine of faciality (as with any abstract 
Inachine) organizes the components of both the signifying and 
postsignifying regimes. There are two aspects to the way this 
abstract machine organizes: normality and deviance. The abstract 
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machine of faciality normalizes through exclusive disjunctions. 
That is, it establishes arborescent, biunivocal relations. This face 
is a man or a woman. This face is an adult or a child, rich or poor, 
leader or subject, rnilitary or civilian, etc. The abstract machine of 
faciality establishes the discrete units according to which any given 
face rnay be categorized. These are not so much actual, concrete 
faces, as they are "facial units" that one occupies at any given tirne. 
Furthermore, often these facial units are linked together as dyads 
in what Deleuze and Guattari caU a "four-eye machine." In a class­
roorn assemblage, for example, aIl of the faces are immediately 
divided into and constituted as teacher and student. When class 
is over, though, the same people will go on to occupy other faces: 
coach-athlete, boyfriend-girlfriend, clerk-custorner, etc. ''You don't 
so much have a face as slide into one" (TP 177). That is, the abstract 
machine of faciality generates a grid of facial units that constitute 
normality and that one occupies to a certain degree. 

That one occupies a given facial unit to a certain degree brings 
us to the second aspect of the abstract rnachine of fa cial it y, devi­
ance. In addition to creating facial units that constitute concrete 
faces, this abstract machine also deterrnines whether the face fits 
the category or not. There is an initial binary determination of 
the concrete face, a "yes" or "no." Beyond that, however, "it is 
necessary to produce successive divergence-types of deviance for 
everything that eludes biunivocal relationships, and to establish 
binary relations between what is accepted on first choice and what 
is only tolerated on second, third choice, etc." (TP 177). The 
primary illustration that Deleuze and Guattari give of this aspect is 
racism. They argue that racism is not a simple binarism but func­
tions according to degrees. Once it is determined that a given face 
does not match one of the established facial units, the degree of 
deviance fronl that facial unit is detemlÎned.Within these degrees 
of deviance reactions move from tolerance to hostility as deviance 
Increases. 

From the viewpoint of racism, there is no exterior, there are no people 
on the outside. There are only people who should be like us and whose 
crime it is not to be. The dividing line is not between inside and outside 
but rather is internaI to simultaneous signifying chains and successive 
subjective choices. Racism never detects the partic1es of the other; it 
propagates waves of sameness until those who resist identification have 
been wiped out (or those who only allow themselves to be identified at 
a given degree of divergence). Its cruelty is equaled only by its incom­
petence and naiveté. (TP 178) 
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The white wall/black hole machine of faciality not only constitutes 
the face but also organizes other faces in relation to a standard. 
This standard doesn't divide a regime of signs into inside and 
outside. Rather, the dividing line is internaI to the regime itself. The 
regime is normalizing as a product of its tendency toward stasis. It 
extends itself not by consciously identifying the other as other but 
by consciously (and unconsciously) reaffirming the norm. Deleuze 
and Guattari's reasoning here rnight be marshaled to provide an 
account of the pervasiveness of racism. Psychological studies that 
test for racial bias, such as those being pursued by Project Implicit, 
show among other things that racism is implicit, that there are 
degrees of racisnl, and perhaps most importantly for Deleuze and 
Guattari's dairns, that people can have irnplicit racial bias against 
their own race. 1 This possibility suggests that racism isn't merely 
self-serving, or a simple division between us and thern. It is an 
insidious problern that is organized around a standard. 

What is that standard, though? Deleuze and Guattari don't pull 
any punches here and say flatly, "The face is Christ" (TP 176). The 
particular combination of the signifying and postsignifying regimes 
that resulted from the rnixture of the despotic Roman Empire 
with certain passion al elements of Judaisrn that broke away to 
form the sufIering Messiah narrative of Christianity is a white wall/ 
black hole system organized around the face of Christ. Deleuze 
and Guattari are explicit about what they mean here: "[the face] 
is not even that of the white man; it is White Man himself, with his 
broad white cheeks and the black hole of his eyes ... The face is 
the typical European ... " (TP 176). This gives new meaning to the 
Christian trope that upon his return Christ will sit in judgment of 
aIl the nations. According to Deleuze and Guattari, that judgment 
has been happening alongside the spread of Christianity itself. It 
happened through colonialism (often under the guise of conver­
sion). It continues to happen in the prevalence ofboth explicit and 
implicit racisrn. It happened in the justifications given for slavery in 
America. It continues to this day in the treatment of US President 
Baraek Obama. It also happens in sexism and aIl determinations 
of heteronormativity. It happens in the disenfranchisement of the 
poor. AlI ofthese constitute thejudgment (that is, the organ-ization) 
by a particular face constituted by a specifie white wall/black hole 
systern that lays out a matrix of facial units and determines degrees 
of deviance frorn the standard. 

Deleuze and Guattari's analysis of the face thus suggests several 
points of differentiation from other thinkers. The first and rnost 
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obvious example is Ernrrlanuel Levinas (1906-95), a phenOlnenolo­
gist who wrote extensively about the face and the relation gener­
ated by it as the foundational ethical relation and "the original 
site of the sensible.":2 For Levinas the appearance of the face is 
the appearance of "the other" as such. This alterity interrupts the 
selfsarne satisfaction of the appropriating, intentional conscious­
ness described by Husserlian phenornenology. The face is th us 
wholly other and precedes and dwarfs aIl attempts to convert it 
to an object of consciousness. The face points to a universal and 
transcendental structure of hurrlan existence for Levinas, and it 
is here that we can see the degree to which Deleuze and Guattari 
differentiate themselves. First, for them the face is not universal. 
The abstract machine of faciality could produce a different white 
wall/black hole combination given a different set of historical 
circumstances. The face of Christ, the White Man, however, is the 
result of a very particular set of contingent forces. It would be a 
mistake to confuse the widespread generality of the White Man as 
a standard with a universal. As we'll see below, the face-to-face rela­
tion doesn 't inaugurate history as it does in Levinas, the face is a 
historically dateable concrete rnachinic assemblage. This in no way 
lessens its impact, as the concomitant history of racism, sexism, and 
colonialism indicates. Second, the face is not the trace of the other 
for Deleuze and Guattari as it is for Levinas. As we've seen, not 
only does the deviance-detection aspect of the abstract machine of 
faciality preclude a binary opposition between the same and other, 
but the face is that which unthinkingly obliterates otherness by 
transforming into degrees of tolerance. 

Deleuze and Guattari are explicit, though, that it is not the face 
as such that drives their analysis but the face of Christ, the White 
Man. This brings us to Hegel, who was very concerned with the 
meaning of Christianity and its role in the development of thought. 
For Hegel the history of thought, the actualization of reason, 
required Christianity, because Christianity is determinate negation 
become concrete. The story of the incarnation, death, and reSUITec­
tion, in short Trinitarian theology itself, is the way that the thought 
of negation (first seen in Heraclitus) becornes real in history, 
becomes not only thinkable but a principle of action for everyone, 
not just philosophers. The only difference between Christianity 
and philosophy for Hegel is that Christianity thinks the relation 
between the universal and the particular through representations 
(Vorstellungen) , such as Father, Son, and Spirit, while philosophy 
understands this relation conceptually. 
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Deleuze and Guattari are also interested in the role that 
Christianity has played in history, but they address it in a very differ­
ent way. As we saw, there is no necessity to Christianity for Deleuze 
and Guattari; it arises contingently, but this do es not prevent it from 
having wide-ranging effects. AIso, the impact of Christianity is not 
conceptual (or even representational) for Deleuze and Guattari. 
The impact of Christianity lies in the regime of signs constituted 
by this particular white wall/black hole assernblage. "It is not the 
individuality of the face that counts but the efficacy of the ciphering 
[chiffrage] it makes possible, and in what cases it rnakes it possible" 
(TP 175). As with any assemblage, sorne connections are made 
possible by the relation of its parts; others are rnade impossible. 
Pragmatics is not dialectics. Deleuze and Guattari are not only inter­
ested in the conditions that gave rise to an assemblage, but also in 
the conditions under which it might bec orne something else. Hegel 
is only interested in the degree to which Christianity contributes 
to the teleology of reason. Anything that doesn't contribute to the 
fulfillrnent of reason is relegated to the backwaters and de ad ends 
of thought. We can see the difference between Hegel and Deleuze 
and Guattari on this point clearly ifwe look at Hegel's brief descrip­
tion of the progress of freedom. In his introduction to The Lectures 
on the HistO'Yy of Philosophy, called "Reason in History," Hegel dis tin­
guishes three ages in the development of freedom. Under oriental 
despotism only one is free, the emperor. In Greece and Rome, 
sorne are free, the citizens. In Christianity, aIl, in principle, are 
free. For Hegel then, the trajectory of history is one of converting 
the "in principle" to "in actuality." This conversion happens objec­
tively in the work of the state, subjectively in the movement from 
"natural" to "spiritual," and absolutely in the work of art, religion, 
and philosophy. For Deleuze and Guattari these difIerent stages 
do not form a teleology. In fact, they are govemed by cornpletely 
different regimes of signs. Ancient state formations are dominated 
by a despotic regime of signs, and in the case of the Chinese state­
form there is often a mixture of the coun tersignifying regirne of 
the nomadic war machine. Greece does not organize the state des­
poticaIly but agonisticaIly. This competitive dimension tums Greece 
into a marketplace of ideas on the frontier of the ancient Asian 
regimes. Both their geographic location on the edge of an empire 
and their agonism might be construed as an increase of freedorn, 
but the freedom is not merely one of thought. The "in principle" 
freedom that Hegel sees in Christianity is nothing other than the 
normativity created by the face of Christ. Salvation is judgment. 

113 



Deleuze and Guattari's A Thousand Plateaus 

At this point, it rnay seem as if Deleuze and Guattari are sinlply 
re-describing what Marx would calI "ideology." Ideology has two 
functions in Marx. On the one hand, in classical Marxisnl an 
ideology is the set of princip les by which the status quo is both 
explained and justified. For example, the ideology that explains 
and justifies industrial capitalism is a set of interlocking ideas 
predicated on the inviolable nature of private property. On the 
other hand, ideology also obscures what's really going on, namely 
the struggle between classes to control the rneans of production. 
That is, capitalist ideology obscures the mate rial conditions that 
make it possible and at the same time prevents workers from 
seeing that they have more in common with each other in class 
struggle than they do with their nation, which only protects the 
interests of the ruling class. 

Marx's notion of ideology has spread far beyond its use in politi­
cal econonly. It forms the core of what is broadly known as critical 
theory. Critical theory applies the critique of ideology not only to 
class, but also to race and gender. That is, there are explanations 
that also justify racism and sexism, and, at the same tinle, obscure 
the forces that bring these inequalities about. Critical theory differs 
frorn classical Marxism in that in critical theory these forces need 
not be mate rial forces. Judith Butler, for example, argues that they 
are prirnarily discursive. 

Deleuze and Guattari want to account for the same phenomenon 
as Marx and the critical theorists, How are notions of race, class, 
and génder eXplained and justified, and what do they obscure? 
Where they difIer, though, is that they do not resort to ideology 
and its concomitant split between structure and superstructure. 
They write, "It is not the individuality of the face that counts but 
the efficacy of the coding [chiffrage] it makes possible and in what 
cases it makes it possible. This is not an afIair of ideology but of the 
economy and organization of power (pouvoir) .We are certainly not 
saying that the face, the power of the face (la puissance du visage), 
engenders and explains social power (pouvoir). Certain assemblages 
of power (pouvoir) require the production of the face, others do not" (TP 
175, translation altered). The face codes. That is, the face provides 
fonnal stnlCture to the content and expression of sorne strata, sorne 
regimes of signs. The formaI structure that Deleuze and Guattari 
have in mind here is the white wall/black hole system. Intensities 
are converted into extensities by this system. The face overcodes, 
that is, translates the other strata, particularly the biological strata, 
and gives them new form. The face, though, is not an ideology. It is 
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a particular (but not sole) way of organizing intensities. It does this 
first of aIl by converting them to extensities, and second, by block­
ing sorne cornbinations and alIowing others. 

We can summarize Deleuze and Guattari's point this way: they 
agree with Levinas that the face is a largely overlooked cornponent 
of our experience; they agree with Hegel that things changed fun­
damentally in the West with the spread of Christianity; and they 
agree with Marx that certain historical conditions make sorne com­
binations possible and others impossible. They en capsula te these 
agreements in the face of Christ, which at the same time points to 
their disagreements. The face of Christ is a crucial component to 
the assemblage known as Western society. The assemblage is very 
cornplex so the face of Christ does not explain every aspect of it. 
It is a necessary but not sufficient condition. What it do es explain, 
though, are aspects of Western society that particularly interest 
critical theorists, namely, race, class, and gender. But, Deleuze and 
Guattari do not characterize these aspects as ideological. Rather, 
they are the function of the abstract rnachine of faciality, which 
both normalizes and at the sarne time accounts for degrees of 
deviance from the norm. 

Now that we've seen the way that faciality can function as politi­
cal critique, let's take a look at faciality in general in order to see 
how it rnight function in other assemblages that do not have the 
face of Christ as a dorninant component. Insofar as the white wall/ 
black hole machine is already a mixture of two regimes of signs, this 
mixture will consist of a ratio of white wall to black hole. This ratio 
will thus have two poles. One pole at which the white wall dorni­
nates and the black holes are arrayed on it, and another at which 
the white wall is reduced to a line that tends toward its lirnit in a 
black hole. The pole in which the white wall dominates Deleuze and 
Guattari calI "despotic" and "terrestrial." Faces at this end of the 
pole face directly outward as in a Byzantine icon. The pole in which 
the black hole dominates they calI "authoritarian" and "maritime." 
At this end of the spectrum faces are seen in profile rather than 
straight on. Both these tendencies are already anticipated in their 
discussion of the face of the despot and the turned faces of betrayal 
in "Several Regimes of Signs." 

Deleuze and Guattari illustrate the whole spectrum of faciality 
(and its escape) by recounting the story of Swann and Odette's 
relationship in Proust's In SeaTch of Lost Time. First, Swann begins to 
organize everything around Odette's face. Odette's face becomes 
the despotic signifier, which everything refers to, and which gives 
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l11eaning to everything else. Swann sets up a systel11 of signifiance 
that requires a network of infinite interpretations. The borders 
around Odette's face continue to expand and absorb everything in 
Swann's world. Here we are nearest the despotic pole of faciality. 
Swann'sjealousy, however, moves the whole assemblage toward the 
authoritarian end. Here Swann turns away from Odette in order to 
discover what she' s hiding frorrl him. Why is he forbidden to see 
her on certain days? What really happened in Marseille? Swann's 
jealously ultimately and humorously finds him lurking outside the 
wrong apartment and knocking on a stranger's window. Now aIl the 
signifiers generated in the first stage of the relationship are recast. 
Music (the little phrase from Vinteuil) no longer signifies but only 
selves to produce melancholy. Everything now hurtles toward the 
black hole that marks the end of the relationship. In the final stage 
when Swann realizes that he no longer loves Odette, he's free to 
follow Vinteuil's little phrase wherever it leads him. His trajectory 
is no longer swallowed by the black hole of subjectification. It is an 
asignifying, asubjective line of flight. 

ln order to clarify what they mean by escaping frorrl faciality it 
is important to distinguish between a head and a face. A head is 
part of a body, but a face overcodes a body and organizes meaning 
and subjectivity. A head do es not require interpretation, but a 
face does. That is, a face imrnediately involves one in a system of 
signification. My students quickly learn, for example, that when 
1 furrow my eyebrows it me ans that l'm skeptical of what they're 
saying. Several interesting things may happen at this point. The 
student may stop talking and await further instruction. Or, perhaps 
even more interestingly, the student may be oblivious to my face 
and continue talking. At this point other students who can see 
rny face interrupt the student in an effort to interpret my face on 
the student's behalf. "No, that's not right. 1 think what Professor 
Adkins would say is ... " Deleuze and Guattari's point is that only 
the intersection of the signifying and postsignifying regimes creates 
a face. Other regimes or combinations of them do not create faces. 
Even those non-hierarchical, presignifying regirnes that use masks 
for ritual purposes do not produce a face. "Even masks ensure the 
head's belonging to the body, rather than making it a face" (TP 
176). The face is not part of the body but an overcoding of the body. 
The intersecting intensities of power that produce a hunter's body 
in a presignifying regime do not require interpretation or produce 
a subject. Rather, they produce a temporaly combination of affects 
that exist in a specifie relation to the group affect at a certain time. 
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These affects are channeled by lituals by which the hunter's body 
connects the group's body to the body of the hunted. 

At this point the Marxists and critical theolists rnight weIl be 
asking, "What is to be done?" If faciality is the source of racism, 
sexism, and classism, what is the solution? For Marx the issue would 
resolve itself in the coming revolution. Others who foIlowed in his 
footsteps argued about the degree to which those who saw through 
capitalist ideology would need to foment revolution. Current criti­
cal theorists are more concerned with consciousness-raising than a 
violent takeover of the means of production. It's tempting to think 
that Deleuze and Guattari might be advocating a return to a pre­
signifying regirne of signs. Mter aIl, if the problern lies with facial­
ity, then surely a return to a regirne of signs that did not produce 
faces would solve the problern. This ternptation to return is one 
that plagues any thinker interested in what Nietzsche would calI a 
"philosophy of the future." The reason for this is that philosophies 
of the future look both forward and back. In Nietzsche's Genealogy of 
Marals, for example, he argues that the shift from master morality to 
slave morality is indicative of a weakening of humanity. The casual 
reader rnight then suppose that Nietzsche is arguing for a return 
to the master morality. If things were better before the slave revoIt 
in morality, shouldn't we go back? While Nietzsche finds much to 
admire in the mas ter morality when cornpared to the slave morality, 
there can be no question of going back. We've changed ourselves 
in fundamental ways and can never be those kinds of people again. 
Our only hope thus lies in the future, in the overcoming of the 
slave morality. Deleuze and Guattari's attitude toward past regimes 
of signs is sirnilar. We cannot return. We've changed ourselves too 
much. They would also rnake the further point that any regime of 
signs stif1es creativity, tends toward stasis. It's just that the presigni­
fying regime does it without the face. As a result, the presignifying 
regirne has different points of blockage compared to the mixed 
semiotic of the white wall/black hole systern. Compaling the two 
systerns highlights these differences, but we shouldn't conclude that 
one set of blockages is preferable to another. Deleuze and Guattari 
say it this way: 

if human beings have a destiny, it is rather to escape the face, to dis­
mande the face and facializations, to become imperceptible, to become 
clandestine, not by returning to animality, nor even by returning to the 
head, but by qui te spiritual and special becomings-animal, by strange 
true becomings that get past the wall and get out of the black hole, 
that make faciality traits themselves finally elude the organization of 
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the face ... Yes, the face has a great future, but only if it is destroyed, 
dismantled. On the road to the asignifying and asubjective. CIr 171) 

Even if we grant, though, that they are not advocating a return to 
a presignifying regime, they seern to run into the same problem 
as Nietzsche with regard to the future. Nietzsche has hope for 
the future, a hope predicated on the overcoming of the present 
order, but he says very Httle about what that future might look 
like. Whereas Nietzsche speaks cryptically of the "ovennan," "the 
sovereign individual," "the right to make prornises," and going 
"beyond good and evil," Deleuze and Guattari speak of beconling­
imperceptible, not returning to animality but becoming-anirnal, 
destroying the face, and being on the road to the asignifying and 
asubjective. We've already encountered many of the phrases.What 
they aIl have in common is that they are ways of talking about lines 
of flight or the creation of the new. In this respect their reply would 
be similar to Nietzsche. They can only talk about the new in a fonnal 
way. They can only talk about the conditions under which the new 
rnight arise. Furthennore, as they've said repeatedly, meeting these 
conditions doesn't guarantee the creation of the new. There is 
always the danger that a line of flight will be reappropriated by the 
stratum frorn which it seeks to escape or obliterate itself in a suicidaI 
collapse. 

So, if we cannat turn the face back into a head, where do we go 
from here? Deleuze and Guattari's answer involves what they calI 
"probe-heads." Probe-heads 

dismantle the strata in their wake, break through the walls of signifi­
ance, pour out the holes of subjectivity, fell trees in favor of vedtable 
rhizomes, and steer the flows down Hnes of positive deterdtorializa­
tion or creative flight ... Thus opens a rhizomatic realm of possibility 
effecting the potentialization of the possible, as opposed to arborescent 
possibility, which marks a closure, an impotence. (TP 190) 

If we return to our discussion of Proust above we can see this hap­
pening for Swann. Both signifiance and subjectivity break up for 
him when he realizes that he no longer loves Odette. AlI of the traits 
first organized in relation to Odette's face and then in relation to 
Swann' s jealousy lose their coherence, de-stratify. This allows Swann 
to follow any one of these traits on a line of flight. Vinteuil's little 
phrase no longer orbits around Odette's face or is no longer a sign 
of her betrayal. It no longer circulates as a sign in Odette's social 
circle. Swann can follow it wherever it goes. Or, to take another 
example from Proust, the orchids (cattleyas) that Odette wears as 
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a corsage becorrle a sign for intimacy between Swann and Odette, 
and "to do a cattleya" (faire cattleya) is "to make love." As Swann's 
jealousy escalates Odette increasingly refuses to do a cattleya. Once 
Swann and Odette fall out of love this trait becorrles detached fronl 
a systerTl offaciality and could become a line offlight, a probe-head. 

Given regimes of signs, in what ways do they form knots of arbo­
rescence, and how rrlight we discover their lines offlight? This is the 
question that Deleuze and Guattari pose in this plateau. Signifying 
and postsignifying regirrles combine to form a white wall/black hole 
system that functions as an abstract rnachine of faciality. The face 
that this abstract machine articulates is the face of Christ. This artic­
ulation is completely contingent and singular, but at the same tirne 
it has achieved a generality that allows it to normalize and deter­
mine the degrees of deviance of other faces. This is the hegemony 
of the \Nhite Man, not as ideology but as a concrete assemblage that 
provides a new account of racisrn, sexism, and classism. To discover 
the lines offlight already at work in this assemblage is to see the ways 
in which the traits offaciality can be deterritorialized from the white 
wall of signifiance and the black hole of subjectification. As we have 
seen, this deterritorialization cannot corne about solely through 
critique. It requires a program. It requires experirrlentation; the 
results ofwhich cannot be known beforehand. 

NOTES 

1. Project Implicit is a research pro gram based out of Harvard University 
that researches "social cognition" and investigates "the gap between 
intentions and actions." The program pm'sues a wide range of topies, 
not just racism, and collects an enormous amount of data through 
online testing. The project's main page is here: http://www.project­
irnplicit.net/index.html, and the online tests for iInplicit bias can be 
found here: https:/ /implicit.harvard.edu/implicit/ demo. 

2. Levinas, "Ethics as First Philosophy," in The Levinas &ader. 
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1874: 
Three Novellas, or "What Happened?" 

Deleuze and Guattari begin this plateau by distinguishing between 
two tendencies in fiction writing, the novella and the tale. For them 
the distinction is not Ci function of Iength or even style. They do 
not think, for example, that the novella is simply a short novel. 
Rather, they argue that novellas and tales are distinguished by the 
question that each is organized around. The novella is organized 
around the question, "What happened?" The tale, by contrast, is 
organized around the question, "What is going to happen?" Other 
forms of fiction, such as the novel, hybridize these two tendencies 
"into the variation of its perpetuaI living present (duration)" (TP 
192). The initial impression that Deleuze and Guattari give here is 
that they will organize fictional writing around notions of temporal­
ity. Novellas will relate to the past. Tales will relate to the future, 
while novels relate to the present. They quickly disabuse us of this 
notion, though, saying, "it would be an error to reduce these dif­
ferent aspects to the three dirnensions of time" (TP 192). A little 
la ter they say, "Let us not dwell too much on the dimension of 
time ... " (TP 193). If this plateau isn't about time, what is it about? 
Deleuze's earlier work, particularly The Logic of Sense, might lead us 
to believe that it's about the event (Aion) in distinction from time 
(Chronos). There's no doubt that this previous analysis is inforrn­
ing this plateau. However, Deleuze and Guattari do not import the 
vocabulary of The Logic of Sense here. In keeping with their project 
to create something new, they create a new vocabulary to explore 
this topic, a vocabulary of "lines." "Forwe are made oflines. We are 
not only referring to lin es ofwriting. Lines ofwriting conjugate with 
other lines, life Hnes, lines ofluck or misfortune, lines productive of 

120 



1874: Three Novellas, or "VVhat Happened?" 

the variation of the line of writing itself, lines that are between the 
lines of writing" (TP 194). Assemblages are temporary selections 
of a whole host of intersecting and diverging lines. As assemblages 
combine with one another these intersecting and diverging lines 
generate sorne new lin es, as weIl as bloc king other lines. These lines 
are continuous lines of intensity that cornpose and organize them­
selves on a body without organs. Deleuze and Guattari "would like 
to demonstrate that the novella is defined by living lines, flesh lines, 
about which it brings a special revelation" (TP 194-5). Another 
way we might state their thesis is to say that a novella is the kind of 
assemblage that reveals rather than conceals its lineal character. 

The line, of course, has a long history in philosophy, especiallyas 
a representation of time. It figures prominently in Aristotle's defini­
tion of time as "the measure of motion,"l as it does in Nietzsche's 
discussion of the Eternal Return in Thus Spoke Zarathustra. 2 Here 
Nietzsche poses a dialogue between Zarathustra and a dwarf. The 
dwarf argues that time is circular, whereas Zarathustra disputes 
this arguing that it is a path extending infinitely into the past and 
infinitely into the future and that the sign above its gate reads 
"Mornent." Despite their wide-ranging differences Nietzsche and 
Aristotle both agree that tinle must be thought through the image 
of the line (which is not the same thing as saying that time is linear). 
In contrast to this, what Deleuze and Guattari want to do is think 
the line in a way that is decoupled from the thought of ternporal­
ity. One way in which they do this is through mathenlatics. In our 
discussion of "Rhizome" we saw the distinction between point and 
line put to use. This distinction is another way of thinking about the 
continuous and the discontinuous. Deleuze and Guattari want to 
think the continuous without predicating it on a series of discrete 
points. The line thus becomes an image of the continuous in oppo­
sition to the discontinuous. We've also seen throughout our discus­
sions that these oppositions are not ontological dualisllls but the 
result of a "perceptual semiotics." The task is not to divide the world 
into two kinds of things, point-things and line-things. The task is to 
see the world as Hnes, because it's when we see the world as lin es 
that we can create something new. Deleuze and Guattari continu­
ally warn us, though, that seeing things as lines do es not guarantee 
that we will create something new. It certainly doesn't guarantee 
that ifwe do create something new that it will be safe. We can create 
suicide machines just as easily as we can create joyful machines. 

We have already discussed one type ofline, the line of flight. The 
line of flight is that which escapes signifiance and subjectification. It 
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escapes stratification. It escapes territory and coding. It is the cutting 
edge of deterritorialization. In this plateau Deleuze and Guattari's 
analysis of three novellas reveals two other kinds of Iines in addi­
tion to the line of flight, a rnolar line of rigid segrnentation and a 
molecular line of supple segmentation. AlI three of these lines get 
taken up in the next plateau "Micropolitics and Segmentarity" as a 
way of analyzing political forrnations. In "Three Novellas," though, 
Deleuze and Guattari are concerned to show what constitutes each 
kind of line and to begin to think about the ways in which these 
three lines might combine to form an assemblage. 

Let's return now to Deleuze and Guattari's discussion of the 
novella. Before analyzing specific novellas they lay out the general 
structure of the novella. In order to do so, they revisit the content/ 
expression schema first laid out in the "Geology of MoraIs." As we 
saw, content and expression are the two sides of the double articula­
tion of stratification. Furthermore, both content and expression are 
divided into form and substance. In these terms, the content of the 
novella is "Body Posture." Not surprisingly the tale and the novella 
differ with regard to content.VVhereas the tale is an unfolding, a 
development, the novella is a folding, an envelopment. Because the 
tale is an unfolding it brings positions into play. We could imagine 
the tale as sornething akin to a chess game where each piece 
occupies a determinate position in relation to other pieces on the 
board. Every lllove generates suspense, as the opposing player asks, 
"VVhat's going to happen?" By contrast, the novella functions by way 
of "inverse suspense." Something has already happened and the 
bodies in the story take up certain postures with regard to it. 

ln order to illustra te this, let's look at Bobby Gentry's ballad 
"Ode to Billie Joe." The song's instrumentation is spare, composed 
of only a guitar and punctuated by violins and cellos at the end of 
each verse. The lyrics themselves are rich with allusion to what is 
not spoken. The song itself is set around a dinner table where the 
narrator's family delivers the most heartbreaking news in the same 
breath that they ask for the biscuits to be passed. The song begins 
at the end of a long day when the mother calls everyone in for 
dinner. As everyone arrives she notes offhand that earlier in the day 
she received news that Billie Joe committed suicide by jumping off 
a bridge. Each of the following verses centers on a farnily mernber 
commenting on Billie Joe, while at the same time continuing to eat, 
as if commenting on suicide were akin to talking about the weather. 
ln the father's verse, he casually suggests that Billie's suicide is no 
doubt related to his lack of sense. The mother agrees and adds that 
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given that he COlTleS from Choctaw Ridge there was never much 
hope for him. The narrator's brother recalls that the he grew up 
with Billie Joe, and that he just saw him yesterday. This baff1es him 
but he is not so upset that he can't ask for another piece ofpie. The 
rnother's verse adds an additionallayer of mystery to the song that, 
no doubt, helped propel it to number one in 1967. Mter express­
ing confusion that the narrator isn't eating, she notes that Brother 
Taylor saw Billie Joe throwing something off the Tallahatchie 
Bridge with a girl who looked a lot like the narrator. As we'll see 
below, it's ultilTlately unimportant what is thrown off the bridge. 
What is important, though, is that there's an event here that sets the 
song in motion but rernains unspoken. The final verse of the song 
takes place a year after Billie Joe's suicide. The narrator's father has 
died. Her brother has married and moved away, and her mother is 
lost in rTIourning. Meanwhile, the narrator spends her tinle drop­
ping flowers in to the river where Billie J oe died. In only 350 words 
the song is able to suggest such great depth and complexity that 
even a family dinner becomes fraught and cruel. 

The song does a remarkable job weaving together the rnundane 
interactions of a family around a dinner table with the question, 
"What happened?" Were the narrator and Billie Joe together on 
Choctaw Ridge? What were they doing? What did the girl and Billie 
Joe throw off the Tallahatchie Bridge? The song makes clear that 
the news ofBillieJoe's death has affected the narrator greatly. She's 
not speaking or eating at dinner. The narrator doesn't take up a 
position. There's no suspense or concern with what will happen 
next. This isn't a chess game. The narrator, however, does assume 
a posture. When the mother speaks to the narrator, we can see her 
staring blankly at her food, head down, shoulders hunched. In the 
last verse the song skips a year. Life has continued, marriage and 
death. The lTlother is assuming a posture in relation to something 
else that's happened, but it's clear that the narrator continues to 
assurne a posture in reaction to what happened on Choctaw Ridge. 
She picks flowers and drops them off the Tallahatchie Bridge. 

If body posture is the content of this song, its expression is 
the question, "What happened?" The narrator doesn't take up 
the expected posture. The rnother can tell by looking at her that 
something is wrong. She doesn't make the connection between the 
daughter's posture and the news of Billie Joe's death. Speculation 
has abounded concerning the "What happened?" of this song. Why 
did Billie Joe kill himself? Unrequited love? What did the narrator 
and Billie Joe throw off the bridge? SOlTlething innocuous, such as 
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sticks or rocks? Sorne Inernen to such as rings? Sornething lllore sin­
ister, such as a stillborn child? In the end, we're not even sure it was 
the narrator and Billie]oe who were seen by Brother Taylor. AlI we 
know is "something happened," and that something is driving the 
narra tive here. 

In the end, the song works whether we know what happened 
or not. This brings us to the form of the novella. As we saw in the 
"Geology of Morais," content and expression both have a form 
and a substance. The form codes both content and expression, 
while the substance is the variables that are territorialized on a 
stratum. The form of both content and expression for a novella 
is the secret. Or, to put it another way, the way in which the sub­
stance or variables of content and expression are coded takes the 
fonn of a secret. The narrator never speaks about her relation to 
Billie ]oe. One possible reason for this need for secrecy is given 
in the father's casual dislike of Billie ]oe. He "never had a lick of 
sense." The crucial point for Deleuze and Guattari is the way that 
both content and expression are fonnally organized in relation to 
secrecy. The secrecy codes postures. It folds bodies around that 
which must remain concealed and unspoken. The narrator tells 
the story, but she doesn't speak in the story. She doesn't respond 
to her lllother's questions about appetite, or adrnit that it was she 
who Brother Taylor saw with Billie joe. She doesn't rise to defend 
Billie ]oe in the face of her father's dislike. A whole world is con­
cealed in what the narrator doesn't say. What she doesn't say and 
the postures that her body assurnes, slumped over at dinner, throw­
ing f10wers off the bridge, are coded by secrecy. The expression 
of this coded content is coded as the question "What happened?" 
that orients the narrative in relation to an event. Not an event as 
the past, but an event as the continuaI intrusion into the present. 
A year later the expression of this event still codes the narrator's 
actions and her silence. 

How can we understand this song, though, in terms of the three 
kinds of lines that Deleuze and Guattari introduce here? As we've 
already seen, it's a song rich in implications, even though these are 
brought about by an extreme economy ofwords. There is a complex 
imbrication of lines here. There are the molar lines of rigid seg­
mentarity: family, gender, and class. The familial roles are explicit: 
brother-sister, father-mother, father-daughter, mother-daughter. 
The gender roles are also explicit. The daughter picks cotton, while 
the brother baIes hay. The father has been out plowing the fields, 
while the mother has been home cooking aIl day. Furthermore, aIl 
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of these roles are typical of rurallife in the southern United States 
at the time the song was written. 

The molecular line that runs through the song is the relation 
between the narrator and Billie Joe. The relationship is clearly 
one of great intensity, but its contours rernain unclear. In tenns of 
the concepts that we saw in both "Several Regimes of Signs" and 
"Faciality," we could say that the familial, molar relations are des­
potic and signirying, while the relation between the narrator and 
Billie Joe is one subjectification and deterritorialization, but as in 
Tristan and Isolde it was swallowed up by a black hole. The molar and 
molecular lines are intertwined with one another in the song. The 
brother continues down the molar Hne as he marries and starts his 
own family, while the narrator continues down the rnolecular line 
picking f10wers and throwing them into the water. 

The Hnes of f1ight that run the song are geographical, Choctaw 
Ridge and the Tallahatchie River. In sorne respects they are over­
coded in the song. The mother overcodes Choctaw Ridge morally 
by saying, "seems like nothin' ever cornes to no good up on Choctaw 
Ridge," while the Tallahatchie River is overcoded by the state with a 
bridge. Nevertheless both the ridge and the riverfomllines offlight. 
The river plays the largest role here, even though it remains unac­
knowledged for the most part. It is the flow that escapes both the 
rnolar and molecular lines of family, gender, and becoming. It first 
offers secrecy to whatever it is that the narrator and BillieJoe throw 
into it. Second, it offers oblivion to BillieJoe, who can no longer live 
with what happened. Finally, the river offers solace to the narrator as 
she watches the f10wers float away and escape down the river. 

Deleuze and Guattari offer the same kind of analysis of three 
novellas. They look for the lines that compose each novella. They 
write: 

On the first [molar] Hne, there are many words and conversations, 
questions and answers, interminable explanations, precisions; the 
second [molecular line] is made of silences, allusions, and hasty innu­
endos inviting interpretation. But if the third line [of flight] flashes, 
if the line of flight is like a train in motion, it is because one jumps 
linearly on it, one can finaIly speak "literally" of anything at aIl, a blade 
of grass, a catastrophe or sensation, calmly accepting that which occurs 
when it is no longer possible for anything to stand for anything else. 
The three Hnes, however, continually intermingle. (TP 198) 

As we've already se en in the case of "Ode ta Billie Joe" this kind 
of analysis is not limited ta novellas. In the next plateau, Deleuze 
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and Guattari will apply this kind of analysis to politics. Though they 
explicitly discuss three novellas by Henry James, F. Scott Fitzgerald, 
and Pierrette Fleutiaux, it is J. Barbey d'Aurevilly's collection of 
novellas Les Diabolique that provides this plateau with its date. Les 
Diabolique was first published in 1874, and every story interweaves 
molar lines of class and explanation, rnolecular lines of silence and 
bodies, and lines of flight that lead away from both the molar and 
the molecular. 

ln the midst of discussion of the Fleutiaux nove lIa, Deleuze 
and Guattari take up the three lin es in terms of the "perceptual 
semiotics" that we have been discussing since "Rhizome." "It is also 
a perceptual affair, for perception always goes hand in hand with 
semiotics, practice, politics, theory. One sees, speaks and thinks 
on a given scale, and according to a given line that may or nlay not 
conJugate with the other's line, even if the other is still oneself" CTP 
201). To ask, "What's going ta happen?" is to expect an answer in 
ternlS of position, to see in ternlS of developrnent, unfolding. This 
question allows one to perceive the nlolar line that runs through 
any assemblage, a line of classes, genders, persons, and morals. Ta 
ask, "What happened?" is to expect an answer in terms of posture, 
to see in terms of envelopment, folding. This question allows one 
to perceive the nlolecular line that runs through any assemblage. 
Deleuze and Guattari highlight the novella in this plateau because 
the molecular line domina tes in the novella.While lines of flight 
and molar lines are not absent from the novella (or anything 
else), the foregrounding of the molecular line allows Deleuze and 
Guattari ta pursue two kinds of segmentarity that they'll take up in 
the next plateau. The perspective from the line of flight, however, 
does not admit of a question. It does not expect answers in terms 
of rigid or supple segmentation. The line of flight crea tes the new. 
It draws maps. "We must invent our lines of flight, if we are able, 
and the only way we can inven t them is by effectively drawing thenl, 
in our lives. Aren't lines of flight the most difficult of aIl? Certain 
groups or people have none and never will" (TP 202). 

Deleuze and Guattari close with plateau with several caveats. 
First, the three lines do not correspond to the symbolic (molar), 
the imaginary (nlolecular), and the real (line of flight), regardless 
of whether one understands these terms according to Lacanian 
psychoanalysis or not. AlI three lines are real. Furthermore, the dif­
ference among the lines is not one of scale. Molar does not mean 
"large," any more than molecular means "small." Any of the lin es 
can appear at any scale. There are large-scale molar organizations 
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(the state), and large-scale n101ecular operations (a viral video 
on YouTube). Lines of flight are not individual or even human 
(migrating caribou). The difference is not one of scale but one 
of segmentation. Molar and molecular lines are segmented differ .. 
ently, while lines offlight are not segmented at aIl. Second, aIl three 
types oflines are there from the beginning. One can begin from any 
type of line and discover the ways that the others combine with it. 
Third, no line is transcendent. There is a "mutual imrnanence" of 
the lines, and the possible combinations that they can enter into are 
nearly limitless. FinaIly, each line possesses its own specifie dangers. 
As we saw in the discussion of the body without organs, there are no 
guarantees that one's body without organs won't be suicidaI. Not 
every line of flight leads to happiness. By the same token, there are 
worse things than rnolar organization. Each line has a fascism spe­
cifie to it. The task of schizoanalysis is not only to exarnine aIl three 
lin es but to discover the dangers inherent in each kind of line. 

NOTES 

1. Aristotle, Physics, 221al-5. 
2. Nietzsche, Thus Spoke Zamthustm, pp. 157ff. 
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Deleuze and Guattari first discuss segmentarity in "Several Regimes 
ofSigns." In that plateau they distinguish the relative deterritorializ­
ing line of subjectification from the absolute deterritorializing line 
of f1ight. As it turns out, it's precisely the segmentation of the line of 
subjectification that relativizes its deterritorialization. The line of 
subjectification is segmented into "proceedings" or "processes." 
Each point of segmentation marks a transformation of the subject. 
Thus, while a couple in love might escape the concentric layers of 
Interpretation that organize a signifying regime, the couple might 
split up at some point or start a family. In either case a new subjectiv­
ity is created and a new segment or proceeding begins. This plateau 
complicates the notion of segmentarity by introducing multiple 
types: binary, circular, and linear. Furthermore, it uses these differ­
ent types of segmentarity to rethink basic notions in ethnography 
in order to explode the facile distinction between "primitive" and 
"modern" societies. Every society is segmented. Every tking is seg­
mented. The only issue for Deleuze and Guattari is the ratio among 
the types of segmentation. Ultimately, their goal is to give a new 
account of fascism. 

Binary segmentation functions on the basis of a series of exclu­
sive disjunctions. It is a f10w chart that assigns us a discrete position 
in relation to other discrete positions. Are you male or female? Are 
you rich or poor? Are you an adult or a child? Are you straight or 
gay? The rniddle term is always excluded. There is always a price to 
be paid for deviance. Circular segmentation organizes us accord­
ing to ever-Iarger circles of engagement. There is a private circle, a 
familial circle, a social circle, a community circle, a national circle, 
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and a global circle. 1 belong to aIl of these, and yet they are distinct 
frOln one another. My loyalties can be divided among the seglnents. 
Different cultures rnay organize these circles differently. Linear seg­
nlentation is the type of segmentation that we saw in Deleuze and 
Guattari's discussion of the passionalline of subjectivity. This type 
of segmentation describes the way in which our lives are divided 
into discrete episodes. Think of aIl the rites of entering and exiting 
that we engage in throughout our lives: first day of school, first day 
of high school, graduation ceremonies, first day of a new job, ori­
entation sessions that describe what it means to belong to a specific 
group, religious rites of passage, NewYear's Eve, retirernent parties, 
getting a drivers license, voter registration. These points of segnlen­
tation are nearly endless and rnark aIl the points of transition from 
one proceeding to another. 

Not only are there different kinds of segmentation, but Deleuze 
and Guattari deny the traditional ethnographic distinction between 
segmentation and centralization. The distinction itself is nothing 
more than a binary seglnentation between the primitive and the 
nlodern. What Deleuze and Guattari show, though, is that the divi­
sion here is not between the segnlented and the non-segmented but 
between two kinds of segrnentation, supple (molecular) and rigid 
(molar). PrinlÏtive societies are organized along a supple, molecular 
line, while modern societies rigidify segmentarity. The distinction 
between supple and rigid forms of segmentarity allows Deleuze and 
Guattari to reframe binary, circular, and linear segmentarity. In the 
case of binary segmentarity they note that while primitive societies 
abound in binary distinctions (man/woman, high/low, etc.), the 
source of these distinctions is not itself binary. Take spouse selec­
tion, for example. The strictures of exogamy are not founded on 
the rnale/fernale binarism but require at least three groups: 1) 
those within the kinship group, which as a result are not appropri­
ate spouses; 2) those outside the kinship group, which for reasons 
of alliance are not appropriate spouses; 3) those outside the kinship 
group, which for reasons of alliance are appropriate spouses. Thus, 
in a prirnitive society the binary distinctions do not come first, but 
are produced on the basis of the supple segmentarity of alliance. 1 

In modern societies this relation is reversed and rigid segmentarity 
dominates. The state assemblage overcodes the segments such that 
the binary distinction is primary. Any third terms rnust be thought 
in relation to the more fundamental binarism. Thus, for example, 
the transgendered are thought on the basis of (and as deviant with 
regard to) a prior gender binarism. 
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By the same token circular segrnentarity can be either supple 
or rigid. Both prirnitive and modern societies display circular seg­
mentarity. What makes circular segrnentarity supple or rigid is the 
degree to which the circles are concentric and the degree to which 
the segments resonate with the center. Concentricity and resonance 
are the hallmarks of rigid segmentarity. On the one han d, the rigid 
arborescence of the modern state is warded off by the multiple and 
overlapping supple segmentarity of the primitive society. This is 
illustrated by the animism of sorne primitive societies that diffuses 
power rather than concentrates it. The realms of different spirits 
and powers rnay overlap, may cooperate at times, and may cont1ict 
at other times. What do es not happen, though, is a fusion through 
which a single spirit or power dorninates. The diversity of spirits and 
powers actively prevents this. On the other hand, the concentric 
and resonating circular segmentarity of the rnodern state prohibits 
the rhizornatic connections that would blur the lines between the 
circles and set up nodes of rival power. The rigidity of the state­
form lies in the fact that concentric circles continually reinforce 
the importance of the center. The center organizes the other seg­
ments hierarchically, and the other circles resonate with the center. 
The difference that Deleuze and Guattari point to here is the dif­
ference between the faciality rnachine that lies at the intersection 
of the despotic and passion al regimes (rigid) and the presignifying 
regime (supple). 

Deleuze and Guattari's discussion of rigid and supple linear 
segrnentarity returns us to sorne of the issues that were raised in 
the Introduction regarding geometry. As we saw, geometry has two 
competing conceptions of itself, axiomatic and problematic. The 
axiomatic conception is Euclidean and begins with discrete, rigid 
figures. The problematic conception is Archimedean and begins 
with the continuous, supple becoming of lines that never produces 
discrete figures. For Archimedes "there is 'roundness' but no circle, 
'alignments' but no straight line, etc." (TP 212). The state-forrn 
privileges the Euclidean conception as it seeks to overcode its ter­
ritory by drawing boundary lines. The state divides its domain into 
rigid segments. It builds walls to mark the boundary between inside 
and outside, civilized and barbarian. Colonization is the overcoding 
of supple linear segrnentarity with rigid linear segmentarity. Priva te 
property is only conceivable on the basis of rigid segmentarity. We 
can understand the confusions that must have arisen in the wake of 
First Contact, as the colonists sought to impose rigid segmentarity 
on the land by buying it. 
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Chart 5 

Molar Line­
Rigid 

Segmentation 

Molecular Line 
- Supple 

Segmentation 

Line of Flight­
U nsegmen ted 

What conclusions can we draw here? We've already seen that the 
rigid (molar) and the supple (molecular) do not correspond to size. 
It is rather an issue of organ-ization. Molar organization is more cal­
cified; it describes the relations among discrete objects. Molecular 
organization is rnore fluid; it describes the relations among flows of 
intensities. These two types of organization are distinct but insepa­
rable. Everything is both rnolar and molecular at the same time. 
What distinguishes things is the ratio of the molar to the molecular. 
The rnore rnolar something is, the more it resists change. The more 
molecular something is, the more it is open to change. That is, the 
more molecular something is, the greater the possibility that sorne 
of its lines will become lines of flight. Deleuze and Guattari thus 
place the three lines (and their concomitant segmentation) on a 
continuum (see Chart 5). There is no priority of line or segmenta­
tion. As we'Il see there's also no rnoraljudgment attached. Each line 
has its own benefits and dangers. Deleuze and Cuattari are giving 
an account of two things here: 1) the stability and change inher­
ent in aIl things; 2) the conditions of the new. Their claim is that 
the rnolecular line occupies the middle place between the molar 
and the line of flight because it can flip in either direction. That 
is, intensities sometimes cross a threshold and bec orne extensities 
(rnolar) or they becorne completely deterritorialized and escape 
(line of flight). Schizoanalysis or pragmatics unfolds aIl three lines 
to see not only the promise but the danger in each. 

It is at this point that Deleuze and Guattari turn to fascism. The 
primary outcome of their analysis of fascism is that it is distinct from 
totalitarianism, and that this distinctness arises precisely because of 
fascism's molecular composition. The obvious foil for their analy­
sis here is Hannah Arendt, who argues that fascism is a species of 
totalitarianism thatsubmits the state to the iron clad law of nature. 
Cornmunism is structuraIly identical, but the law that the state is 
submitted to is the law of history.2 For Deleuze and Cua ttari , in 
contrast: "The concept of the totalitarian State applies only at the 
macropoliticallevel, to a rigid segmentarity and a particular rnode 
of totalization and centralization. But fascism is inseparable from 
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a proliferation of n10lecular focuses in interaction, which skip 
from point to point before beginning to resonate together in the 
National Socialist State" (TP 214). It is this molecular aspect that 
makes fascism particularly insidious. Fascism as a political move­
ment connects all the tiny fascisms of self, of race, of control and 
makes them resonate together. 

The concept of "resonance" first arises in "The Postulates of 
Linguistics" where Deleuze and Guattari define it as one of the two 
forms of redundancy, the other being "frequency." "Frequency" 
concerns the redundancy of signs in a signifying regirne, while 
"resonance" concerns the redundancy in the subjectivity of com­
munication (TP 79). As we fluther saw in "Faciality," the white wall 
of the face machine is the signifying regime, and the black hole of 
the face machine is the postsignifying regime. Thus, when Deleuze 
and Guattari speak of resonance, they are concerned with the way 
that the black holes of subjectivity interact with one another. As 
we've seen, subjectivities can be individual, a couple, or a group. 
The potential for fascism arises when the black holes of several 
subjectivities begin to resonate with one another. The most straight­
forward way to think about resonance is to think about viral videos 
on YouTube. The video for "What does the fox say?" by Norwegian 
comedy duo Ylvis has been watched over 400 million times. It's a 
catchy song, but it had no music label behind it to prornote it. It 
spread through other social media until it reached wide exposure 
through major media outlets. The song resonated through differ­
ent subjectivities, sornetirnes as irony, sometirnes as entertainment, 
sometimes as confusion. As a result, the song was able to connect 
various far-flung subjectivities, not by passing inforrnation but by 
communicating at the level of intensities. 

The phenomenon of this song's popularity contains the poten­
tial for fascisrn but is not fascist. Deleuze and Guattari write that 
"every fascisrn is defined by a micro-black hole that stands on its own 
and communicates with others, before resonating in a great, gen­
eralized black hole" (TP 214). Fads do not generally tip over into 
fascism because they do not resonate in a generalized black hole. 
The generalized black hole that Deleuze and Guattari speak of here 
is a national subjectivity turned suicidaI. As both the Russian and 
Allied forces closed in on Germany, Hitler ordered that everything 
be destroyed. If Germany could not win the war, it did not deserve 
to live. According to Albert Speer's account, Hitler ordered officers 
and party officiaIs to ensure that the destruction was carried out.3 

We'll discuss this more fully below in the "Nomadology" plateau, 
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but Deleuze and Guattari's contention is that these resonating 
black holes becorne fascist "when a war rnachine is installed in each 
hole, in every niche" (TP 214). 

Deleuze and Guattari are thus quite adamant that supple 
segmentarity is in itself not the remedy for rigid segrnentarity. 
Molecular segrnentarity is not inherently better than molar seg­
rnentarity and can, in fact, be much more dangerous. It is also not 
the case, as we've seen, that the molecular pertains to the reaIrn of 
the individual and imaginary. The molecular is found on the level 
of desire, but desire is never individual. "Desire is never separable 
frorn complex assemblages ... never an undifferentiated instinctual 
energy, but itself results frorn a highly developed, engineered setup 
rich in interactions ... " (TP 215). Deleuze and Guattari are not 
reproducing the old dichotomy between society and the individual. 
In fact, they are overcoming it by arguing that both have rigid and 
supple segmentation and that both have lin es of flight. The task of 
schizoanalysis is to uncover the rnultiple competing segrnentations 
and draw their lines of flight. Furthermore, the fact that the lines 
are segmented differently does not preclude them from interacting 
with one another. As we've already seen, a fascist state necessar­
ily has both rnolar and molecular components, and it's power is 
derived from its supple segmentarity. 

Up to this point we've only discussed the rnolar and the molecu­
lar in their separation. It should be clear frorn everything we've 
seen, though, that these two types of segmentation are always found 
in sorne combination. Deleuze and Guattari propose that the ratio 
between the rnolar and the rnolecular can be either directly propor­
tional or inversely proportional. In the case of direct proportionality, 
the more rigid a molar organization is, the more it rnolecularizes its 
elements. What they rnean by this is that the more an organization 
controls every aspect of life, the more life fragments into obsessive 
concerns with petty fears. Here we can imagine the kind of office 
poli tics that arise in a highly regimented organization. Everyone 
ostensibly follows the rules, but that rnakes what is not governed by 
the mIes take on such outsize importance. The movie Office SPace 
is a veritable catalogue of such insecurities. Where is rny cubicle in 
relation to the other cubicles? What kind of stapler am 1 allowed to 
use? Why doesn't our printer work? Why doesn't anyone notice how 
hard l'nI working? 

In the case of inverse proportionality, the rnolecular is at odds 
with the nlolar. The exarnple that Deleuze and Guattari give here 
is from the ColdWar. The world at the time had a great binary 
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molarization between East and West. The more balanced these 
two powers became, the more likely it was that some regional con­
flict would destabilize the molecular segmen ts. Palestine, Korea, 
Mghanistan, and countless other regional conflicts threatened the 
balance of powers precisely because each side sought to overcode 
the conflict. This attempt at overcoding, though, caused a shift 
in the balance that destabilized it. When the 1110lecular is at odds 
with the molar, it can be very difficult to understand what's hap­
pening. Deleuze and Guattari think that this was the case with the 
May 1968 riots in France. If one only thinks in macropolitical terms 
(class, race, gender) then one will miss micropolitical movements. 
These micropolitical movements are affective and not amenable to 
analysis on the basis of rnolar aggregates. It's the kind of thing one 
tries to grasp in phrases such as, "Things are different now"; "Tirnes 
have changed"; "Values have changed." In the case of May 1968, the 
Left in France completely missed the boat because their analysis of 
class showed that the proletariat had not sufficiently achieved class­
consciousness. People on the Right, like de Gaulle and Pompidou, 
could sense the change. Young people no longer had the same 
respect for their elders. Their values were different. A change was 
coming. It was the same with the French Revolution. Following 
Gabriel Tarde, Deleuze and Guattari say that "what one needs 
to know is which peasants, in which areas of the south of France, 
stopped greeting the local landowners" (TP 216). The molecular 
flow of courtesies that accornpanied the molar seglnentation of 
land, landowners, and peasants, began at some point to turn against 
the molar segmentation and interrupt it. It is on this level that the 
revolution began and spread. 

At the border between the molar and molecular one finds a 
"power center." The power center is defined by the adaptations 
it makes between the flows. Here Deleuze and Guattari give the 
example of money. Money can be seen from either the molar or 
molecular perspective (perceptual semiotics). From the molar 
perspective money is segmented into denominations and can be 
used to purchase goods and services, which are themselves molar 
aggregates. Molecular money is the great, indivisible flow of finance 
capital that follows the sun aIl over the globe as each major market 
opens up. The power center that effects the conversion of molecu­
lar finance capital into molar money and vice versa is the bank. 
The bank is continuously negotiating between these two perspec­
tives on money. The dominant trend over the last several decades 
has been to increase the flow of finance capital through financial 
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instrLUllents, often at the expense ofrnolar money. The 1110st recent 
example of this occurred in the mortgage Clisis of 2008, when a 
financial instrument (mortgage derivatives) decoupled financial 
value frorn the asset and allowed it to flow into the world financial 
market. The result was what Deleuze and Guattari would calI a "can­
cerous body" but what popularly became known as the "housing 
bubble." The solution was for the various world governrnents to 
punlp rnolar rnoney back into the system in the hopes of segrnent­
ing the flow and at the very least diversifying the financial capital. 
Thus, the power center is not absolute. It only main tains relative 
control over the boundary between the molar and molecular. As 
Deleuze and Guattari say, "sornething always escapes" (TP 217), but 
there's Hever a guarantee that what escapes will be beneficial. 

Deleuze and Guattari go on to argue that every power center has 
three "aspects or zones" (TP 226). The first zone is the zone of its 
power, what the power center actually has control over. This zone 
relates to the rnolar, Iigid segments of a line. Thus, in the example 
of above, what the bank really has control over is the segmenta­
tion and distIibution of money. The second zone is the "zone of 
indiscernibility." In this zone the boundary between the molar and 
molecular becornes blurry. We can think about this in terrIlS of a 
classic experiment in physics. The corpuscular theory of light sup­
poses that light is made up of discrete particles called "photons," 
but this theory doesn't fully account for our experimental evidence. 
Given this theory, for example, we would expect shadows to always 
be sharply defined. We expect them to be sharply defined because 
what is casting the shadow completely blocks some of the photons 
and lets other pass. What we discover in controlled experiments is 
instead oftwo discrete bars oflight, we get one dark barwith a fuzzy 
border in the center with the increasingly fuzzier bars gradually 
fading as they rI10Ve toward the edge. This suggests that light is a 
wave rather than particles, since the light is distributed statistically, 
rather than discretely. Here, in Deleuze and Guattari's terms, the 
light has both a molar (particle) si de and a mole culaI' (wave) side. 
"The molar segments are necessaIily immersed in the molecular 
soup that nourishes them and makes their outlines waver" (TP 225). 
The zone ofindiscernibility, then, is the relation between the molar 
and molecular for any given asserIlblage, which, as we've seen, may 
be either directly or inversely proportional to one another. The 
third zone of power centers is their impotence. Iftheir power lies in 
converting the rIlolecular into the rnolar, there is always something 
that escapes this conversion. It's not always possible to understand 
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light as a particle. The wave, the f1ow, the rnolecular is not fully 
totalizable. Ifwe return to the example of the rDortgage crisis, it was 
precisely the banks' impotence with regard to the f10w of financial 
capital that led to the collapse. Molar assets (real estate) were con­
verted into molecular capital in the hopes of increasing the value 
of the rnolar assets. This actually worked for a while, but ultimately 
as n10re and more capital became unmoored from molar assets, the 
banks were no longer able to control it, and the market went into a 
suicidaI collapse. 

Segmentation is thus the molar appropriation of a rnolecular 
f1ow. The segment cannot fully domina te the f1ow. Something 
always escapes. Furthennore, Deleuze and Guattari argue that "seg­
ments (classes, for example) fonn at the conjunction of masses 
[packs, multiplicities] and deterritorialized f1ows, and that the most 
deterritorialized f10w dominates the segment" (TP 226). Here they 
give a great example ofwhat they have in mind. The US dollar is a 
segmentation of the global f10w of capital. Of aIl the world's curren­
cies, the US dollar is the most deterritorialized. What Deleuze and 
Guattari mean by this is that the US dollar has spread aIl over the 
world, not only as a unit of exchange, but as a standard by which 
to measure other currencies. It is also the world's reserve currency. 
That is, m~or countries keep a certain amount of US currency 
on reserve. This ensures not only the stability of their own cur­
rency, but of US currency as weIl. Here we see aIl three zones come 
together. The central banks segment the molecular f10w of capital 
intocurrencies. The standard currency is the US dollar, which is 
precisely the currency most difficult to control. The central banks' 
point of control is also the point of their impotence. Deleuze and 
Guattari redescribe this relation arnong the molar, rnolecular, and 
the central power in terms of abstract machines and assemblages: 

Segments, then, are themselves governed by an abstract machine. But 
what power centers govern are assemblages that effectuate that abstract 
machine, in other words, that continually adapt variations in mass 
and flow to the segments of the rigid Hne, as a function of a dominant 
segluent and dominated segments. Much perverse invention can enter 
into the adaptations. (TP 226) 

As we saw in our discussion of the "Geology of MoraIs," the abstract 
machine articulates, stratifies, into content and expression. These 
articulations (segments) are actualized by assernblages. The strati­
fications are never complete. Furthermore, there is something like 
a "genetic drift" inherent in the process of articulation. Mutations 
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get introduced into the process. Even segments, though resistant to 
becoming, are subject to it. 

Deleuze and Guattari condude this plateau by discussing the 
dangers associated with each of the lines: molar, molecular, and 
line of flight. They call the danger associated with the molar line 
"fear." "Clarity" is the danger of the rnolecular line. "Power" con­
cenlS both the lllolar and the molecular, and "disgust" is the great 
danger of the line of flight. Why might fear be associated with the 
lllolar line? Let's be honest: segments are safe; segments are certain. 
The molar line provides us with something solid that we can rely 
on. Molar lines have truth, universals, order. If we're sUITounded 
by a sea of chaos, why wouldn't we ding to the first solid thing to 
come along? Furthermore, wouldn't we be loathe to give up our 
little piece of flotsam no matter how storm-tossed? Sure we could 
abandon our certainty and swirn away in a line of flight, but to what 
end? It's possible we could find something new, but isn't drowning 
even more likely? Fear keeps us attached to our molar lines, and 
sometimes rightly so. 

Let's say that we're willing to abandon the certainties provided 
by the rnolar segments. We dive headlong into the molecular. 
Instead of discrete dimensions and sharp oudines, we find fractals 
splitting and dividing everywhere. The doser we look at these frac­
tals the more we see (really see!) that everything is fractalized aIl the 
way down. Now we have achieved darity, the danger associated with 
the molecular line. How is this dangerous? Isn't this what Deleuze 
and Guattari have wanted us to see all along? Yes and no. They have 
certainly argued that thought has historically privileged the molar 
over the rnolecular, but theyare not arguing that the molar is illu­
sory. Neither the molar nor the molecular can be elirninated. Both 
are needed to account for the tendency of every assemblage toward 
stasis and change. The danger of darity, then, comes in several 
forms. The first form is re-installing the certainties of the rnolar 
in aIl the crevices and black holes of the molecular. Microfascisms 
crop up everywhere. The molecular becomes just as blocked as the 
molar. Molecular organ-ization replaces molar organ-ization. Black 
holes resonate with one another. Another fOIm that this danger 
takes is viral. Here· there is no resonance among the black holes. 
"Instead of the great paranoid fear, we are trapped in a thousand 
little monomanias, self-evident truths, and darities that gush from 
eveIy black hole" (TP 228). The danger of darity arises when we 
eschew the fear of losing certainty and embrace the molecular at 
the expense of the molar. 

137 



Deleuze and Guattari's A Thousand Plateaus 

If the singular eITlbrace of either the molar or the ITlOlecular 
entails a concomitant danger, then surely the answer is to ernbrace 
both the molar and molecular? No, since a danger lurks even here, 
the danger of power. "Power" is an ambiguous word in English and 
can mean "power to" and/or "power over." "Power to" has conno­
tations of "ability," "capacity," or "potential." Thus, a bird has the 
power to fly, while 1 do not possess that capacity. "Power over" sug­
gests "domination" or even "violence," particularly in the political 
sphere. Thus, when we say, "the politician gained power," we usually 
mean more than "the politician gained additional capacities." We 
usually mean that the politician gains sorne rneasure of power over 
a given constituency. Power over is a controlling power. The distinc­
tion between "power to" and "power over" is maintained in Spinoza's 
Ethics, where he seeks to increase our "power to" (potentia) and 
delirnit our "power over" (potestas). Deleuze takes up this distinc­
tion in his writings on Spinoza by speaking about ways of afIecting 
and being affected (potentia). It's even possible to make this kind of 
distinction in French, though it is not always rigorously observed. 
"Puissance" can be used to translate "power to," while "pouvoir' can 
be used to translate "power over." The third danger that concerns 
the molar and the molecular is "power over" (pouvoir). This kind of 
power, as we've seen, exists on both the molar and rnolecular lines, 
precisely because the power center (centre de pouvoir) straddles them 
both. This power is exceeded on every si de by mutations and lines 
of flight that exceed it, and yet in its impotence it seeks to block the 
lines of flight in order to segment them. Or, barring that, it insinu­
ates itself in the black holes of the molecular in order to make them 
resonate. The danger of power on the molar line is totalitarianism, 
and the danger of power on the molecular line is fascism. 

The final danger, disgust, concerns the line of flight. Here 
Deleuze and Guattari admit that they may have given the wrong 
impression that aIllines of flight are good and that the worst thing 
that can happen to a line of flight is that it gets recaptured, reterri­
torialized. On the contrary, they state that lines of flight "themselves 
emanate a strange despair, like an odor of death and immolation, 
a state of war frorn which one returns broken: they have their own 
dangers distinct from the on es previously discussed" (TP 229). 
There are lines of flight away from aIl forms of segmentation both 
supple and rigid, but there is no guarantee that a line offlight won't 
end in a suicidaI collapse. It is telling at this point that they bring 
up the German Romantic writer Heinrich von Kleist. On the one 
hand, theywill go on to laud Kleist's depiction of the "war machine" 
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in his writings. On the other hand, they will continually rernind us 
that Kleist ended his life in a murder-suicide pact. The line of Hight 
can easily bec orne a line of death. The reason that Deleuze and 
Guattari calI this danger "disgust" is that following Nietzsche the 
great danger that faces humanity is disgust with life itself. We rnight 
bec orne so enamored of our lines of Hight and so disgusted with 
any form of segluentation that we gleefuIly foIlow the line of Hight 
to our own death. This certainly seems to be Kleist's attitude. He is 
practicaIly giddy in his suicide note. Of course, not only individuals 
but nations can foIlow this path. Deleuze and Guattari follow Paul 
Vi ri li 0 in claiming that the state in fascislll is not totalitarian but 
suicida1.4 In fascism the state installs a war machine in every black 
hole, but importantly a war machine that seeks only destruction, a 
war machine that only has war as its object. 

It was this reversion of the line of flight into a line of destruction that 
already animated the molecular focuses of fascism, and made them 
interact in a war machine instead of resonating in aState apparatus. 
A war machine that no longer had an.Ything but war for its abject and would 
rather annihilate its own servants than stop the destruction. AlI the 
dangers of the other lines pale by comparison. (TP 231, translation 
altered)5 

Suicide and fascism (the suicidaI state) are lines of Hight that faIl 
prey to disgust. Through disgust they take the power of creatîon 
and turn it into the power of destruction. 

In this plateau we learn several important things about the Hnes 
that are introduced in the "What Happened?" plateau. First, the 
lines are only separable in principle. In reality they always come 
mixed in a particular ratio. Second, the lines are ways of talking 
about tendencies toward stasis and change that we've discussed 
from the very beginning. Thus, the molar and molecular are the 
two sides of a perceptual semiotÏcs. In precisely the sarne way that 
Deleuze and Guattari's goal is not to divide the world into trees and 
rhizomes, their goal is not to divide the world into the molar 
and molecular. It's always possible to see the molecular in the ruolar 
and vice versa. Third, the rnolar and rnolecular do not encompass 
aIl the possibilities~ There is always something that escapes, the 
line of Hight. It is here that Deleuze and Guattari are at their rnost 
subtle and most cautious. It sirnply will not do to valorize any one of 
these lines at the expense of the others. Every line has its value and 
its danger. Finally, in this plateau we see the way in which Deleuze 
and Guattari think through the issue offascism in terms oflines and 
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seglTIents. Fascism is distinct frorn totalitarianisn1, and it is distinct 
in the unique way that it takes up not the molar but the lTIolecular 
and the Hnes of flight. 

NOTES 

1. The distinction between alliance and filiation is discussed at length in 
Anti-Oedipus. The basic point is that alliances between groups are nego-, 
tiated and subject to change, or supple. 

2. Arendt, Origins oflbtalitarianism, p. 463. 
3. Speer, Inside the Third Reich, p. 440. 
4. See Virilio, Speed and Politics. 
5. The French for the italicised phrase reads, «Une machine de guerre qui 

n'a-uait plus que la guerre pour objet» (MP 283). The difficulty here lies 
with the "plus," which is ambiguous. It seems clear from the context 
of the plateau, though, that the war machine becomes destructive pre­
cisely when it takes war as its object. Normally, as "Nomadology" makes 
clear, the war machine does not have war as its object and is a force for 
change or mutation. The current translation doesn 't acknowledge this 
difference. 
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1730: Becorrling-Intense, Becoming-
Animal, Becomirtg-Imperceptible 0 •• 

Thinking "becorning" as such is remarkably difficult. The entire 
history ofvVestern thought serves to obscure beconlÏng, not by elim­
inating it but by subordinating it to being. This subordination of 
becoming to being is one of the primaIy forms that the discontinu­
ity thesis takes. In response to this the task of a perceptual semiotics 
is to discover the knots of becoming tangled in the fabric of being, 
to discover the rhizonle in the tree. With this in mind Deleuze and 
Guattari lead us through a series of sc en es in which they discover 
and follow a line of becoming in what seems to be an unassail­
able point of being. There are fifteen such scenes in this plateau. 
Curiously, many ofthese are labeled "Memories." The curiosity here 
is twofold. First, nlenlories seem much more like being than becom­
ing, and, second, no doubt because of the first curiosity, Deleuze 
and Guattari change their mind about these labels by the end of the 
plateau. They write, "VVhenever we used the word 'memories' in the 
preceding pages, we were wrong to do so; we rneant to say 'becom­
ing,' we were saying becoming" (TP 294). Bearing this late course 
correction in mind, we can see that, not surprisingly, becoming is 
not one thing but itself has diverse modalities that will need to be 
explored. We've already seen that becoming is connected to lines 
of flight. We've also seen that lines of flight are connected to the 
molecular. In this plateau Deleuze and Guattari explore the numer­
ous ways that becoming becomes. This becoming is contrasted to 
nlolar stabilities. Thus if one wants to create something new with 
regard to the human (a molar stability), then one Inust pursue a 
becoming-animal. As we'll see, this becoming-animal has nothing to 
do with imitating an animal. Imitation merely reaffirnls not only the 

141 



Deleuze and Guattœri '5 A Thousand Plateaus 

molar stability ofwhat one is irnitating but one's own 1110lar stability 
as (in this case) human. 

MOVIEGOERS, NA TURAL HISTORY, AND BERGSON 

This plateau begins with rats, and the movie Willard, which illustrates 
a becoming-rat. The main character Willard is a loner, trapped in an 
Oedipal nightmare with his ll10ther. He escapes the confines of this 
molar stability by becoming-rat. He do es not become-rat by resern­
bling or irnitating a rat. He becornes-rat by becoming part of a pack. 
Here Deleuze and Guattari refer to the notion of lllultiplicity that 
they developed in "One or Several Wolves." Freud keeps trying to 
reduce the number ofwolves in the Wolf-Man's drearn, because he 
doesn't understand that wolves come in packs. Freud keeps trying to 
convert the lnolecular pack into a molar individual, and as a result 
fails to understand the Wolf-Man's becomings. In Willard's case he's 
caught between joining the pack (becoming-rat) and retuming to 
the molar security of job and farnily, while turning his favorite rat, 
Ben, into a pet. What Deleuze and Guattari illustra te here are the 
two tendencies for any assernblage toward stasis and change. What 
they will continue to explore in the plateau is the way in which the 
tendency toward change passes through a becoming-animal. 

Before Deleuze and Guattari can pursue becoming-animal 
further, they take up tradition al accounts of the animal. Natural 
history, for example, assumed that animaIs represented natural 
types and could not transform into a different species. Given the 
static nature of animal species the problem that natural history 
needed to solve was the way in which these discrete species related 
to one another. This problem differs significantly from evolution, 
which does not ask about the relation between two species, but 
how one species can produce another. Deleuze and Guattari argue 
that natural history conceives of the relation in two ways, series and 
structure. A series functions by setting up a sequence of resem­
blances: lions resemble tigers; tigers resemble leopards; leopards 
resemble jaguars, etc. AlI of these resemblances are governed by 
their conformity to sorne organizing principle, the genus Panthera, 
for example. This is the analogy of proportion. The second way of 
articulating the relationship between animaIs compares structural 
affinities. For example, a leg is to locomotion on land as a fin is 
to locomotion un der water. This is the analogy of proportionality. 
Deleuze and Guattari are careful to note, though, that these two 
kinds of analogy haven't been abandoned even though natural 
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history has been replaced by evolution. Rather, series and structure 
have continued to be the dominant ways of thinking the molar. 
Sometimes series gains the upper hand. Other tirnes structure gains 
the upper hand. What they both have in comnlon is thinking the 
discrete, molar individual in a way that reinforces its molarity. 

The next section, "Mernories of a Bergsonian" explicitly rejects 
these two kinds of analogy. Or, at least, claim Deleuze and Guattari, 
series and structure don't tell the whole story. "We believe in the 
existence of very special becomings-animal." Neither series nor 
structure can account for passages between animaIs, especially not 
between hurnans and animaIs. A correspondence of relation is not 
a becoming, nor is it a resemblance. Furthermore, these becornings 
are not explained by a traditional account of evolution. Evolution 
accounts for becomings (at least in its beginnings) solely on the 
basis on filiation, that is, modification through descent. The kind of 
becomings that Deleuze and Guattari are interested in is becomings 
through alliance, the wasp and the orchid, the cat and the baboon. 
What escapes the series and the structure? Becomings. BeconlÏngs 
are real, not fantasies. Becoming is the real itself, not what happens 
between two fixed terms. Just as Nietzsche refused to separate 
the lightning and the flash, the doer and the deed, Deleuze and 
Guattari argue that "becoming lacks a subject distinct from itself' 
(TP 238). They coin the ternI "involution" for this becoming by 
heterogeneous alliance. 

SORCERERS AND THEOLOGIANS 

It is here that Deleuze and Guattari praise the current science of 
evolution, which doesn't treat genus or species but populations. 
A population, even a population of alleles, is never homogeneous 
but always heterogeneous and approached as a constantly shifting 
statistical aggregate. The next section "Memories of a Sorcerer 1" 
takes up this very idea by noting that a "becoming-animal always 
involves a pack, a band, a population, a peopling, in short, a multi­
plicity" (TP 239). In order to clarify what they nlean here, Deleuze 
and Guattari distinguish three kinds of anirnals, the individuated 
animal, the animal with characteristics, and the demonic animal. 
The individuated animal is the farnily pet. It is Oedipalized like 
every other menlber of the family. It enters into a parent-child 
relationship with its owners, and if there are already children in the 
family, they bec orne older siblings to the pet. These "are the only 
kind of animaIs that psychoanalysis understands" (TP 240). The 
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animal with characteristics, the classified anirnal, is the state animal. 
This is the animal we place in series or stnlctures. This is the anirnal 
that populates divine myths, characterized by strength, or courage, 
or cunning. The third kind of animal is the dernonic animal, one 
capable of becoming, the pack. These are the animaIs we tell tales 
about, werewolves, vampires, rats, ants, bees. Deleuze and Guattari 
are explicit, though, that this is not a new taxonomy that would 
organize animaIs into three distinct types. Any animal can be 
understood in aIl three ways. As always, it is a perceptual selniotics. 
Deleuze and Guattari's task is to understand aIl animaIs as demonic, 
as a pack, as a becoming. 

The issue that Deleuze and Guattari must now address is the way 
in which the pack gets populated. Where do packs come from? How 
do they grow? How do they spread? Here they return to the distinc­
tion that played such a large role in Anti-Oedipus, the distinction 
between filiation and alliance. Filiation is genealogical, arbores­
cent. It is governed by "the unit y of an ancestor" (TP 241). It's not 
clear, though, how alliance is sufficient to explain the population 
of a pack. Surely, packs of rats and wolves propagate by filiation. 
Aren't the members of packs related in sorne way? Just as we've seen 
in every other opposition proposed in A Thousand Plateaus, Deleuze 
and Guattari's goal is not to divide the world into groups solely 
related by filiation and groups solely related by alliance. Alliance 
and filiation are two tendencies evinced by every assemblage. The 
question here, though, is one of becoming. Under what condition 
rnight we speak of becoming, of creation, of the new? Only under 
the condition of heterogeneous alliances. A pack that was related 
only filiatively would find every path of becoming blocked. In light 
of the need to think alliance, Deleuze and Guattari need a way to 
talk about it that is not genealogical, not hereditary. The way they 
propose to think alliance is through contagion. "Bands, human or 
animal, proliferate by contagion, epidemics, battlefields, and catas­
trophes ... Unnatural participations or nuptials are the true Nature 
spanning the kingdoms of nature" (TP 241). The wasp-orchid 
relation is a clear example of what they have in mind here, as is 
the intermingling of cat and baboon DNA via retroviruses. We can 
also think more broadly about this in the way that populations are 
allied with their environments. Alliances of this sort between plants 
and animaIs, anirnals and geography, are essential to the becoming 
of a population. Alliances of this sort are also precisely what make 
something like a werewolf thinkable. What happens when a wolf 
bites you? Do you become-wolf? When? Onlywhen the moon is full? 
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Here in the tale of the werewolf we have a relnarkable heterogene­
ous assernblage of wolf, human, and moon that creates a hybrid. 
This hybrid is not created by filiation, nor can it propagate itself 
by filiation. The pack grows through contagion. Recent interest in 
zombies also illustra tes this same phenomenon. 

In the second "Memories of a Sorcerer" Deleuze and Guattari 
complicate the principle of contagion and pack. To it they add the 
principle that "wherever there is a multiplicity, you will also find an 
exceptional individual, and it is with that individual that an alliance 
must be made in order to become-animal" (TP 243). The wolf pack 
has its alpha-male. Ahab has Moby-Dick. Willard has Ben. Deleuze 
and Guattari caU this exceptional individual "anomalous," which 
they note cornes from a Greek noun that "designates the unequal, 
the coarse, the rough, the cutting edge of deterritorialization" (TP 
244). They also adrnit that there is a contradiction here between 
the exceptional individual and the pack. 1 The contradiction that 
Deleuze and Guattari find here is the contradiction between border 
and the pack. The exceptional individual is the place where the 
pack opens to the outside, the place where the pack makes alliances 
with the heterogeneous. If we imagine a knife, for example, the 
same kind of contradiction will exist between the body of the blade 
and the edge of the blade. By necessity only the edge of the blade 
cuts. Only the edge of the blade penetrates into new terri tories and 
deterritorializes them. Dicing an onion deterritorializes it, but that 
deterritorialization happens at the cutting edge. 

Importantly, though, this exceptional individual cannot be 
thought in terms of a pet or a species. Its individuality do es not 
arise from its position in a familiar order nor from its classification 
in a taxonomy. Its individuality arises from its position as a border­
ing phenomenon. Thus, when Deleuze and Guattari say that "the 
anomalous is neither an individual nor a species," what they me an 
by "individual" here is the farnily pet, the first kind of animal that we 
discussed above. The pet and the species are not becomings; they 
resist becoming. It is only, then, through the third kind of animal, 
the demonic, that becoming arises. It arises here precisely because 
the dernonic is this bordering phenomenon, this cutting edge of 
deterritorialization."This is our hypothesis: a multiplicity [pack] is 
defined not by the elements that cornpose it in extension, not by the 
characteristics that cornpose it in comprehension, but by the lin es 
and dirnensions that it encompasses in 'intension '" (TP 245). A 
pack is defined by its border, but this border rnust not be conceived 
spatiaUy, extensively. This would be to turn the pack into a spatial 
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aggregate of discrete entities (which could then be conceived of as 
pets or species). Deleuze and Guattari want to think the pack affec­
tively. They want to think the pack as a body (in Spinoza's sense) 
and ask what that body is capable of, to what degree of intensity 
it exercises its affects. At the lirnit of these affects, one finds the 
border. One finds the point at which increasing intensity trans­
forms the pack into something else. 

Here and throughout A Thousand Plateaus, Deleuze and Guattari 
use Kleist's play Penthesilea as a touchstone. Penthesilea reirnagi­
nes the confrontation between the Greek hero Achilles and the 
warrior-queen of the Amazons during the Trojan War. In the 
traditional telling of the tale Achilles kills Penthesilea in battle. 
In Kleist's version both Achilles and Penthesilea stand apart from 
their armies (packs) as borders, and it's the affective collision of 
these two cutting edges that drives the play. Ultimately, Penthesilea 
kills Achilles when she leads a pack of hunting dogs (entering 
into an uncanny becoming-dog herself) and dismembers him. On 
Deleuze and Guattari's reading the crucial thing to note about the 
play is that it is almost entirely concerned with affect. Penthesilea's 
becoming-dog do es not turn her in to a pet or a species. She is not 
the member of a family, nor the representative of a genus. Her 
becoming-dog is not achieved through imitation, but through chan­
neling affect. Kleist writes of Penthesilea: 

HICH PRIESTESS: 

She' s in a frenzy now arnong her dogs, 
Her lips aIl flecked with foarn, calling thern sisters. 
Those howling, baying brutes, and like a Maenad, 
Dancing across the rneadows with her bow, 
She's prodding thern, the rnurder-breathing pack, 
Urging thern on to catch the fairest garne, 
She says, that ever ranged upon the earth. 2 

Even though she still carries a bow and leads the pack, the other 
Amazons recognize that Penthesilea has become something other 
than human: 

HICH PRIESTESS: 

Go, wornen, fetch sorne ropes! 

FIRST PRIESTESS: 

YOUf Holiness! 

HI CH PRIESTESS: 

Take her and throw her to the ground! Bind her! 

146 



1730: Becoming-Intense, Becoming-Animal . .. 

AN AMAzoN: 

Bind whom, Your Grace? The Queen? 

HIGH PRIESTESS: 

1 mean that dog! 
-There's no restraining her with human hands.3 

It's crucial to note at this point that even though Penthesilea 
is recognized as a dog that recognition does not arise through 
resemblance. As we'll see more clearly below, becoming-animal 
does not occur through irnitation. Penthesilea does not becorne­
dog by barking herself. It's rather that calling the dogs "sisters" 
circulates the same affect as barking. Penthesilea becomes-dog by 
effectuating the same diagrarn as the pack, occupying the sarne 
problematic as the pack. 

The sorcerer is another anornalous figure, and here we see why 
these sections are narned this way. Deleuze and Guattari consider 
thenlselves sorcerers effecting these unnatural alliances, these 
con tagions: 

becoming-animal is an affair of sorcery because (1) it implies an initial 
relation of alliance with a demon; (2) the demon functions as the bor­
derline of an animal pack, into which the human being passes or in 
which his or her becoming takes place, by contagion; (3) this becom­
ing itselfimplies a second alliance, with another human group; (4) this 
new borderline between the two groups guides the contagion of animal 
and human being with the pack. (TP 247) 

Deleuze and Guattari give numerous examples of this contagion. 
We have already looked at Willard and Ben the rat, as weIl as 
Penthesilea and Achilles. They also speak of Ahab's becoming­
whale through the demonic Moby-Dick. The entirety of A Thousand 
Plateaus can also be seen as a contagion. The book teems with 
numerous packs of aIl kinds. Deleuze and Guattari, then, are not 
so much authors as they are sites of contagion, the points where we 
make contact with these packs. Deleuze and Guattari are the anom­
alous borderline phenomena that make becornings of aIl kinds 
possible. They counsel prudence with becomings. The contagions 
are not safe, and there are no guarantees of where the becomings 
rnight lead. It's the only way they know how to create something 
new, though. 

Returning to the vocabulary of content and expression devel­
oped in "Geology of MoraIs," Deleuze and Guattari cast becom­
ing in this way: "Alliance or the pact is the form of expression for 
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Chart 6 

Content Expression 

1 1 
1 1 1 1 

Substance -
Fonn-

Genetic 
Variables Contagion 

Forn1- Substance -
Alliance Pack 

an infection or epidemic constituting the form of content" (TP 
247). Chart 6 illustra tes the resulting schema, which allows us to 
think the relation between stratification and becorning.4 In the 
"Geology of MoraIs" we saw that a stratum always has two sides, one 
that faces toward increasing stratification and the other that faces 
toward decreasing stratification or becoming. Here Deleuze and 
Guattari are explaining the mechanism by which sornething strati­
fied becomes destratified. It happens on the si de of the stratum that 
faces toward destratification and it happens through contagion and 
alliance. This is how the pack becomes something else, and this is 
how one joins the pack, becomes-animal. 

In the third and final "Memories of a Sorcerer," Deleuze 
and Guattari take up becomings other than becomings-animal. 
The title of the plateau indicates other kinds of becomings, and 
they list several more here: becomings-child, becomings-woman, 
becomings-molecular. There are several reasons for this discussion 
of other becomings. First, they do not want us to attach sole irnpor­
tance to becomings-animal. Second, they want to emphasize that 
these becomings lie on a continuum, which can be illustrated using 
the visible light spectrum. Moving through each of the colors of the 
spectrum does not yield discrete points of being, but becornings, 
becomings-yellow or becornings-blue, for example. Here, Deleuze 
and Guattari daim that we can arrange becomings in terms of their 
distance from stratification. Becomings-woman and becomings­
child lie dosest to stratification (red and orange). Becornings­
animal lie in the middle (green), while becomings-rnolecular and 
becomings-imperceptible lie farthest from stratification (indigo 
and violet). Third, even though we can distinguish, for example, 
becorning-woman froIll becoming-imperceptible, in the same way 
we can distinguish becoming-orange from becoming-blue, there is 
a way in which aIl becoming is a becoming-molecular. The reason 
for this is straightforward, as we've seen. The molar and molecular 
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are the two poles toward which aIl things tend, stasis and change, 
extensive and intensive. Becoming becomes through the intensive. 
Movernent away frorn extension is a movernent toward increasing 
intension. 

Sorne critics of Deleuze and Guattari have taken issue with 
characterizing this initial tendency away frorn stasis as becoming­
woman. They argue that it simply reinstates the age-old idea that 
women are inconstant changelings and not to be trusted (La donna 
è mobile!). 5 By the same token, similar things could be said about 
becoming-child or becoming-animal. Do these not simply reinforce 
basic dualisms such as adult/ child and human/ animal? Deleuze 
and Guattari's response here is that these dualisms are real and that 
they organize society. There is no question that the denigration 
of woman and the valorization of men has been a nearly constant 
feature of hUlllan society. Furthermore, this denigration has been 
codified in philosophy since its inception. Deleuze and Guattari 
would say that the male/female dualisrn is part of a hierarchical, 
despotic signifying regime, as are aIl molar dualisrns. The question 
that Deleuze and Guattari pose, though, is not, How do we equal­
ize this dualism? This strategy only reinforces the rnolar dualism 
even if the relation between the terms shifts. Rather, their question 
is, How do we create something new that is not bound up in these 
dualisms? How do we make a rhizome instead of a tree? Draw a 
rnap instead of make a tracing? Become instead of be? The answer 
to these questions, as we've seen, begins with perceptual semiotics. 
The goal is not to divide the world between trees and rhizomes but 
see that every tree is already a rhizome. A perceptual serniotics looks 
for intensities, lines of f1ight. It looks along the borders of things to 
see what escapes, to see where becoming is already happening. This 
plateau in particular is interested in the process of becoming itself, 
in what happens along these borders. Not surprisingly, given what 
we've seen, becoming itself is not binary but occurs along a con­
tinuum. The beginning of this process of becoming, Deleuze and 
Guattari calI "becoming-woman." It seems that here they are taking 
the resources of a great molar binarism man/woman and showing 
what escapes it. They cannot name what escapes it "man." There is 
no "becoming-man;" because "man" is the despotic signifier that 
organizes aIl other gender signifiers. They are explicit about this in 
"Faciality." At the same time, it is irnportant to notice that Deleuze 
and Guattari do not calI this intensive threshold "woman" either. 
"Woman" remains a molar and extensive term, as weIl, even though 
it is subordinated to "rnan" in a signifYing regime. 
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In many respects the problem that Deleuze and Guattarl are 
trying to solve is similar to Nietzsche's problern with regard to 
the future. Nietzsche sees very clearly the way in which words are 
organized and defined according to a "table of values" that hangs 
over every society. "Man," for exarnple, is defined according to the 
"good and evil" table of values. The problern that this crea tes for 
Nietzsche is what to calI that entity currently defined as "rnan" in 
the future when we are "beyond good and evil." Nietzsche proposes 
several narnes for our future selves, "the sovereign individual," "the 
one with the right to make promises," "the possessor of a sovereign 
will," but the name that really sticks out is "overman" (Übermensch). 
Nietzsche can't simply caU the person of the future "man," because 
"man" is utterly deterrnined by the values of good and evil. So, the 
one who is beyond good and evil is also beyond man. In the same 
way, Deleuze and Guattari are interested in the threshold of trans­
formation that lies at the borders of the great molar binarisrns such 
as malejfemale. They caU this threshold "becoluing-woman," but 
this becoming-wornan is not to be thought on either of the models 
of analogy. Becoming-wornan is not imitation (analogy of pro­
portion), nor is it structural affinity (analogy of proportionality). 
Becoming-woman is above aIl the threshold from the extensive to 
the intensive. It is a perceptual semiotics. 

Deleuze and Guattari's sorcery lies in this perceptual serniotics, 
which transforms being into becoming, the wolf into a pack, the 
thing into a multiplicity, the molar into the molecular. "This is not 
surprising because becoming and multiplicity are the same thing" 
(TP 249). Becorning and multiplicity are the same thing, because 
only multiplicities become. The same Wolf-Man confronts both 
Freud and Deleuze and Guattari. The crucial difference is that 
Freud can only see one wolf. Deleuze and Guattari see a pack, a 
multiplicity. Because they see a multiplicity (through the trick of 
perceptual semiotics), they also see becorning. As they note, even 
theWolf-Man's packs are continually transforming themselves from 
wolves, to bees, to holes. Their Wolf-Man is not traced over by molar 
representations and thus statie. Their Wolf-Man is molecular, inten­
sive, so they draw a rnap, rnake a rhizome, make something new. 

What sorne may find frustrating about Deleuze and Guattari's 
exhortations here is that there's no logical or predictable order 
to where a transforrnation might lead. Traditionally, to the degree 
that transformations were countenanced at aIl, they were guided by 
analogies of proportion and proportionality. Ultimately, transfor­
mations of this type were either illusory (proportion) or touched 
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only the accidentaI not the essential (proportionality). Fron1 
Deleuze and Guattari's perspective, though, the analogical limits 
of transformation preclude any real transformation at aIl. As they 
say, "Theology is very strict on the following point: there are no 
werewolves, human beings cannot become animal" (TP 252). We 
cannot deduce a priori where our becomings rnay lead. No one 
could predict the becoming-orchid of the wasp. The only possible 
solution frorn Deleuze and Guattari's perspective is to experiment. 
"Make a rhizorne. But you don't knowwhat you can make a rhizome 
with, you don't know which subterranean stem is effectively going 
to rnake a rhizome, or enter a becoming, people your desert. So 
experimen t" (TP 251) . 

At the saIne time that Deleuze and Guattari encourage us to 
experiment, they also provide a criterion for the experirnentation, 
which they articulate in tenns of dimension. The twin dangers to 
be avoided in any experirnent are imrnobility (the impossibility of 
further transforrnation) and suicidaI collapse (complete dissolu­
tion and hence also the impossibility of further transformation). 
Recasting these dangers in terms of dirnension is to pose the rela­
tion between dimension and change. Multiplicities, since they 
are not defined by extension, have intensity but not substance or 
subject. We broached this notion earlier in terrrlS of topology. Our 
primary concern with topology above was the continuous transfor­
mation that an object can undergo (donut to coffee cup, the letter 
"A" to the letter "R") as opposed to the discontinuous transforma­
tion, which would involve tearing or cutting the object. Becorrling 
is a continuous transformation. It is a continuous transformation 
because becomings are becomings of intensity, and intensity does 
not admit of division. Intensities do have dimension, though. A 
dimension is a degree of intensity. A swell on the ocean becomes a 
rolling breaker as it approaches the shore and the water shallows. 
The single intensity of the wave continuously transforms along its 
leading edge. The ocean is shot through not only with wave inten­
sities, which capture the energy of the sun, wind, and gravity, but 
also intensities of tempe rature and current. AlI of these intensities 
circula te in the world's oceans. To see the ocean as nothing but 
these flows of intensity is to see it as a plane of consistency. From 
this perspective the waves are multiplicities moving across the plane 
of consistency. The waves are packs roaming across the desert of the 
ocean. "The plane of consistency is the intersection of aIl concrete 
forms [multiplicities]" (TP 251). The question of experimentation 
becomes whether a multiplicity can main tain its degree of intensity, 
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main tain its dünension, continue to transfonn \vithout "bogging 
down, or veering into the void" (TP 251). 

S"PINOZA AND HAECCEITIES 

Mter the sections on sorcerers and theologians, Deleuze and 
Guattari turn to Spinoza. Spinoza is important because he gives 
them the tools to re-think what a thing is \vithout resorting to "sub­
stantial or essential forrns," that is, \vithout resorting to the discon­
tinuity thesis. Furthermore, a thing thought along Spinozist lines is 
the kind of thing that can enter into becomings, has lin es of f1ight, 
whereas the thing conceived in terms of substantial or essential 
forms cannot become. Part One of Spinoza's Ethics, which famously 
argues that there is only one substance, leads hirn into a difficulty 
in Part Two. TraditionalIy, things are differentiated by their sub­
stances. The pen on my desk is different from the book on my desk 
because both are different substances. This means of differentiation 
is no longer available to Spinoza, so he must propose a new theory. 
As Deleuze and Guattari point out, the theory is quite startling and 
radical. Spinoza argues that things differ from one another accord­
ing to the ratio of rnotion and rest among their parts. Thus, the 
difference between the pen and the book on my desk lies in the way 
that their parts are composed. For example, the pages of the book 
are bound on one side and unbound on three sides. This means 
the pages move in a particular way in relation to each other. The 
order of pages is fixed, but both sides of the page are accessible. In 
contrast to this, the pen's ratio of motion and rest among its parts 
is completely diflerent. It has a cap that snaps on, a clip, and it's 
filIed \vith blue ink. The ink only f10ws when the cap is removed, 
and the cap helpfulIy fits on the opposite end of the pen. Spinoza's 
substance is populated \vith "things" such as this. Spinoza's sub­
stance is a univocal plane teerning \vith ratios of motion and rest 
that enter into compositions and decompositions. If I take the pen 
and make a note in the margins of the book, three such bodies (the 
pen, the book, and me) enter into a new composition, and when I 
put the pen down again, decompose. The ratios of motion and rest, 
the compositions and de compositions on a plane of consistency, 
Deleuze and Guattari calI the thing' s "longitude." 

Longitude is an extensive and relational view of the thing. 
There is also an intensive and affective view of the thing, which 
Deleuze and Guattari calI the thing's "latitude." Longitude and 
latitude, of course, generate a coordinate system, but notice how 
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far reIlloved this is from the usual way of thinking about a thing. 
Traditionally a thing and its place are separable. A thing can be 
moved frorn place to place and still remain the same thing. On 
this reading of Spinoza, though, the clear implication is that a 
thing is its place. The further implication is that as the thing moves 
it changes. We can also note that the relation of longitude and 
latitude is a different way of thinking about the relation between 
the intensive and the extensive. Up to this point, we've spent most 
of our energies distinguishing between these two perspectives on 
things. As Deleuze and Guattari have warned from the beginning, 
the risk here is that the distinction will devolve into a dualisrn. 
The intensive and the extensive are always mutually implicated in 
one another, in the same way that rhizomes contain knots of arbo­
rescence and trees harbor rhizomatic offshoots. Up to this point 
we've allowed for this mutual implication by speaking in terms of 
a thing's tendencies toward both stasis and change. What Spinoza 
adds to this discussion is the new way that he's thinking about 
stasis. Stasis is no longer thought in terms of essence or substance 
but in terrns of a ratio of rnotion and rest. This account of stasis 
makes it possible to articulate a thing's real becorning, rather than 
resorting to the discontinuity of essence and accidents, which can 
only account for illusory or local becoming. Thus, for Spinoza 
becoming is possible because stasis is amenable to change, exten­
sion is intertwined with intension. 

Deleuze and Guattari's discussion of the latitude or intensive 
coordinate of the thing returns them to a discussion of affect. "To 
every relation of movement and rest, speed and slowness grouping 
together an infinity of parts, there corresponds a degree of power. 
To the relations composing, decornposing, or modifying an individ­
ual there correspond intensities that affect it, augmenting or dimin­
ishing its power to act ... Affects are becomings" (TP 256). Within 
this context we can augment our illustration of the book-pen-me 
assernblage. My combination with the book and pen augments 
my power, increases what l'm capable of. Without the book to stir 
ide as, 1 am less powerful. Without the pen to write down my ideas, 
my capabilities are diminished. My particular ratio of motion and 
rest is such that it can enter into certain combinations, which have 
a corresponding degree of power attached to thern. Some combina­
tions increase my power. Others decrease it. Most cornmonly rny 
combinations increase Illy power in sorne respects and decrease it 
in others. For Spinoza, for the ethologistJakob von Uexküll, and for 
Deleuze and Guattari, one understands a thing by understanding 
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what it's capable of, by counting its ways of affecting and being 
atIected, by knowing its longitude and latitude.6 

In order to see how this helps us with the notion of becorning, 
let's take up Deleuze and Guattari's discussion of Vladimir Slepian's 
short story "Fils de chien" ("Son of a Bitch"). The story concerns 
a rnan who wishes to become a dog, because his hunger exceeds 
human hunger and seems more appropriate to a dog. Notice 
already that we are in the realm of affect. The degree of intensity 
of Slepian's hunger does not correspond to his extensive ratio. The 
solution he proposes is to become-dog. Becoming-dog (as with aIl 
becomings) is an intensive process. This is why the becoming cannot 
occur through imitation or analogy, which are extensive relations. 
Rather, Slepian must cornpose hirnself such that the intensities that 
circulate through his bodywithout organs are the same as those that 
circulate on a dog's body without organs. He begins this process 
by putting shoes on his hands. What we need to avoid this point is 
the tempting analogy that equates paws with feet, and thus Slepian 
reproduces the formaI relation of the four-Iegged dog in himself 
by putting shoes on his hands. Deleuze and Guattari argue that the 
crucial moment of becoming occurs when Slepian is unable to get 
the last shoe tied with his hand and resorts to using his mouth. It is 
here that Slepian enters into a becoming-dog. 

In order to see why this is case, let's look at the work of 
anthropologist and paleontologist André Leroi-Gourhan. Leroi­
Gourhan's work is cited throughout A Thousand Plateaus, particu­
larIy his Gesture and Speech, where he argues that the indispensable 
condition for language is upright posture.7 The reason for this is 
simple. If an animal moves on aIl fours, then it cannot grasp with 
those appendages. It can only grasp with its mouth. An animal 
thus composed is restricted in the kinds of combinations it can 
make with its mouth. Such a mou th is for eating and grasping, not 
for talking. In order to deterritor1alize the mouth for talking, the 
animal needs to be composed so that it no longer needs its mouth 
for grasping. So, in order to deterritorialize the mouth, the front­
paws need to be deterritorialized. In order for the front-paws to 
be deterritorialized, the anirnal needs to be composed such that it 
walks upright, not on aIl fours. This upright posture that frees the 
hands for grasping and the mouth for talking, thus aIlows for a dif­
ferent ratio of rnotion and rest among the animal's extensive parts 
and a corresponding shift in the ways in which the anirnal affects 
and is affected. 

Slepian's becoming-dog reverses the deterritorialization of 
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rnouth and hand. He con1poses himself such that the hand can 
no longer be used for grasping. This means that the mouth has to 
be used for grasping. Thus, Slepian enters into a becoming-dog 
not through imitation or anal ogy, but by composing himself such 
that certain affects were able to circulate and others were not. If 
we take the coordinate system that Deleuze and Guattari propose 
here and plot the extensive longitude (mouth) and the inten·· 
sive latitude (grasping), then Slepian's becoming-dog consists in 
rnoving toward other mouth-graspers (e.g., dogs) and away frorn 
non-mouth-graspers (e.g., humans). As we increase the number of 
affects, we can more precisely narrow the shared proxirnity between 
Slepian and a dog as the difference becomes increasingly indiscern­
ible. At no point, however, does this becoming-dog require that 
Slepian change into an extensive (i.e., molar) dog. To understand 
becoming as a transformation from one extensive molar entity into 
another is to misunderstand becoming. AlI becorning is intensive. 
AIl becolning is molecular. 

Deleuze and Guattari propose to call this "thing," this body 
defined solely by longitude and latitude, "haecceity." Here they con­
tinue their expansion of Spinoza's non-substantial, non-subjective 
account of the "thing" to the corollary issue of individuation. In 
the same way that prior accounts of the thing relied on substance 
or subject, so did accounts of the distinction alTIOng various 
things (principium individuatianis). Haecceity introduces a ternporal 
dimension to the discussion. Haecceities are events. As we saw in 
"What Happened?," the time of events is distinct frorn other forms 
oftemporality. Drawing on Deleuze's work in The Lagic afSense, they 
reserve the name "Aion" for the time of haecceities and the name 
"Chronos" for the time of substances and subjects. Events do not 
have a specifie duration. Events are not divisible. Events concern the 
continuous, whereas Chronos concems divisible (and thus measur­
able), discontinuous tirne. Events are thus expressed in terms of 
the indefinite article (a moment, a season, a life). Events are the 
indefinite becoming of a haecceity. This becoming is expressed in 
the infinitive (to swim, to eut, to dance, to live). Becoming is infini­
tive precisely because it is boundless, unstratified, deterritorialized. 
Finally, events have proper names. Here Deleuze and Guattari 
give the example of a hurricane as the proper name of an event. 
Hurricanes are given names but they are neither substance nor 
subject. Their duration is indefinite. In 2012, for example, a hur­
ricane combined with a winter storrn and was named "Sandy." The 
storm system has long since dissipated, but many people are still 
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struggling to rebuild their lives in the storm's wake. Many have still 
not been able to return hOIne. The event continues. 

Deleuze and Guattari's conception here also allows us to think 
differently about paradoxes of individuation that plague accounts 
based on substances and subjects. The dassic exarnple of this 
paradox is the "ship of Theseus." In one version of the paradox a 
ship at sea continually replaces its parts as they become damaged. 
When the ship returns to port it con tains no original parts, only 
replacement parts. Is it still the same ship? In another version, the 
original pieces are saved and put back together. Rival factions each 
daim to possess the "true" ship of Theseus, but which of the two 
ships is the "true" one? Sirnilar paradoxes can be generated for 
sports teams. Is a te am that replaces a large number of its players 
mid-season still the "same" team? The questions generated by 
these examples are predicated on a perceptual semiotics that fills 
the world with discrete entities (substances and subjects). Is it any 
wonder, then, that when faced with becoming, the result is para­
doxical? The ship of Theseus example treats the ship as something 
distinct from the crew and the voyage, distinct from Athens and the 
ancient Mediterranean, when in fact, "it is the entire assemblage in 
its individuated aggregate that is a haecceity; it is this assemblage 
that is defined by a longitude and a latitude, by speeds and affects, 
independently of fonns and subjects, which belong to another 
plane [i.e., the plane of organization]" (TP 262). From the perspec­
tive of the plane of consistency, the relevant question is not the 
"true" ship, but what the ship can do. What affects do its relations 
allow to circulate? What relations of motion and rest does it enter 
into with the sea, with the wind, with the other islands? What are its 
lin es of flight? What are its becomings? What is its longitude and 
latitude? 

Before Theseus sets sail for Crete to fight the Minotaur, he prom­
ises his father, Aegeus, that if he's successful, upon his return to 
Athens he will change the sails from black to white. Theseus forgets 
to change sails on his return and his father, fearing the worst, casts 
himself into the sea. Traditionally, attributes such as color are 
thought to be accidentaI, not essential. Thus, the ship is the "same" 
regardless of the color of its sails. The story shows, however, that this 
is manifestly not the case. The ship may not be different in terrns 
of substance or subject, but it is profoundly different in terms of 
the affects that it causes to circulate. A ship with black sails causes 
pain to circulate, while a ship with white sails causes joy to circulate. 
The white-sailed ship gets plotted in a different place from the 
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black-sailed ship, because their capabilities are 50 different. The 
haecceity of Theseus' voyage included a ship with black sails. The 
event of that voyage resonated throughout Greek history and con­
tinues to resonate today. To extract the ship from that haecceity is 
already to change it. A ship at port in Athens has become something 
other than the ship of the voyage. Not because the materials are no 
longer original, but because it can no longer affect and be affected 
in the same way. The Minotaur is dead. Aegeus is dead, and Theseus 
ends his life exiled from Athens. 

PLANS AND PLANES 

The French word "Plan" can be translated into English with the 
word "plan" or the word "plane." Translating "plan" as "plan" is 
helpful, because it has diagrarnmatic or organizational connota­
tions, while translating it as "plane" is helpful because it has geo­
metrical connotations. The difficulty arises, however, when Deleuze 
and Guattari want to distinguish two very different kinds of plans/ 
planes. On the one hand, they want to speak of a plan/plane that is 
fiat, immanent, diagrammatic, and consistent. On the other hand, 
they want to speak of another plan/plane that possesses a supple­
mental, transcendent dimension and is organized. It's aIrnost as if 
"plane" works better with the forrner, and "plan" works better with 
the latter. That is, what Deleuze and Guattari call the "plane of con­
sistency" is doser to what we naturally think of when we think of a 
plane in geornetry, and, at the same time, "plane of organization" 
might be rnore dearly thought as a "plan of organization," since 
the word "plan" readily suggests "organization." By the same token 
"plan of consistency" seems already to be at odds with itself. This 
might be alleviated somewhat with the phrase "consistent plan." 
This, at least, rnight be fruitfully compared with "organized plan." 

In the end, though, what Deleuze and Guattari are getting at 
with this distinction is becoming, the topie of the plateau as a whole. 
Subjects and substances do not become. They do not beeome pre­
cisely because they populate a plane of organization, theyactualize 
an organized plan, a plan in which and by which they are organ­
ized. Only haecceities become. They become precisely because they 
populate a plane of consistency. They are not organ-ized extensities 
but consistent intensities. They effectuate a consistent plan, a plan 
that rnakes connections not on the basis of imitation or analogy but 
on the basis of motion and rest. The orchid and the wasp is a con­
sistency not an organization. The connection between Aegeus and 

157 



Deleuze and Guattari's A Thousand Plateaus 

a black sail is a consistency not an organization. Relations of consist­
ency are alogical, and asubjective. They cannot be predicted. They 
can only be discovered through experimentation. 

It is tempting to think, though, that we are drifting back into an 
ontological dualism where we divide the world into fundamentally 
different kinds of things, those extensive subjects and substances 
that are organized by a transcendent plan and those intensive 
haecceities that consist immanently as becoming. In fact, what we 
have here is another instance of the continuity thesis. These two 
plans/planes are opposed not as different kinds of things but as 
opposed poles on a continuum. Every thing, every assernblage will 
have tendencies toward both of these poles at the same time. What 
is required for philosophy to create sornething new is a perceptual 
semiotics that sees things as haecceities, sees things in their ten­
dency toward consistency, looks for lines of flight, for becomings. 

Furtherrnore, Deleuze and Cuattari caution us as they have 
throughout A Thousand Plateaus that while the necessary condition 
for creating sornething new is a shift in perceptual semiotics, this 
shift is not a sufficient condition. 

But once again, so much caution is need to prevent the plane of eon­
sisteney from beeoming a pure plane of abolition or death, to prevent 
the involution from turning into a regression to the undifferentiated. Is 
it not necessary to retain a minimum of strata, a minimum of forms and 
funetions, a minimal subjeet from whieh to extraet materials, affects, 
and assemblages? (TP 270) 

Not only will there always be tendencies toward stasis in every thing, 
but these tendencies themselves are a safeguard against total and 
violent deterritorialization. There is no guarantee that a becoming 
will increase the capacities of an assernblage. So, experiment, but 
experiment carefully. The cautionary example here is again Kleist. 
He had a lifeplan (Lebensplan) , but it ended in the absolute aboli­
tion of a murder-suicide pact. Deleuze and Cuattari go so far as to 
say that "it is impossible to be faithful to" the plane of consistency, 
a line of flight, becoming (TP 269). There are many ways we could 
discuss this infidelity. In the context of planes and plans, though, 
the issue is the ultimate inseparability of the two planes/plans. The 
reason they are inseparable is precisely because they are not things 
but tendencies. In every move toward becorning that an assemblage 
makes there is a countervailing tendency toward stratification. 
Conversely, every stratification is riddled with lines of flight seeking 
to escape stratification. Every assemblage is a complex combination 
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ofthese two tendencies. There are dangers with too closely identify­
ing with either tendency, but these are dangers that must be risked 
in order to create sornething new. 

MOLECULES 

In this section Deleuze and Guattari continue to build on the pre­
vious parts of the plateau. In particular, they build on the notion 
that "aIl becornings are already molecular" (TP 272). To this notion 
they add the concepts of "zone of proximity" and the virtues of 
becoming. Zone of proximity is a further attempt to explicate 
becoming. How exactly does becoming work? What becomes? How 
does it become? Imitation and analogy have already been explicitly 
eliminated as possible paths of becoming. Discussions of Spinoza 
and haecceities have shown us that becoming happens through 
intensities, though affects, but how exactly? Deleuze and Guattari 
answer these questions by invoking a zone of proximity. "Starting 
from the forms one has, the subject one is, the organs one has, or 
the functions one fulfills, becoming is to extract particles between 
which one establishes the relations of movement and rest, speed 
and slowness that are closest to what one is becoming, and through 
which one becomes" (TP 272, emphasis in original). It is out of this 
closeness between the particles extracted and the becoming that 
a zone of proximity is established. "This principle of proximity or 
approximation is entirely particular and reintroduces no analogy 
whatsoever. It indicates as rigorously as possible a zone of pmximity 
or copresence of a particle, the movement into which any particle 
that enters the zone is drawn" (TP 272-3, emphasis in original). 
To illustra te this, let's return to Slepian's becoming-dog. As we saw, 
Slepian's becoming-dog was neither imitation nor analogy, but a 
becoming that produced a new ratio of motion and rest among his 
parts (mouth) and allowed certain affects or intensities to circula te 
(grasping). In terms of the zone of proximity, Deleuze and Guattari 
are claiming that Slepian extracts the particles (feet, shoes, mouth, 
grasping) that are in closest proximity, not to a rnolar dog, but to 
a becoming-dog, that is, a zone in which Slepian' s extracted parti­
cles enter into the same motion and affects as a dog's. "A haecceity 
is inseparable from the fog and mist that depend on a molecular 
zone, a corpuscular space. Proximity is a notion, at once topological 
and quantal, that marks a belonging to the same molecule, inde­
pendently of the subjects considered and the forms determined" 
(TP 273). As we saw in "Micropolitics and Segmentarity" Deleuze 
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and Guattari distinguish the supple segrnentarity of the molecular 
from the rigid segmentarity of the molar. It is only at the rnolecular 
level of supple segmentarity that proxirnity becomes relevant. At the 
molar level, the rigid segmentarity that divides a line into discrete 
entities at the same time prevents the passage between segments. A 
supple segmentarity allows quanta or particles to pass through its 
perrneable boundaries. The same thing can be said for the topologi­
cal notion ofproxirnity, which explores the transforrnations that are 
possible without cutting or tearing (rigidly segmenting) the object. 
A zone of proximity thus surrounds a haecceity as a permeable 
boundary, the place where intensities approach and transforrn into 
one another. Returning to Slepian again, we see that the particles 
that he detaches (feet, shoes, mouth, grasping) occupy the bound­
ary around him, move from rigid to supple segmentarity, and thus 
are able to transform by taking on new relations of rnotion and rest. 

The important thing about Slepian's transformation is that he 
do es not imitate a molar dog. He combines with something else 
such that this new composition will allow canine affects to circulate 
on his plane of composition or body without organs. What SIe pian 
combines with do es not have to be related to a dog in any way. In 
fact, cornbining with items related to a dog is likely to short circuit 
the whole process, since this kind of combination is indicative of 
imitation rather than becoming. No, Slepian combines with shoes, 
but he combines with four shoes instead of two, and he combines 
his hands and shoes instead ofjust his feet. It's this shoe-hand com­
bination that changes Slepian's posture. It changes the other kinds 
of combinations he's able to enter into and thus changes the affects 
that circulate. The affect of grasping now gets reterritorialized on 
the mouth. "Do not imitate a dog, but make your organism enter 
into composition with something else in such a way that the particles 
emitted from the aggregate th us composed will be canine as a func­
tion of the relation of movernent and rest, or of molecular proxirn­
ity, into which they enter" (TP 274, emphasis in original). 

In the end, though, what is the point of these becomings? 
Why should we prefer becoming, instead of simply being? What 
does Slepian gain in his becoming-dog? Wouldn't he be much 
better off with his hands free for grasping and his rnouth free for 
talking? Deleuze and Guattari's response to these questions would 
be twofold. First, it's entirely possible that Slepian might be worse 
off in his becorning-dog. There are no guarantees with becoming. 
No one knows what a body can do until one experirnents with it. 
Despite prima facie appearances, the outcome of a beconlÎng cannot 
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be judged a priori. Second, Deleuze and Guattari do know that 
Slepian can only create sornething new through becoming. Being 
doesn't create the new. Being reproduces the same molar organi­
zations over and over again. Slepian rnade himself into something 
new through a becoming-dog. Ultimately, Slepian's experiment 
founders on the tail. He can't seem to find a way to combine 
with something such that he enters into a zone of proxirnity with 
a wagging tail. Deleuze and Guattari's supposition is that here 
Slepian's thinking remains molar and analogical. He gets caught up 
in a signifYing system that sees the tail and the penis as analogues of 
one another (TP 259). Insofar as Slepian remains caught up in this 
psychoanalytic signifYing system, his becornings are blocked. His 
segments are rigidified and there can be no zone ofindiscernibility, 
no circulation of affects, no becoming. Just because the experi­
rnent failed, though, does not me an that it is without value. Even 
in the face of failure, the experiment still creates something new. It 
shows Slepian a new way of combining with things that overcomes 
(however briefly) the rigid segrnents of human/animal and self/ 
world. These becomings raise the possibility of future becornings, a 
virtuous circle. 

It might seem strange to raise the notion of virtue at this point, 
but Deleuze and Guattari are explicit that becoming is a virtue (TP 
280). Here, as is often the case, it is Spinoza's notion of virtue (as 
opposed to Aristotle's) that is driving their analysis. For Spinoza 
virtue is power, and again we must think of power here as capac­
ity or ability, not dornination.8 Furthermore, the way in which one 
increases power or virtue for Spinoza is to enter into as many combi­
nations as possible. The more one is capable of affecting and being 
affected the more power one has. 

That which so disposes the human body that it can be affected in more 
ways, or which renders it capable of affecting external bodies in more 
ways, is advantageous to man, and proportionately more advantageous 
as the body is thereby rendered more capable ofbeing affected in more 
ways and of affecting other bodies in more ways. On the other hand, 
that which renders the body less capable is hannfu1.9 

Here in a nutshell we have both Spinoza's and Deleuze and 
Guattari's ethics. Becoming is a virtue because it renders us capable 
of affecting and being affected in more ways. At the same time, 
there are numerous obstacles to becoming. On the one hand, 
becoming may be blocked by molar organization and stratifica­
tion. On the other hand, becoming may dissolve into oblivion and 
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annihilate itself. These are the extrelnes that Deleuze and Guattari 
are always cautioning us to avoid. 

Deleuze and Guattari pursue this notion of virtue even further, 
though. Insofar as there are different kinds of molar organization 
and different kinds of stratification, they clairn that there are differ­
ent becomings related to each one. No doubt these could be multi­
plied indefinitely, but they focus on three here. As we saw in "Several 
Regimes of Signs" the three great strata that molarize our existence 
are the biological, the signifying, and the subjectification. The 
corresponding becomings are becoming-imperceptible, becoming­
indiscernible, and becoming-impersonal. Chart 7a schernatizes this 
relation. Setting the stratum in opposition to its becoming allows 
us to deepen our understanding of the zone of indiscernibility. As 
we saw in "Several Regimes of Signs" the signifYing stratum organ­
izes its signs hierarchically in concentric circles around a despotic 
signifier that organizes aIl of the other levels around it. A becoming 
in relation to that straturn is a becoming-indiscernible because the 
signs becorne detached frorn their stratum. These signs no longer 
refer to their central organizing point and are allowed to connect 
to other signs such that "meaning" is no longer the primary goal or 
outcome. In Slepian's case, for example, prior to his becoming-dog, 
the meaning of "dog" was organized by a whole set of molar dual­
isms such as human/anirnal and owner/pet. Slepian overcomes 
these dualisms not by imitating a dog, which would simply reinforce 
the molar dualisms, but by changing his posture. He detaches sorne 
signs from their hierarchical moorings (hand, mouth, grasping) 
and by changing his posture gives these signs a new consistency, 
an intensive consistency that constitutes a zone of indiscernibility 
between SIe pian and a dog. 

The biological stratum is the stratum of the organism. 
TraditionaIly, an organism has a function and a telos. It is discrete 
and rigidly segmented. The boundaries between the organism 
and the environment, and the organism and other organisrns, are 

Chart 7a 

Biological Imperceptible 

Signifying Indiscernible 
-------------t------.-------

Subjectification Impersonal 
----------------'---------_._-_. 
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impermeable. Deleuze and Guattari have already cliticized this 
notion of the organism at length earlier in this plateau in their dis­
cussion of natural history, and in the "Geology of MoraIs" in their 
discussion of the debate between Cuvier and Geoffroy Saint-Hilaire. 
What they add to their criticisrn here is the notion of a becoming­
imperceptible that escapes this kind of stratification. The example 
they give is animal camouflage. Take a fish that survives by blend­
ing into its environrnent: "this fish is clisscrossed by abstract lin es 
that resenlble nothing, that do not even follow its organic divisions; 
but thus disorganized, disarticulated, it worlds with the Hnes of a 
rock, sand and plants, becorning imperceptible" (TP 280). The fish 
becornes-imperceptible precisely because the lines and shapes that 
run across its body do not add up to anything. The Hnes are dis­
organized. They are abstract (i.e., not discrete, but intensive). The 
fish doesn't look like anything; it looks like everything. The bounda­
lies between it and the environment become blurred, indistinct. 
Deleuze and Guattari say that the fish "worlds with the lines of a rock, 
sand and plants." It is difficult to read this without also thinking 
about Heidegger's daim that the "world worlds" in "On the Origin 
of the Work of Art."lO The topic is much too complex to pursue at 
length here, but it is worth noting that both Heidegger and Deleuze 
and Guattari are trying to think the relation between self and world 
without resorting to the dualistic ontology that supports such a dis­
tinction in the first place. In contrast to Heidegger, though, Deleuze 
and Guattari argue that aIl becomings on the organic stratum con­
stitute a world, and they constitute a world by escaping the rigid 
segmentation of the organism. A world in Deleuze and Guattali's 
sense is made of intensities that blur the boundaries between a fish 
and a rock. A world in this sense overcornes the dualism between 
interior and exterior. "The interior is only a selected extelior, and 
the exterior, a projected intelior."n 

The straturn of subjectification, as we saw in "Several Regimes 
of Signs," is the stratum on which subjects are formed as a betrayal 
of the signifYing, despotic system. This betrayal is a deterritorializa­
tion, but it is a relative deterritoriaHzation that continually segments 
itself and always risks being recaptured by the signifYing system. The 
signifYing and postsignifYing systems combine into the white wall/ 
black hole machine of fa ci a lit Y that dominates Western culture. In 
our discussion of faciality we saw that escaping faciality could not be 
a simple return to the prirnitive head but must involve sornething 
that goes beyond both the prirnitive head and the faciality of Christ 
to something Deleuze and Guattari caU the "probe-head." One 
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way to think of beC0111ing in relation to the straturn of subjectifica­
tion is in terms of the shift from faciality to a probe-head, which 
they call "becoming-impersonal." As we saw, faciality is bound up 
in the twin issues of identification and norrnalization and func­
tions according to molar dualisms (human/animal, male/female, 
European/foreign) and deviances from those primary categories. 
To be a person means identifying with each of these categories. 
To be a good person means reducing the degree of deviation from 
these categories. Becoming in relation to faciality, however, cannot 
be a simple reversaI of the categories. Such a reversaI would simply 
reinforce the categories. For this reason ifs crucial that becoming 
be molecular rather than molar. A molecular becoming in relation 
to persons would perforee be a becoming-impersonal. 

In Slepian's case, for example, his transforrnation begins whh the 
affect ofhunger. He is hungry aIl the tirne. No person should be this 
hungry; therefore, l will bec orne a dog. It is in precisely becoming­
dog, though, that Slepian is no longer a person, no longer an "1." 
We don't need to posit an elaborate becoming such as Slepian's, 
though, in order to see a becoming-impersonal. It is a remarkably 
comrnon occurrence. Becoming-impersonal happens in crowds. 
Crowds are shot through with intensities and are sensitive to the 
slightest provocation, particularly fear. Or, to use one of the hoari­
est clichés in sports, "there's no 'l'in team." This chestnut is used by 
coaches in every sport to motivate players to unselfish play. The fact 
is, though, that in the heat of play players are so focused on the baIl 
that they're not thinking of themselves at aIl. The match is an event 
to be thought on the level of postures, intensities, and becomings, 
not on the level of positions, extensities, and subjects. 

SECRETS AND LlNES 

We first encountered the notion of the secret in our discussion of 
the novella. As we saw there, the novella is driven by the question 
"What happened?" and thus has the forrn of a secret. Deleuze and 
Guattari expand the notion of secret beyond the novella to relate it 
to the virtue of imperceptibility. "Only becomings are secrets; and 
the secret has a becoming" (TP 287). Thus, the secret is more than 
an inaccessible unknown. It is already a process; it is already an 
assemblage. In order to see the secret at work, Deleuze and Guattari 
turn to secret societies. The complexity of the secret manifests itself 
in the doubling inherent in both the secret and secret societies. 
Not only are there a series of initiatory rites that induct one into 
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the secret society, but there is a second, even Inore secret layer of 
enforcement that polices the boundaries of the secret society and 
ensures its operation and expansion. We see both layers clearly at 
work in the movie Fïght Club. Here are the rules of Fight Club: 

lst RULE: Vou do not talk about FIGHT CLUB. 
2nd RULE: Vou DO NOT talk about FIGHT CLUB. 
3rd RULE: If someone says "stop" or goes limp, taps out the fight is 
over. 
4th RULE: Only two guys ta a fight. 
5th RULE: One fight at a time. 
6th RULE: No shirts, no shoes. 
7th RULE: Fights will go on as long as they have ta. 
8th RULE: If this is your first night at FIGHT CLUB, you HAVE ta fight. 

The first two rules concern the secrecy of the group, while the 
remaining rules and especially the eighth concerTI initiation into 
the group. From where do the rules originate, though? v\1ho's 
enforcing thern? As the movie progresses, it bec ornes clear that 
sorne members of Fight Club are further initiated into an anti­
capitalist, anarchist group called Project Mayhem. The putative 
leader of aIl of this is Tyler Durden. In the course of the movie, 
however, it becomes clear that Tyler suffers frorn dissociative 
identity disorder-one Tyler is fully aware of Project Mayhern's 
plans, the other is not. The Tyler who is aware orders the other 
members of Project Mayhem to protect the secrecy of the society 
at aIl costs, even if it means killing him. By the end of the movie 
Project Mayhem has infiltrated every level of society through under­
ground fight clubs and the service industries. Its ultimate goal is the 
destruction of consumer debt through the destruction of computer 
records that track both the debt and the credit scores related to 
them. "A secret society always acts in society as a war rnachine" (TP 
287). That is, a secret society always acts as an agent of change in 
relation to the stasis of the state. 

For Deleuze and Guattari the secret progresses through three 
stages ofbecoming. The first stage is the simple mysterious content, 
"What's in the box?" "What's in the briefcase in Pulp Fiction?" "What 
did the narrator and Billie Joe throw off the Tallahatchie Bridge?" 
We also see this clearly in relation to secret societies. Our curios­
ity is piqued by seeing a windowless Mason's lodge and wondering 
what goes on in there. Fight Club grows by rumor, by "secretion" as 
Deleuze and Guattari would say, as more and more men begin to 
show up to fight. The illustration that Deleuze and Guattari use is 
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Oedipus. This is the riddle of the Sphinx, the 111ysterious content 
that no one had been able to guess. 

The second stage is the movement from the finite content of 
the secret to the infini te form of the secret. Here the secret morphs 
into that which structures everything and thus becomes infinite, the 
secret kernel around which everything is organized. Here Deleuze 
and Guattari have in mind the unconscious of psychoanalysis. Here 
the content is irrelevant. In fact, the content is nothing. "The news 
travels fast that the secret of men is nothing, in truth nothing at 
aIl" (TP 289). They also see the same development in the Oedipus 
cycle as the secret becomes the guilt around which Oedipus' life is 
organized. In Fight Club the infini te fonn of the secret cornes out in 
the oft-quoted line, "You're the aIl singing, aIl dancing crap of the 
world." For psychoanalytic theorists such as Slavoj Zizek, reaching 
this point is the culmination of both analysis and theory. It's the 
punch line. The real (in Lacanian terms) is the nothing around 
which experience is organized. While Deleuze and Guattari do 
see this as part of the becoming of the secret, for thern it is not the 
endpoint. The nothing of the secret can easily turn despotic and 
paranoid and thus stratify such a becoming into a signifying system, 
which is exactly what they think happens in psychoanalysis. The 
secret becomes creative in the third stage when it goes beyond the 
secret as infini te form and becomes a line of flight. Oedipus does 
this at Colonus. AlI is revealed. He's blind, and th us de parts to his 
own burial and bec ornes imperceptible. 

We couldn't see the man-he was gone-nowhere! 
And the king, alone, 
shielding his eyes, 
both hands spread out against his face as if-sorne 
terrible wonder flashed before his eyes and he, 
he could not bear to look. 12 

In Fight Club the secret becomes a line of flight as ProjectMayhern 
succeeds in its objective to elirninate debt. Project Mayhem insinu­
ates itself throughout society to the point that it's able to achieve 
the shift from a priori indebtedness to a priori innocence. Everyone 
now has a clean slate. Society itself can become. 

Deleuze and Guattari continue to pursue the political implica­
tions of becoming in their discussion of memory and becorning. 
They contrast memories with blocks and points with lines. Both the 
rnemory /block opposition and the point/line opposition repeat 
the oppositions that we've seen throughout A Thousand Plateaus. 
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Furthennore, the same constraints apply to these oppositions. 
The oppositions are not between things but between tendencies. 
The issue as always is a perceptual serniotics, since every "thing" 
will evince both of these tendencies. The question is always one of 
creation. How rnust we see things if we wish to create something 
new? The political aspect arises as Deleuze and Guattari utilize a 
distinction among three terms: majority, minority, and minoritar­
ian. They first introduced this distinction in "Several Postulates 
of Linguistics," and their discussion here straightforwardly paral­
lels that discussion (cf. TP 1 04ff). Both rnajority and n1Ïnority are 
mirrors of one another. Becorning lies in becorning-minoritarian, 
and it's for this reason that there can be no becoming-man. Man 
(especially European man) is the majority par excellence. Obviously, 
majority here cannot refer to numbers. European men make up 
only a tiny percentage of the world's population. This is dwarfed 
even furtherwhen we compare it to animaIs and plants for example. 
Majority, then, refers to power-not the Spinozist "power to," but 
the dorninating "power over." European rnen are the majority 
because they are politically dominant. As such, they necessarily 
create-as a corollary to their power over-a rninority that is domi­
nated. In this respect, majority and rninority are segmented terms 
of a molar politics. The minoritarian is the rnolecular becoming 
that arises between the major and the minor. It is micropolitical. 
Becornings "therefore imply two sirnultaneous movements, one 
by which a term (the subject) is withdrawn from the majority, and 
another by which a term (the mediurn or agent) rises up from the 
rninority" (TP 291). We can see this clearly in Fïght Club. As the nar­
rator of the film becomes increasingly disaffected with his job and 
the consumerist lifestyle it enables, he increasingly dissociates from 
himself. The dissociated personality that is generated by this disaf­
fection ultimately blows up the narrator's apartment so that he has 
no choice to withdraw from his privileged position. The dissociated 
personality, "Tyler Durden," lives cornpletely off-grid. He squats 
in a condemned house. He wears thriftstore clothing. He makes 
money by stealing the liposuctioned fat from clinics and tuming 
it into soap. "There is an asymmetrical and indissociable block of 
becoming, a block of alliance" (TP 291). The two Tyler Durdens, 
the major and the minor, enter into a becoming-rninoritarian. As 
the remainder of the movie rnakes clear, this is a political act, a 
micro-political act. 

Deleuze and Guattari call the alliances generated by the two 
simultaneous movements of becoming-minoritarian "blocks." We 
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have already discussed at length the way in which blocks of this type 
(such as the orchid and wasp) are rhizomatic alliances of intensity 
that overcome a perspective predicated on discrete entities. In this 
plateau, however, Deleuze and Guattari oppose these blocks to 
rnemory. "Becoming is an antimernory" (TP 294). The reason for 
this opposition is that "memories always have a reterritorializing 
function" (TP 294). That is, mernories always ensure the subordi­
nation of variables of memory to an organized forrn. As we saw in 
our discussion of the Wolf-Man, his childhood dream was made to 
conform to the Oedipal story and thus reterritorialized. Contrast 
this childhood rnemory with a childhood block indicated by the 
comrnon phrase, "1 feellike a kid again." Notice that here the issue 
is not content. There is nothing to be reterritorialized. The issue is 
a circulation of affect. Whoever "feels like a kid again" has entered 
into a combination (a block of alliance) such that a zone of indis­
cernibility is entered and the affects that circulate are the sanIe. 
Irnportantly the combination entered into here is not generated 
by mernory. This is not nostalgia or imitation. Imitating a child, or 
trying to reproduce a childhood experience is the surest way not to 
enter into a becoming-child. 

The same things that can be said of the opposition between 
memory and block can also be said of point and line. This is 
nothing other that the opposition between the discontinuous and 
the continuous. Points are discontinuous and discrete. They seek to 
trace everything onto a coordinate system. They seek to subordinate 
the èontinuous by forcing the line to trace a path from one point 
to another. Frorn the perspective of the point, everything is a set of 
points. Aline is simply a set of points marked with a beginning and 
an end. Deleuze and Guattari's project seeks to see things from a 
different perspective, the perspective of the continuous line. Aline 
has no beginning and no end. It is always in the middle. It is not 
a set of points, but a movement that predudes the punctual. The 
line is the line of flight, that which cannot be organ-ized, that which 
escapes every system. The line is the event, Nietzsche's labyrinth. It 
is also opposed to memory, which is a punctual system organized 
around the present. The line is the untimely. 

Deleuze and Guattari's discussion of the line leads ultinlately to a 
discussion of the line in music and painting. The discussion of music 
in particular points ahead to the next section, "Becoming-nlusic," as 
weIl as the next plateau, "Of the Refrain." On their reading, both 
painting and music are defined by the line. Painting deals with lines, 
but these lines are not to be confused with perspective. Perspective 
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l11ell1orializes lines, subordinates them to discrete points. We'll 
discuss this further in "The Smooth and the Striated" below. Music 
de ais with lines of sounds. Lines of sounds are not to be confused 
with rnelody. The lines run through the music at variable speeds. 
"Speeds and slownesses in je ct themselves into musical form, some­
times irnpelling it to proliferation, linear microproliferations, and 
sometimes to extinction, sonorous abolition, involution, or both at 
once" (TP 296). Deleuze and Guattari see this notion best exem­
plified in the musical concept of the refrain (ritou'melle). Though 
they will go on to complicate the concept significantly in the next 
plateau, here the refrain wanders across the rnusical form. It ignores 
the strict vertical and horizontal of the punctual systern and creates 
a diagonal that passes by these points instead of connecting them. A 
refrain is a block of sound that becomes detached from the melody 
and instead of reinforcing the melody mutates it. The refrain is a 
musicalline of flight. 

It is important, though, to distinguish between the refrain as a 
musical concept and the child's refrain. The child's refrain would 
include a whole host of repetitive sounds that children make. Freud 
made one of these famous in his discussion of "Fort-Da." There 
are others, though, such as clapping games, chants that go with 
skipping rope, and even the "nanny-nanny-boo-boo" that children 
use to taunt one another. The child's refrain is territorial, and it 
sets boundaries that are neither political nor geographical. Music 
deterritorializes the child's refrain and combines it with other corn­
ponents so that it can enter into a becoming-child. There are other 
types of refrains that music takes up. Bird song is another territorial 
refrain that music deterritorializes so that the music can enter into 
a becoming-animal. The child's (or bird's, etc.) refrain is thus the 
content of music. This does not mean, however, that it is the origin 
ofmusic. Rather, the refrain constitutes one of the variables that are 
expressed as music. 

There is thus a perceptual semiotics that allows one to see becorn­
ing instead of being, lines instead of points, blocks instead of mem­
ories. Becoming itself is already complex, found on a continuum. 
Becorning posits porous boundaries that lie between assemblages, 
haecceities. One needs to be a sorcerer not a theologian to fa ci li ta te 
these crossings. The crossings between assemblages happen at the 
molecular level, not the molar level. The entire process is rnicropo­
litical. It concerns not the great molar categories hurnan/anÎlnal, 
man/woman, adult/ child but becomings-woman, becomings-child, 
and becomings-animal. These becornings insinua te thernselves at 
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the interstices of the great lTIolar dualisms. They cultivate lines of 
flight that exceed capture bya molar poli tics. Becoming is intensive 
and continuous, not extensive and discrete. Becoming has the te rn­
porality of the event, not the temporality of the present. Becomings 
are virtuous because they increase one's capacities, exceeding 
the organic, the signifying, and the strata of subjectification in a 
becoming-imperceptible, becoming-indiscernible, and becoming­
impersonal. This is a perceptual semiotics that allows one to create 
the new. 

NOTES 

1. And that "real contradictions are just for laughs" (TP 244, translation 
altered). An editorial error rendered the French (mais que les contmdic­
tions réelles ne sont que pour TiTe) as "real contradictions are not just for 
laughs" obscuring the meaning of the passage. 

2. Kleist, Penthesilea, Scene 22. 
3. Ibid. 
4. It is important ta note that the "genetic variables" referred to in the 

schema are not the genetic variables of biology but the variables that 
constitute groups and ideas. 

5. Initial reactions were strong and often hostile. See, for example, 
Rosi Braidotti's Nomadic Subjects: Embodiment and Sexual Difference in 
Contemporœry Feminist Theory. At the same time, however, there were 
feminist theorists who saw immediate value in Deleuze and Guattari's 
work. See, for example, Elizabeth Grosz's Volatile Bodies: Toward a 
Corporeal Feminism. 

6. Von Uexküll, A Fomy in the Worlds of Animals and Humans. 
7. Leroi-Gourhan, Gesture and Speech. See particularly Chapter 2, "Brain 

and Hand," and Chapter 8, "Gesture and Program." 
8. Spinoza, Ethics, E4D8. 
9. Spinoza, Ethics, E4P38. 

10. Heidegger, "On the Origin of the Work of Art," p. 44. 
Il. Deleuze, Spinoza: Pmctical Philosophy, p. 125. 
12. Sophocles, The Three Theban Plays, p. 381. 
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1837: Of the RRfrain 

The eleventh plateau continues the discussion of the refrain with 
which Deleuze and Guattari conduded the previous plateau. vVhile 
the discussion there focused primarily on the musical deployment 
of the refrain, here they wish to pursue a generalized account of 
the refrain. "In a general sense, we call a refrain any aggregate of 
matters of expression tkat draws a territory and develops into territo­
rial motifs and landscapes (there are optical, gestural, motor, etc., 
refrains)" (TP 323, elnphasis in original). We can see already that 
the refrain is a complex of ideas, sorne of which have already been 
discussed, others of which are discussed at length here for the 
first time. PhilosophicaIly, the issue of the refrain responds to the 
longstanding problem of consistency. Deleuze and Guattari contend 
that assemblages achieve consistency through the refrain. This is 
a paradoxical daim, since as we've seen, the refrain is also "the 
most deterritorialized component, the deterritorializing vector" 
(TP 327). In the previous plateau this was called the "diagonal," 
the line that do es not connect two points but runs in the middle. 
In order to grasp the paradoxical nature of the daim here, let's 
consider Plato's theory of the forms as a solution to the problem 
of consistency. For Plato what makes aIl beautiful things consistent 
with one another is the form of the beautiful. That is, we recognize 
relative beauty because it participa tes in absolute beauty, which we 
recollect. On Plato's model, it is the relatively beautiful things that 
are mobile and changeable. Physical objects rnay lose or gain their 
degree of beauty over time. In contrast to this, the form of beauty 
is immobile and changeless. Thus, that which de termines consist­
ency determines it precisely by its immutability. Not surprisingly, 
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this is the dominant way of thinking about consistency in Western 
thought. lt is arborescent and depends on the discontinuity of that 
which makes consistent and that which is made consistent. Deleuze 
and Guattari's solution attempts to think consistency through the 
continuity of that which makes consistent and that which is made 
consistent. 

Another way we rnight think about this problem of consistency 
is by means of set theory. Set theory also seeks to consistently group 
things, but as Bertrand Russell shows set theory produces its own 
set of paradoxes. These paradoxes arise when we begin to ask ques­
tions about whether the set is a rnember of itself. In the classic case 
of the regimental barber, who shaves aIl of those who do not shave 
thernselves, it does not seem that he can consistently belong to the 
set of regimental barbers. Either he shaves hinlself and thus is not 
shaved by a regimental barber, or he is shaved by another regimen­
tal barber and thus fails in his dut Y as a reginlental barber. The 
regimental barber occupies a paradoxical position with regard to 
the set that he supposedly defines. He both belongs and do es not 
belong to it. Deleuze analyzes the status of paradoxes of this type at 
length in The Logic of Sense, where he embraced them as necessary 
for the production of meaning. In the sa me way in the context of 
A Thousand Plateaus, consistency is generated by the paradoxical 
element rather than thwarted by it. 

In order to understand how the refrain generates consistency, 
though, we need to look more closely at the concept of milieu. 
A rnilieu is not a territory, though it can become a territory if it 
achieves consistency. We already make this distinction in a certain 
sense when we distinguish between territorial and non-territorial 
animaIs. The problern is that we only define "non-territorial" nega­
tively. Milieu provides a positive term for the directionality of non­
territorial animaIs. When this directionality becomes dirnensional 
the animal is territorial. In order to illustra te this, let's look at the 
white-tailed deer. The white-tailed deer does not have a territory 
but it does have a milieu. This deer gets it name frorn that fact that 
it displays the white underside of its tail when fleeing danger. The 
deer' s milieu is constituted by the direction given by the periodic 
repetition of this component (the white tail). Deleuze and Guattari 
caU this periodic repetition "rhythm." The rhythm "codes" or gives 
shape to variables of the deer's life. "Thus the living thing has an 
exterior milieu of materials, an interior milieu of conlposing ele­
ments and composed substances, and intermediary milieu ofrnem­
bran es and limits, and an annexed milieu of energy sources and 
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action-perceptions" (TP 313). It is crucial to distinguish at this point 
between rhythm and rneter. Rhythm differs frOlTI rneter by virtue of 
the fact that rhythrn continually produces difference. In the case 
of the fleeing deer, the periodic display transports the deer from 
one milieu to another, frorn an external milieu of danger to one 
of safety. Rhythm not only codes but at the sarrle tirne transcodes, 
whereas rneter only codes. We can see the same transcoding at work 
in the wasp and the orchid example that Deleuze and Guattari 
have used throughout A Thousand Plateaus. In the terms they've 
introduced here, the wasp's milieu and the orchid's milieu are both 
transcoded by the other's. 

Milieus are not territories; they are sub-territorial. That is, rnilieus 
when territorialized become components of a territory. "There is a 
territory precisely when rrlÎlieu components cease to be directional, 
becoming dimensional instead, when they cease to be functional 
to become expressive" (TP 315). The shift from milieu to territory 
is thus marked by two shifts from direction to dimension and frorn 
function to expression. We've already discussed the way in which 
milieus are directional in the case of the white-tailed deer.vVhat 
would it rnean, though, for that directionality to becorne dimen-· 
sional? In the case of the white-tailed deer, it would me an that the 
display of the tail no longer sirnply defines a direction (away frorn 
danger), but defines a space. Furthermore, the tail becornes expres­
sive (and not merely functional) when it is no longer tied to a type 
of action (flight), but "acquires a temporal constancy and a spatial 
range that make it a territorial, or rather territorializing, mark: a 
signature" (TP 315). In the case of the white-tailed deer, then, it 
would become territorial if it showed its white tail aIl the time, not 
just in times of danger. 

The shift from milieu to territory also returns us to the issue of 
the refrain and consistency. As we saw above, issues of consistency 
are concerned with grouping disparate items in a single group. 
Not only does this generate paradoxes, but it is often the case that 
consistency is conceived in spatial terrns. Indeed, it is difficult to 
imagine a set that is not thought on the model of a container and 
its contents. Container/contents images quickly become concerned 
with a logic of interiority and exteriority. The spatial relation 
between interior and exterior results in a geographical conception 
of their relation. At the same time, the need to maintain the integ­
rity of the border between interior and exterior results in a politi­
cal conception of their relation. What sets Deleuze and Guattari's 
conception of consistency apart frorrl traditional conceptions is that 
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its articulation in terms of the refrain does not result in a spatial 
account of consistency. Furthermore, and precisely because the 
account of consistency is not spatial, territory is not thought of 
as fundarnentally geographical or political. Of course, there are 
geographical and political conceptions of territory. Deleuze and 
Guattari's point is that these conceptions presuppose the refrain 
rather than ground it. 

A brief look at Kant is instructive here, since he so clearly thinks 
consistency and territory in geographical and political terms. As 
we've already seen, Kant's account of consistency follows from his 
denial of the continuity thesis. Consistency is provided by the way 
that an ontologically discontinuous form is applied to content. 
As a result, Kant's critical work can be se en as dealing with dif­
ferent aspects of the same border dispute. The concern of the 
Critique of Pure Reason, then, is ensuring that the categories of the 
understanding remain with the bounds of possible experience. 
That Kant thinks these bounds in geographical and poli tic al terrns 
becomes explicit in the Preface to the A Edition where he likens the 
dispute to a battle between the forces of civilization and marauding 
nomads. 1 Furthermore, at the end of the Analytic, Kant farnously 
uses the image of an island surrounded by unnavigable, stormy 
seas.2 In response to the Pantheism Controversy, Kant wrote an 
essay entitled "What do es it mean to orient oneself in thinking?" In 
the Critique of Practical Reason, the issue is the practical deployment 
of reason as distinct from its theoretical deployment. In the Critique 
of judgment, Kant is concerned with the distinction between deter­
mining judgnlent and ref1ective judgrnent. FinaIly, in both "The 
Conf1ict of the Faculties" and Religion within the Boundaries of Mere 
Reason the issues of geographical and political territory are front 
and center. 

How, then, do es the refrain aIlow us to think consistency without 
resorting to a geographical and political conception of spatiality? 
Indeed, is it possible to think consistency without resorting to spati­
ality at aIl? Deleuze and Guattari respond to these questions with a 
series of vignettes at the beginning of the plateau. The first vignette 
concerns a child afraid of the dark. He sings to himself to "orient 
himselfwith his little song as best he can" (TP 311). There are two 
important points to note here. First, there is orientation, but it is 
not orientation with regard to a geographical or political boundary. 
The child does not orient himselfwith regard to a pre-existing set of 
boundaries, as in the Kantian schema. Rather the orientation takes 
place in spi te of the boundless chaos that encroaches frorn every 
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direction and threatens to envelop him. Second, the orientation is 
sonorous not spatial. Lines are not drawn, there is only a rhythm 
that creates a "calming and stabilizing ... center in the heart of 
chaos" (TP 311). This rhythrn creates what above we referred to as 
a milieu. It has direction but not dimension. 

The second vignette finds us at home. Horne is not rnerely the 
"mornentary determination of a center" but the organization of a 
space. Here we lllove frorn milieu to territory, frorn direction to 
dirnension. Even at this point, though, Deleuze and Guattari con­
tinue to emphasize the sonorous component to this organization. A 
home is not primarily defined by its material components. That is, 
the waIls of a house do not make it consistent. Rather, sound pro­
vides sorne of the consistency. There is a set of sounds that combine 
to give a home consistency. Sounds of cooking, talking, singing, 
YouTube videos playing on the computer, Lego bricks clicking 
and being shuffled. Furthermore, the horne feels violated when ifs 
invaded by sounds from the neighborhood, car alarms, the thump­
ing bass from passing cars, neighbors getting increasingly loud as 
they drink on a sunny afternoon. 

The forces of chaos are kept outside as much as possible, and the inte­
rior space protects the germinal forces of a task ta fulfill or a deed ta 
do. This involves an activity of selection, elimination and extraction, in 
arder ta prevent the interiOl' forces of the earth from being submerged, 
ta enable them ta resist, or even ta take something from chaos across 
the filter or sieve of the space that has been drawn. (TP 311) 

Going home is the territorialization of the stable center created by 
rhythm. The stable center is given dimension and consistency at 
home. Horne is both an extraction from chaos and the preserva­
tion ofwhat is extracted. In addition to caIling this organized space 
a "territory" Deleuze and Guattari also refer to it as "earth" or the 
"natal. " 

The third vignette concerns leaving home. The territory opens 
on to something new. Children grow up; they leave home. They 
take with them sorne of the sounds of home, but these sounds 
combine with new sounds. These new combinations create new 
rhythms, and new milieus are formed, which may become new ter­
ritories. "One ventures from home on the thread of a tune. Along 
sonorous, gestural, motor lines that mark the custornary pa th of a 
child and graft themselves onto or begin to bud 'lines of drift' with 
difIerent loops, knots, speeds, movernents, gestures, and sonorities" 
(TP 311-12). At this point the process begins aIl over again . Or, 
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rather, the process is continuous. Rhythm protects from chaos, a 
circle selects sorne aspects to create a territory. The territory opens 
on to the new, the future, what Deleuze and Guattari here caIl the 
"cosmic." 

These three vignettes correspond to the three aspects of 
the refrain. The refrain is a territorial assemblage that is found at 
the intersection of chaotic, terrestrial, and coslnic forces. It is tempt­
ing to think, especiaIly given the way that the vignettes are laid out, 
that the aspects of the refrain are moments in a progressive devel­
oprnent. Deleuze and Guattari are explicit, though, that aIl three 
aspects are part of the refrain and usuaIly appear simultaneously 
rather than successively. This idea becomes clearer if we think of 
this in relation to what we've already seen in A Thousand Plateaus. 
As we saw in "Geology of MoraIs" strata always have two sides or two 
tendencies. One side faces the plane of consistency and the other 
side faces the plane of organization. Or, aIl strata have a molecular 
and a molar side. That is, a side open to both intensity and extensity. 
The refrain has these tendencies as weIl. It is extracted out of chaos, 
but it simultaneously faces the territorial and extensive forces of 
earth and the deterritorializing and intensive forces of the cosmos. 
We can even understand the refrain within the basic frarnework 
of this book. A refrain, as an assemblage, will have two opposed 
tendencies, one toward stasis and one toward change. Earth and 
cosmos play the role of these two poles with regard to the refrain. A 
refrain, in these terms, is then a consistent (rhythmic) selection of 
chaosthat tends toward both stability and the new (see Chart 7b). 
The consistency generated by the refrain, however, clearly does not 

Chart 7b 
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presuppose a political or geographical conception of boundary. 
There's no sense that the territory marked by the refrain is either 
permanent or needs to be permanent. There's also no sense that 
the territory is herrnetically sealed. AlI of the territories are laid out 
on a plane of consistency. Different terri tories might be organized 
around different refrains, but these difIerent terri tories do not 
differ ontologically but sonorously, gesturalIy, according to difIer­
ing speeds. Territories are open to one another not closed off from 
one another. 

Deleuze and Guattari's discussion of the refrain thus identifies 
three components of any assernblage. Later, as we'll see, 1 think 
there's a fourth aspect to refrains that takes it beyond assernblages. 
This is the cosmic cornponent, which 1 calI "extra-assernblage." 
The first is the infra-assernblage, which is sub-territorial, the com­
ponents that go to make up an assernblage or territory. In this 
plateau, Deleuze and Guattari articula te the infra-assemblage in 
terms of rhythm and luilieu. The deer's flight, which we discussed 
above, is an action that moves the deer from one milieu to another. 
In this case the deer moves from a milieu of watchful grazing (no 
white tail) , through a milieu of fear (white tail) , to a milieu of safety 
(no white tail). The passage through these milieus is a rhythm, in 
this case the rhythrn of the white tail being shown and concealed. 
"Rhythm is located between milieus" (TP 313). There is no meter 
or cadence to the rhythrn of the tail. It does not repeat predictably. 
Rhythrn is an event, a haecceity, singular points at which direction 
changes. 

The second component of the refrain is the infra-assemblage. 
Here we move to the territory proper. "The territory is in fact an act 
that affects milieus and rhythnls, that 'territorializes' them. The ter­
ritory is the product of a territorialization of milieus and rhythms" 
(TP 314). Deleuze and Guattari illustrate the difference between 
the milieu and the territory by looking at the difference between 
territorial and non-territorial animaIs. They reject theories in which 
the territory is primary and say, rather, that "territorialization is an 
act of rhythm that has become expressive, or of milieu cornponents 
that have become qualitative" (TP 315). In non-territorial animaIs 
rhythms are functional not expressive. As we've se en in the example 
of the white-tailed deer, the white tail is functional. The display of 
the white tail only occurs to fuI fi Il a specific function, such as alarm. 
A rhythrn "beconles expressive ... when it acquires temporal con­
stancy and a spatial range that makes it a territorial, or rather ter­
ritorializing, mark: a signature" (TP 315). The territorializing mark 
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can be sonorous, as in the case of bird song. It can be visual, as in 
the case of distinct markings on display aIl the time. The territorial­
izing mark can even be olfactory, as in the case of specially scented 
urine and feces. The territorialization of rhythrns and milieus 
converts them into expressive components of the territory. It is, of 
course, not the case that in this shift from function to expression 
the functional aspect is eliIninated. The functional role remains; it 
is, however, subordinated to the territory. 

Because territories form as a selection of the forces of chaos and 
at the sanIe time as a way ofkeeping those forces at bay, they produce 
a relation between an interior and an exterior. This is not a politi­
cally or geographicaIly deterrnined interior and exterior. As we've 
already seen, the relation is the result of a becorning-expressive of 
rhythnl. "In effect, expressive qualities or matters of expression enter shift­
ing relations with one another that 'express' the relation of the territory they 
draw to the interior milieu of impulses and exterior milieu of circumstances" 
(TP 317, emphasis in original). The interactions arnong internaI 
milieus within a territory constitute what Deleuze and Guattari call 
"territoriallTIotifs." The relations that these internaI milieus enter 
into with regard to external circurnstances they calI "territorial 
counterpoints." Territorial motifs and counterpoints generate two 
aspects of a territory. A territory is, on the one hand, the minimum 
"critical distance between two beings of the same species" (TP 319). 
This critical distance is expressed through marking(s). That is, the 
territory is an expression of marks, whether these marks take the 
form of particular colors on a male bird, or urine at strategic points 
throughout the territory. At the same time, and on the other hand, 
a territory is also "the coexistence of a maximunl number of differ­
ent species in the same milieu" (TP 320). This maxinlum difIeren­
tiation is achieved through specialization. A bear and a bird may 
share the same milieu because in their markings they constitute 
very different territories. The bird' s territory is rnarked sonorously, 
while the bear's territory is marked through scent and scratching 
tree trunks. 

In addition to the two aspects of a territory, the minimum dis­
tance and maximum diversity that foIlow from territorial nlotifs 
and counterpoints, territory has two effects: "a reorganization of 
functions and a regrouPing of forces" (TP 320, emphasis in original). 
"Reorganization of functions" is another way of talking about 
functions becoming expressive. VVhat Deleuze and Guattari are 
highlighting here is the way in which the becoming expressive of 
functions do es not mean that they cease to be functions, rather that 
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these functions are gathered (achieve consistency) snch that they 
territorialize. As an example, we can foUow Deleuze and Guattari 
in their discussion of specialized or profession al refrains. A rnarket 
is a milieu that is territorialized by profession al refrains. Each seller 
shouts out what he or she is seUing. These refrains mark a terri­
tory sonorously. These sonorous marks produce the two aspects 
of territory that we just discussed. The territory is defined by the 
minimum distance from rivaIs and the maxirnum diversity of profes­
sionals at the sarne time. The functions of the professionals are thus 
terri torially reorganized. 

The "regrouping of forces" "relates not to occupations but to 
rites and religions" (TP 321). What Deleuze and Guattari have in 
mind here takes us back to the second vignette. Home not only 
reorganizes functions (cooking in the kitchen, sleeping in the 
bedroom), but it also regroups forces. Horne selects sorne forces 
out of chaos, bundles them together, and at the same time protects 
thelTI from chaos. Home creates a division between the interiority 
of the hearth and the exteriority of the elements. Is it any wonder 
that we find religion ensconced in the home? Of course, we don't 
only find religion in the home (and here Deleuze and Gnattari 
verge on a general theory of religion) .We find religion wherever 
"the territory groups aIl the forces of the different milieus together 
in a single sheaf constituted by the forces of the earth" (TP 321). 
Religion presupposes and ritualizes the "intense center" found 
at the heart of every territory. A ritual is nothing other than an 
atternpt to channel forces. "There is always a place, a tree or grove, 
in the territory where aIl the forces come together in a hand-to­
hand combat of energies. The earth is this close embrace" (TP 321). 
Furthermore, since this regrouping of forces is nothing other than 
a selection of forces from chaos, the intense center is paradoxically 
inside and outside the territory. It is inside the territory insofar as it 
is the consistency of these various forces. It is outside the territory 
insofar as it is the boundary between the interior and the exterior, 
between home and chaos. 

The territorializing mark thus produces consistency in four 
simultaneous ways: 1) it develops motifs (rhythmic faces); 2) it 
develops counterpoints (melodic landscapes); 3) it reorganizes 
functions; and 4) it regroups forces. Chart 8 shows how we rnight 
schematize the relation. If we return to the example of seIlers in a 
market we can see aU of these at work at once. A seller marks himself 
through his clothes, voice, and wares as a silversmith. His voice 
expands to constitute his territory. His caIls are a rhythm. Setting 
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up and taking down his shop is a rhythm. The work he performs 
is a rhythm. A rival silversmith is greeted with an even louder caH. 
The rival silversmith is a counterpoint to the rhythm. The rival sil­
versrnith is external to the silversmith's territory. This externality in 
relation to the silversmith's rhythrn forms a melody, a landscape of 
expanding and contracting tenitories as the silversrnith confronts 
his rival. At the same time, the silversmith will welcome the tailor or 
the grocer. Their territories overlap and constitute the territory of 
the market, which has its own motifs and counterpoints. As we've 
already seen, the silversmith has reorganized his functions so that 
they are expressive. He is "the" silversrnith. The silversmith gathers 
and groups forces of fire, metal, and dexterity in order to create 
his wares. This is his earth, the forces he extracts from and protects 
from chaos. Regrouping these forces is accompanied with ritual. 
When must the fire for the crucible be lit? How hot must it be? How 
does one know when it' s hot enough? How does one know when the 
metal is pure enough to work? How long must the metal cool before 
it can be worked? These questions are aH answered through ritual. 
He also groups these forces such that their product can be sold. The 
rnarket itself is a regrouping of forces, in this case economic forces. 
The analysis here is scalable, but we'H wait until the next plateau to 
discuss how the state fits in here. 

At this point Deleuze and Guattari return to the issue of coding. 
As we saw in both the "Geology of Marals" and "Postulates of 
Linguistics," coding is a way of talking about the fonnal aspect of a 
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straturn (or "consistency" in the language ofthis plateau). Of course 
a stratlUTI is always double-articulated into content and expression, 
which are themselves in variable relation with one another. If we 
look again at the chart from the previous plateaus we see that the 
processes of territorialization and coding are separated along the 
substance/form axis (see Ch art 9). We can use this distinction to 
think about two separa te issues: speciation and the innate/acquired 
dichotorny that usually informs behavioral discourses. One of the 
ways that speciation occurs is through reproductive isolation. That 
is, part of a species' territory gets divided such that contact between 
two groups is diminished or prevented. In such a scenario a new 
species might develop. Notice, though, that speciation by reproduc­
tive isolation is a function of territorialization (as opposed to muta­
tion, which would be a function of decoding). 

Territorialization is precisely such a factor that lodges on the margins 
of the code of a single species and gives the separate representatives of 
that species the possibility of differentiating. It is because there is a dis­
junction between the territory and the code that the territory can indi­
rectly induce new species. Wherever territoriality appears, it establishes 
an intraspecific critical distance between members of the same species; it 
is by virtue of its own disjunction in relation to specific differences that it 
becomes an oblique, indirect means of differentiation. (TP 322) 

Territory and code are thus found on the rnargins of each other. 
In the case of territorial species one of the ways that they're coded 
is genetically. That is, DNA is one of the milieus that is gathered 
in a territory. At the same time, the functions of those various 
rnilieus (e.g., hunting, mating, sound, and color) become expres­
sive, which creates the minirnum critical distance between same-sex 
mernbers of the same species. ln this intraspecies distance (rhythrn 
and lTlelody) arises the possibility of change. "It is less a question of 
evolution than of passage, bridges and tunnels" (TP 322). 
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Within this context we can also see how the innate/acquired 
dichotorny can be recast in terms of code and territory. Frolu 
Deleuze and Guattari's perspective, asking what is "innate" already 
presupposes too much. In particular, it presupposes an answer to 
the question of consistency, an arborescent answer. The innate/ 
acquired dichotomy presupposes a rigid boundary between an 
organism and its environment, rather than supposing that an 
organism is a "selection of the exterior" and that the environment is 
a "proj ection of the in terior."3 The coding of a rnilieu (the inna te) is 
inseparable from a movement of decoding,just as territorialization 
(the acquired) is inseparable from a movement of deterritorializa­
tion. Milieus pass into territories through decoding, and territories 
pass into other territories (or as we'll see, beyond them). 

The infra-assemblage thus concerns rnilieus as components 
of a terri tory, functional rhythms. The infra-assernblage gathers 
these components as a consistent aggregate. Here the functional 
rhythms become expressive in two ways as motifs and counter­
points. Furtherrnore, with regard to forces an assernblage regroups 
and reorganizes them. Assemblages, however, are not found in a 
vacuum. They are always in relation to other assemblages. This is 
the level of the inter-assemblage. Of course, aIl of these levels are 
operative at once. Indeed, as we've seen, ifs impossible to talk about 
one level without talking about the others. These inter-assemblage 
relations rnay be either intraspecies or interspecies. An example of 
an intraspecies inter-assernblage is courtship. A male stagernaker 
bird (Scenopoeetes dentirostris) attracts a mate by cutting leaves with 
its toothed beak and displaying the pale underside of the leaves on 
the ground. Through the rhythm and melody of the leaf-cutting the 
male bird establishes a new territory adjacent to the old territory 
and at the same time induces a fernale bird to join him. Both the 
male and the female pass from one assemblage to another, from 
unattached birds to mated pair. Inter-assemblage relations can also 
ITIOVe between species. The clearest example of this is parasitisrn, as 
when a cowbird lays its eggs in the nest of a mockingbird. 

For Deleuze and Guattari the key to inter-assemblage relations is 
what they calI a "machine." "A machine is like a set of cutting edges 
that insert thernselves into the assemblage undergoing de territorial­
ization, in order to draw the variations and mutations [pour en tracer 
les variations et mutations]" (TP 333, translation altered). A machine 
th us opens up an assemblage to other assemblages. The leaves of 
the stagemaker bird are th us a courtship machine that opens on to 
a mating assemblage. The cowbird's egg in the rnockingbird's nest 
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is a n1achine that opens the mockingbird mating assemblage onto 
a new interspecies assernblage. Food is a machine that allows bac­
teria to colonize the human gut and thus create a new interspecies 
assemblage. 

It is also possible for a machine to open "beyond aIl assem­
blages" to the absolutely deterritorialized, the Cosrnos. This is the 
fourth aspect of the refrain. Whereas infra- and inter-assenlblage 
deterritorializations are relative deterritorializations (that is, they 
are immediately reterritorialized), cosmic deterritorializations are 
extra-assemblage deterritorializations (that is, they are not reter­
ritorialized). With this possibility in mind we can understand the 
opening vignettes in their full complexity. The child's song in 
the first vignette is the move from chaos to milieu. The second 
vignette is the move from milieu to territory that establishes an 
intense center that is both a selection and protection from chaos. 
The intense center of home, earth, the natal forms both the inte­
rior and the exterior of the territory. It is the deterritorializing 
edge. The deterritorializing edge is the opening that concerns 
the third vignette. As we've just seen, though, the opening is very 
complex. On the one hand, the opening makes two kinds of rela­
tive deterritorializa tions possible (infra- and in ter-assemblage). On 
the other hand, the opening also makes absolute deterritorializa­
tion possible, a cosrnic deterritorialization (extra-assemblage). As 
always, though, there is no guarantee that a deterritorialization 
will produce the new. It is always possible that "instead of opening 
up the deterritorialized assemblage onto something else, it rnay 
produce an effect of closure, as if the aggregate had fallen into 
and continues to spin in a kind of black hole. This is what happens 
un der conditions of precocious or extremely sudden deterritoriali­
zation ... " (TP 333-4). As Deleuze and Guattari have continually 
reiterated, deterritorialization is never risk free. SuicidaI collapse is 
always a possibility. 

The three vignettes are aIl aspects of the refrain. Thus, the inter­
relation between chaos, earth, and cosmos allows Deleuze and 
Guattari to classify refrains in four ways: 

1) territorial refrains that seek, mark, assemble a territory; 2) territo­
rialized function refrains that assume a special function in the assem­
blage ... ; 3) the same, when they mark new assemblages, pass into new 
assemblages by means of deterritorialization-reterritorialization ... ; 4) 
refrains that collect or gather forces ... sometimes bring on a move-
ment of absolute deterritorialization ... They cease to be terres trial 
becoming cosmic ... (TP 326-7) 
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We've already seen this distinction between relative and absolute 
deterritorialization in "Several Regirnes of Signs," where the issue 
was the formation of a subjectivity that escaped the despotic for­
mation. What Deleuze and Guattari add to the discussion here 
is an explicit application of these ideas to the biological stratum, 
particularly birds. More importan tly, though, they show how this 
account solves the problem of consistency in a seemingly unlikely 
way. What could be more transient, more inconsistent, than a child 
singing in the dark? Yet, Deleuze and Guattari argue that already at 
this point we have the rhythmic interplay between chaos and order 
out of which consistency rnight grow. They note that this is where 
ancient cosrnogonies begin, as weIl. But, this is a very different view 
of consistency, a rhizomatic view of consistency, rather than an 
arborescent view of consistency. Consistency does not pre-exist any 
more than territories pre-exist. Consistency is also not dependent 
on presupposing a theory ofnatural kinds, which proposes to "carve 
nature at the joints." Consistency is the result of territorialization. It 
is not imposed externally as a conceptual scheme; it is the result of 
the self-organization of assemblages. Consistency is "the becoming­
expressive of rhythm" (TP 316). 

The rhizomatic view of consistency has several implications. The 
first is non-linearity. If consistency is not imposed arborescently, 
then consistency do es not have a discontinuous origin. "There is no 
beginning from which a linear sequence would derive, but rather 
densifications, intensifications, reinforcements, injections, shower­
ings, like so many intercalary events" (TP 328). A machine (a leaf) 
is inserted (in tercalary even t) in to an assemblage (a bird species), 
which opens the assemblage onto a new assemblage (courtship 
pair). The consistency achieved here is the consolidation of a great 
range of heterogeneous elements. It is also fragile and subject to 
mutation, a rhizome not a tree. The second implication of the rhi­
zomatic view of consistency is that "there must be an arrangement 
of intervals, a distribution of inequalities, su ch that it is sometimes 
necessary to make a hole in order to consolidate" (TP 328). In 
order to think about this implication we can return to our previ­
ous discussion of intensities, particularly the egg. The egg white is 
composed of different zones of intensity, protein gradients that, 
under the right conditions, will convert to the discrete extensities of 
various body parts. In its intensive fonn, though, the egg is nothing 
other than a "distribution of inequalities" in this case of proteins. 
The third implication of the rhizornatic view of consistency is "a 
superposition of disparate rhythms, an articulation frorrl within of 
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an interrhythluicity, with no imposition of meter or cadence" (TP 
328-9). Think again, here, of the second vignette, home. HOlne is 
no longer a single song that holds chaos at bay; it is the overlapping 
of numerous different rhythms, singing, television, cooking, home­
work, etc. None of these rhythms conform to a cadence, though. 
They expand and contract throughout the day, and yet there is a 
consistency to these rhythms. They are consolidated as a single ter­
ritory, but this territory has nothing to do with externally imposed 
form. This is the consistency of hylozoism not hylomorphism, a 
rhizomatic not an arborescent consistency. 

Of course, this is not the first time we have seen the term "consist­
ency." Prior to this plateau, though, it was always used in the phrase 
"plane of consistency." In our previous discussions we saw that the 
plane of consistency was opposed to the plane of organization, an 
opposition that paralleled the opposition between rhizome and 
tree. Furthermore, we saw that this opposition was an epistemologi­
cal rather than an ontological distinction. That is, the two planes 
were tendencies toward which any assemblage might tend, the 
tendencies toward stasis and change. What Deleuze and Guattari 
propose in the wake of these two tendencies is a "perceptual sen1Îot­
ics" in which we rethink "things" in terms of the tendency toward 
change. Such a perceptual semiotics does not eliminate the ten­
dency toward stasis but makes it a cornplex and temporary effect of 
the tendency toward change. There is no ontologically discontinu­
ous form that might guarantee stasis. There is only the continuaI 
outworking of becoming itself. In this plateau the outworking of 
becoming has been articulated in the sonorous terms of the refrain, 
not because consistency is always sonorous, but because beginning 
with rhythm (as the coding of chaos), moving toward the gathering 
of rhythm around an intense center (territorializationj earth), and 
perhaps moving beyond the intense center on a new rhythm (abso­
lute deterritorializationj cosmos), allows Deleuze and Guattari to 
think consistency independently of politics and geography and 
commensurate with the creation of the new. Their use of "consist­
ency" in this plateau, then, is entirely in keeping with their use of 
"plane of consistency." They make this explicit when they refer to 
the "plane of consistency" in this plateau. 

Thus it is not surprising that the distinction we were seeking was not 
between assemblages and something else but between two limits of an.y possible 
assemblage, in other words between the system of strata and the plane of 
consistency. We should not forget that the strata rigidify and are organ­
ized on the plane of consistency, and that the plane of consistency is at 
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work and is constructed in the str'ata, in both cases piece by piece, blow 
by blow, operation byoperation. (TP 337, emphasis added) 

This is perhaps the most succinct statement in A Thousand Plateaus 
of the basic thesis of this guide. Deleuze and Guattari do not see 
their task as one of sorting assemblages into "good" rhizornatic 
assemblages and "bad" arborescent assemblages. Rhizome and tree, 
consistency and organization, change and stasis-all of these oppo­
sitions are the two opposed limits of any assemblage. Perceptual 
semiotics consists in seeing the ways in which different assemblages 
construct and map out this opposition. 

MUSIC AND THE REFRAIN 

In the previous plateau Deleuze and Guattari broached the notion 
of rnusicality in relation to the refrain. For the most part their dis­
cussion of musicality in this plateau has been focused on birdsong. 
There are occasional references to music, but they do not tum to 
fully orchestral music until near the end of the plateau. For con­
venience sake they divide the history of Western music into three 
basic stages-classical, romantic, and modem-and argue that 
these three stages (while not discrete) can be characterized by their 
respective relations to milieus, territory, and cosmos. 

To put the stages in the terms we have been just discussing, the 
classical period is characterized by the coding and stratification 
of milieus. Beneath the formaI constraints of the classical period, 
though, lies an engagement with chaos. "What the artist confronts 
in this way is chaos, the forces of chaos, the forces of a raw and 
untamed matter upon which FOIms must be irnposed to make sub­
stances, and Codes in order to make milieus" (TP 338). Even at this 
level of complexity and accomplishment, classicism is the attempt 
to stabilize chaos for a brief moment. It is the child' s refrain. 

Romanticism in contrast to classicism is characterized by the 
process of territorialization. Its focus is the earth, home, even if 
home is inaccessible in the misty past or yet to be achieved in a 
utopian future. The artist is no longer charged with wresting order 
from chaos, a divine charge. Rather, the artist has the heroic charge 
to found, even in defiance of God. Faust and Prornetheus come 
to mind. Deleuze and Guattari even mention here the relation 
between Protestantism and Catholicism. Protestantism is the found­
ing of a territory in opposition to the milieus of Catholicisrn. In this 
context, Luther's "Here I stand" at the Diet of Worrns becomes a 
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heroie founding gesture. 4 Romanticism thus finds its foeus in the 
heroic individual and his or her relation to a territory, but as a result 
"what [German] rornanticisrn lacks most is a people" (TP 340). 
MusicalIy, then, this generates a conflict between the singular voice 
of the hero and the instrumentation of the earth. But, German 
romanticism is not the only form that rornanticisln takes. In other 
forms (Slavic and Latin), "everything is put in terms of the theme of 
a people and the forces of a people" (TP 338). MusicalIy, this gener­
ates the conflict between the earth and the people, and depending 
on one's focus results in differing conceptions of orchestration. 
Deleuze and Guattari have Wagner (forces of earth) and Verdi 
(forces of a people) in rnind here as examples of this opposition, 
but they also acknowledge that sorne composers, such as Berlioz, 
manage "to pass from one pole to another in [their] orchestration" 
(TP 342). 

Modernisrn in contrast to both classicism and romanticism is 
characterized by an opening "onto the forces of the Cosmos" (TP 
342). Deleuze and Guattari explain that the issue here is technique, 
not a graduaI unfolding and progression, as in Hegel' s concep­
tion of absolute spirit. The technique of classicism is one of coding 
milieus. As such, this technique establishes a form/ substance rela­
tion. This is the stratification of chaos in milieus. The technique of 
romanticism establishes a "continuous development of form and 
the continuous variation of matter" (TP 342). This is territorializa­
tion of milieus and the establishment of the earth as intense center. 
Modernisrn's technique "is now a direct relation material1orces. A 
material is molecularized matter, which must accordingly 'harness' 
forces: these forces are necessarily forces of the Cosrnos" (TP 342). 
The movement that Deleuze and Guattari are trying to capture 
here is the movement from the molar to the molecular, from the 
extensive to the intensive, the rnovement of absolute deterritoriali­
zation, where "the essential thing is no longer forms and matters, or 
themes, but forces, densities, intensities" (TP 343). In painting this 
means rendering nonvisual forces visible. In music it Ineans making 
nonsonorous forces sonorous. In philosophy it means elaborat ... 
ing "a rnaterial of thought in order to capture forces that are not 
thinkable in themselves" (TP 342). AlI of these are examples of the 
cosmic refrain. 

Let's look briefly, then, at what Deleuze and Guattari identify 
as a cosrnic refrain in philosophy, Nietzsche's "eternal return." 
They calI it "a Httle ditty, a refrain, but [one] which captures the 
rnute unthinkable forces of the Cosrnos" (TP 342). The eternal 
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return appears first in Nietzsche's The Gay Science and th en in Inus 
Spoke Zarathustra, which was composed around the same time. In 
The Gay Science the idea of the eternal return is posed as a thought 
experiment. The purpose of the thought experiment functions 
analogously to Kant's categorical imperative. That is, both are 
tests. What they are testing, though, is radically different. vVhereas 
Kant's test is a way of seeing whether or not one's will is in con­
formity with reason, Nietzsche's test is a way of seeing whether or 
not one affirms life. Nietzsche's test works this way: Irnagine that 
a demon cornes to you and says that you will live this life over and 
over again in exactly the sa me way with no changes. Would you 
consider this a curse or a blessing? It is only insofar as you would 
consider this a blessing that you would affirm life. Before we look 
at this as a cosrnic refrain, let' s think about it as simply a refrain. 
As we've seen, the refrain is a way of accounting for consistency. In 
what way might we think of the eternal return as providing consist­
ency? To begin with, the idea of the eternal return is ref1ective, it 
forces one to gather one's life together as a whole and ask if one 
has any regrets. Second, the whole that' s gathered is a heterogene­
ous whole, warts and all. The test of the eternal return is not to see 
one's life as an unbroken string of unalloyed goods. The test is to 
gather the mundane and the sublime, the noble and the ignoble, 
to see if one can affirm all of this unreservedly. The willingness 
to live the exact same life repeatedly, eternally is the seal of one's 
affirmation. It confirms that life as such is a blessing, not simply the 
parts that seem the most beneficial. Third, there is a rhythm to this 
refrain that is not a cadence. Nietzsche begins the discussion this 
way, "What if sorne day or night a demon were to steal after you 
in your loneliest loneliness ... "5 The demon arrives unannounced 
and unlooked for. It arrives not regularly, but in concert with one's 
affective states. There is a rhythm here, an affective cycle, but 
there's no regularity to it. 

Even if we grant that the eternal return is a refrain, though, in 
what sense is it a cosmic refrain? How does it "capture forces that 
are not thinkable in thernselves"? How does it go beyond milieu 
and territory iuto absolute deterritorialization? The eternal return 
tries to think life as such. That is, life as a deterritorialized f1ow. The 
demon's description of what returns is a heterogeneous consist­
ency: "pain ... joy ... this spider ... this moonlight between the 
trees."6 What we have here is a direct relation between material 
and forces that goes beyond the form-substance relations of milieu 
and the continuous variations of territory. Another way we might 
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see the absolutely deterritorialized nature of this refrain is to note 
that it speaks exclusively in terms of non-subjective affects. It speaks 
not only in ternIS of thoughts and sighs, but also of spiders and 
moonlight. According to the demon one is a "speck of dust" in an 
"eternal hourglass." The sand f1ows, life f1ows. The refrain of the 
eternal return puts us in contact with an outside, the destratified, 
deterritorialized CosInos that is molecularized life. 

By way of conclusion Deleuze and Guattari introduce one last 
irnage to help us think about the refrain and the problem of con­
sistency: the glass harrnonica. A glass harmonica is a rotating set of 
nested glasses that produce different tones when touched by rnois­
tened fingers. It creates an ethereal, otherworldly sound that was 
rurnored to make people go mad. No doubt Deleuze and Guattari 
want to suggest an of these facets given their view of madness. They 
write: 

So just what is a refrain? Glass harmonica: the refrain is a prism, a crystal 
of space-time. It acts upon that which surrounds it, sound or light, 
extracting from it various vibrations, or decompositions, projections, 
or transformations. The refrain also has a catalytic function: not only 
to increase the speed of the exchanges and reactions in that which 
surrounds it, but also to assure indirect interactions between elements 
devoid of so-called natural affinity, and thereby to form organized 
masses. (TP 348, emphasis in original) 

Notice that Deleuze and Guattari also playon the visual aspects of 
the glass harmonica. Not only does it produce sound, but it also 
refracts light. The refrain, then, produces the consistency of hetero­
geneous elements (glass, finger, water, sound). As we've seen, there 
are different refrains (milieu, terrestrial, and cosmic), and each 
produces a different kind of consistency. 

Furthermore, what has rernained irnplicit throughout this 
plateau but is made explicit here is the relation between the refrain 
and time. Time itself is a rhythm, but not a cadence. But, the tirne 
of a deer f1eeing a predator is very different frorn the time of a revo­
lution, and these times are different from the tirne of the eternal 
return. Deleuze and Guattari say it as directly and plainly as pos­
sible: "the refrain fabricates time ... Time is not an a priori form; 
rather, the refrain is the a priori form of tirne, which in each case 
fabricates different times" (TP 349). Not only have they managed 
to rethink consistency without resorting to politics or geography, 
they also rethink tirne without making it the ground of being, as 
in Heidegger, or without reproducing the antinorny of space and 
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tirne. It aIl begins sünply enough, a child singing in the dark. This is 
just enough rhythm to hold back chaos for a little while. 

NOTES 

1. Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, Aix. 
2. Ibid., A235/B294. 
3. Deleuze, Spinoza's Practical Philosophy, p. 125. 
4. There is sorne debate about whether Luther actually said these words. 

The very fact, though, that they are so widely attributed to Luther, and 
are emblematic of his defiance of the Catholic authority, suggests that 
if Luther did not see himself as a roman tic her'O, he was subsequently 
made into one. 

5. Nietzsche, The Gay Science, §342. 
6. Ibid. 

190 



12 

1227: Treatise on Nomadology­

The 'War Machine 

In 1972 a few rnonths aiter the publication of Anti-Oedipus and 
eight years before the publication of A Thousand Plateaus, Guattari 
writes, "Gilles is working like a luadman on his nornads."l The two 
implications here are that Deleuze and Guattari began working on 
the sequel to Anti-Oedipus imrnediately after its completion, and that 
Deleuze's starting point for that se quel was the war machine. Within 
this context it's dear that the concerns of Anti-Oedipus, particularly 
the state and capitalism, are taken up from a new perspective, the 
perspective of the outside. To be precise, the "Nomadology" takes 
up the perspective of the outside of the state, and the next plateau, 
"Apparatus of Capture," takes up the perspective of the outside of 
capitalism. As we've seen since the beginning of this guide, though, 
caution is needed to avoid turning Deleuze and Guattari's daims 
about the war machine into moral dairns. It is not the case that polit­
ically there are two kinds of objects, states and war machines, and 
that states are "bad" and war machines are "good." No, the opposi­
tion here, as with aIl of the oppositions in A Thousand Plateaus, is the 
opposition between the two tendencies found in any assemblage. Of 
course, states and war machines have more or less dear historical 
exemplars that allow Deleuze and Guattari to darify the nature of 
this opposition and to explicate these tendencies, but the purpose 
of the plateau is not to offer a field guide that would allow us to das­
sify sorne things as states and others as war machines. There are only 
assemblages that combine these tendencies in a particular ratio. 

The plateau itself is structured differently from the other pla­
teaus. Surprisingly, it is organized around a series ofaxioms, prob­
lerns, and propositions. There are three axioms, three problems, 
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and nine propositions. Propositions ten through fourteen are taken 
up in "Apparatus of Capture" but refer to the state not the war 
machine. The structure is surprising because it seems at odds with 
the critique of "royal science" that occurs here and elsewhere in the 
book. Perhaps it is a tribute to the structure of Spinoza's Ethics. Or, 
perhaps it is a playon their analysis of capitalism in Anti-Oedipus, 
where Deleuze and Guattari argue that while state forms operate on 
the discontinuous relation between alliance and filiation, capital­
ism collapses alliance and filiation and functions according to an 
axiomatic. At the end of "Apparatus of Capture" they write: "the 
deepest law of capitalism: it continually sets and then repels its own 
limits, but in so doing gives rise to nurnerous flows in aIl directions 
that escape its axiomatic" (TP 472). The war machine is one way of 
talking about the flows that escape the capitalist axiornatic, but what 
are the deepest laws of the war machine? How do they escape the 
capitalist axiomatic? In order to answer these questions, we'Il first 
need to articulate the war machine's externality. 

THE EXIEKNALITY OF THE WAR MAGEINE 

The first axiorn of the Nornadology is that the "war machine is exte­
rior to the state apparatus" (TP 351). If the war machine is exterior 
to the state, what is the state? In order to answer this question, 
Deleuze and Guattari use a wide range of illustrations and draw 
on their previous analyses, particularly the "Geology of MoraIs." 
The state is a stratification. As such, it is articulated into content 
and expression. They refer to Georges Dumézil's work in lndo­
European mythology to show that this double articulation manifests 
itself in the two heads of sovereignty: "the magician-king and the 
jurist-priest ... They are the principal elements of aState apparatus 
that proceeds by a One-Two, distributes binary distinctions, and 
forms a milieu of interiority. lt is a double articulation that makes 
the State apparatus into a stratum" (TP 351, emphasis in original). 
That is, the stratum of the state maintains its unity by dividing its 
order, keeping power between two heads. These two heads are the 
keepers of stasis. They promulgate the laws that ensure the srnooth 
functioning of the state. Durnézil's chief example here is the way 
in which this order-keeping is divided between Mitra and Varuna 
in lndo-European mythology.2 FoIlowing Dumézil, Deleuze and 
Guattari argue that sovereignty does not include war. The power to 
make war lies outside the interiority established by this sovereignty. 
The exteriority of the power of war is expressed mythologicaIly in 
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the powers of a different god, in this case Indra. While there lnay be 
temporary conflicts between Mitra and Varuna, the defining con­
Hict of this mythology is the conflict between Indra, the god of war, 
and the two-headed god of sovereignty. 

Conflict, however, does not entail externality. vVhy could we not 
conceive of this conflict as an interior conflict within astate, rather 
than a conflict between the interiority of state sovereignty and its 
exterior? Deleuze and Guattari answer this question by looking at 
two different gan1es: Chess and Go. "Chess is a game of State ... " 
(TP 352). Go is a game of the war machine. Why? "Chess pieces are 
coded ... " (TP 352). They are coded not only according to their 
allowable moves but also their shape. Pawns look like other pawns, 
but not like knights. Pawns always move in the saIne way, which is 
manifestly not like a knight. Despite the astronomical number of 
cornbinations these pieces can enter into, Chess is fundamentally 
statie. In contrast to this, Go is played with flat stones that are indis­
tinguishable from one another. The function of any given piece is 
completely determined by its external relation to the other pieces 
on the board, whereas internaI relations determine the function 
of Chess pieces. Within this context we can see that what separates 
Go frolll Chess is a different conception of space. Go operates in 
a smooth space, whereas Chess operates in a striated space. We'll 
explore this distinction further in our discussion of "The Srnooth 
and the Striated" plateau. For now we can note that this difference 
in space is one of the ways that we can distinguish between the inte­
rior of the state and its exterior. Indra is exterior to Mitra-Varuna. 
He is the breaker of walls. He makes striated space smooth. He is 
the betrayer and mischief-maker. He's playing a different game 
from Mitra and Varuna. 

Deleuze and Guattari daim that we must follow this Iogic to 
its rnost extreme point. "It is not enough to affirm that the war 
machine is externai to the apparatus. It is necessary to reach the 
point of conceiving the war machine as itself a pure form of exteri­
ority, whereas the State apparatus constitutes the form ofinteriority 
we habitually take as a model, or according to which we are in the 
habit of thinking" (TP 354). Two important points are at stake here. 
First, as a matter of darifying what is at stake in the war machine's 
exteriority, we must attempt to think exteriority as such. That is, we 
must think exteriority as the abstract pole of a continuum that has 
interiority as its opposite pole. The difficulty here, and this is the 
second point, is that thought itself is already colonized as interior­
ity. Interiority is the rnodel for thought that we habitually fall into. 
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As a result, thinking pure exteriority becolnes relnarkably difficult. 
Later in this plateau Deleuze and Guattari will go on to argue in the 
same vein that the state is the image of thought. Because the state 
is the image of thought, the temptation is to give a merely negative 
account of the war machine, as simply the negation of everything 
the state is. The difficulty in thinking pure exteriority is to give a 
positive account of it. 

In order to give a positive account of the war machine Deleuze 
and Guattari turn to the works of Heinrich von Kleist, where it is 
celebrated. We've already looked brief1y at one of Kleist's plays, 
Penthesilea, in our discussion of becoming-animal. What sets Kleist's 
work apart is precisely his ability to write characters and conf1ict 
in terms of affective becornings. Reading Kleist there is a sense of 
breathlessness. This is created in part by the fact that his stories 
have no breaks, no sections or chapters. They simply f10w continu­
ously. In Michael Kohlhaas, Kleist tells the story of a sixteenth-century 
German horse dealer who is cheated out of two horses by a petty 
baron, the Junker von Tronka. Kohlhaas does his best to work 
within the legal systeln to get redress. At one point the baron agrees 
to give the horses back, but they have been worked very hard and 
are no longer a sufficient repayment for Kohlhaas' losses. At this 
point Kohlhaas sees that he can no longer work within the strictures 
of the state and becomes an outlaw. He gathers a small band ofmen 
around him and lays siege to the baron's castle, destroying it. The 
baron narrowly escapes, and Kohlhaas pursues, while his band of 
outlaws continues to grow. Fear begins to spread across the country­
side as various forces try to bring Kohlhaas to heel but invariably fail 
as he outwits thern at every turn. It is clear by this point in the story 
that Kohlhaas' war is no longer against a local baron but against 
the state itself, which refuses him justice. Kohlhaas is now a war 
rnachine that disturbs civil unity at every turn. 

Kohlhaas' disturbance of the peace is so great that even the 
leader of the Protestant reformation, Martin Luther, weighs in. 
Luther writes a letter to Kohlhaas, which so disturbs him that he 
travels to Wittenberg in disguise to meet with him. Upon meeting 
him Luther exclaims, ''Your breath is a pestilence, your presence 
perdition ... Damnable, terrible man! ... Who gave you the right­
other than you yourself-to faU upon the Junker von Tronka and 
then, not finding him in his castle, to visit with fire and sword the 
whole community that is protecting him?"3 Kohlhaas' reply turns 
on the notion of community. "The war 1 am waging on the com­
munit y of hurnankind is an evil deed if 1 was not ... expelled from 
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it."4 Luther is baffled by Kohlhaas' thinking here. It is inconceivable 
that one be outside the state. "Expelled! ... What madness seized 
your thinking? Who could have expelled you fronl the comrnunity 
of the state in which you lived? lndeed, has it ever been the case, 
since states existed, that any man, whoever he might be, has been 
expelled from one?"5 For Luther, one necessarily belongs to the 
state. There is nothing outside the state. In Kleist's story theology 
has also taken the state-form as the image of thought. The paral­
lels with Kant are clear. The nornads disrupting the civil unity of 
state philosophy lllUSt be incorporated into the state. They cannot 
remain external. 

The inability of the war machine to rernain external in Kleist's 
works (indeed in his life) raises the first of three problems in this 
plateau: "Is there a way of warding off the formation of aState 
apparatus (or its equivalents in a group)?" (TP 356). Answering this 
question takes up the next two propositions, which also still concern 
the exteriority of the war rnachine. The first of these propositions 
concerns evidence for the exteriority of the war lllachine drawn 
frorn ethnology. In particular (and following Pierre Clastres) 
Deleuze and Guattari argue that both the state and the war machine 
are originary, neither derives from the other. The originarity of the 
state is not new to A Thousand Plateaus. It appears aIready in Anti­
OediPus in their discussion of the Urstaat. That is, even pre-state soci­
eties were aware that the state was a possible way to organize society 
and put safeguards in place to avoid this. They raise the sarne issue 
in a different context in "Micropolitics and Segmentarity." So, what 
is at issue here is not the originarity of the state but the originarity 
of war. Here they follow Clastres in "identifying war in primitive 
societies as the surest mechanism directed against the formation of 
the State: war maintains the dispersal and segmentarity of groups" 
(TP 357). Thus, the originarity of the state is inseparable from the 
originarity ofwar.6 The existence of the state as interiority necessar­
ily implies the exteriority of the war machine. 

It is in terms not of independence, but of coexistence and competition 
in a perpetuaI field of interaction, that we must conceive of interiority 
and exteriority, war machines of metamorphosis and State apparatuses 
of identity ... The same field circumscribes its interiority in States, but 
describes its exteriority in what escapes States or stands against States. 
(TP 360-1) 

It would be a mistake, though, to assume that the articulation of the 
poles of interiority and exteriority imply that there is only one kind 
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of state or one kind of war n1achine. We've already seen difIerent 
state formations in "Several Regimes of Signs," and here Deleuze 
and Guattari indicate that the "outside appears simultaneously in 
two directions" (TP 360). In the first direction lie "huge worldwide 
machines." Under this rubric we find a whole host of global entities 
that traverse the interiority of multiple states sirnultaneously. The 
internet as a whole is a clear exarnple of a machine of this type, 
but so are religious movements such as Christianity and Islarn, and 
multinational corporations. In "Apparatus of Capture" we'll see that 
Deleuze and Guattari call these types of formations "ecumenical" 
or "international." In the second direction lie "local mechanisms 
of bands, margins, minorities, which continue to affirm the rights 
of segnlentary societies in opposition to the organs of State power" 
(TP 360). Exteriorities of this type would include everything frorn 
the kids who smoked behind the bike shed at school to the Occupy 
movement to the Tea Party movement in the US. The exteriority 
of the war machine is not any less complex for occupying a smooth 
space. 

Deleuze and Guattari take up exteriority and smooth space in 
relation to the history of science in the next proposition, which 
further corroborates the exteriority of the war machine. Deleuze 
and Guattari's understanding of the history of science parallels their 
understandings of art and philosophy in that in each case they're 
looking for alternate lines of development, lin es not explored in 
the dominant tradition. In philosophy this means foIlowing a path 
from Lucretius through Scotus, Spinoza, and Nietzsche to Bergson. 
It also means rereading philosophers in the dominant tradition 
with an eye toward those points at which they're not quite consist­
ent with thernselves. For example, Deleuze in his early Kant's Critical 
Philosophy brilliantly exploits the role of ref1ective judgment in rela­
tion to determiningjudgment to argue for the priority ofref1ective 
judgment in opposition to Kant's stated aims. The result is a much 
more affective and Spinozist Kant. The method, as we've repeatedly 
indicated, is a perceptual semiotics, a way of seeing otherwise. This 
perceptual semiotics is at play in Deleuze and Guattari's examina­
tion of the history of science. FoIlowing Michel Serres, they trace 
the existence of an "eccentric science." Eccentric science does not 
foIlow the typical path of service to the state ("royal science") but 
instead rnaps out a path exterior to the state. This is "nomad" or 
"minor" science. 

Deleuze and Guattari lay out four characteristics of nomad 
science. AIl ofthese are opposed to the corresponding characteristics 
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in royal science. For exaluple, nOluad science uses a "hydraulic 
luodel, rather than ... a theory of solids treating f1uids as a special 
case" ('Tr 361). Treating reality as a set of f10ws rather than a series 
of discrete solids results in a very different account of reality. This 
is nothing other than the difference between continuity and dis­
continuity. A theory of solids inlmediately raises the problem of 
transcendent form. A hydraulic luodel, in contrast, sees solids as a 
special instance of f1ow, a temporary coagulation. Solids do not pre­
exist, they have a genesis. This brings us to the second characteristic 
of nomad science. It is a model of "becoming and heterogeneity, 
as opposed to the stable, the eternal, the identical, the constant" 
(TP 361). Whereas royal science seeks purity and stability-indeed, 
it seeks stability through purity-nomad science is messy. It begins 
with assemblages, which are always heterogeneous, always becom­
ing. The third characteristic of nOlnad science hinges on the type 
of space that it projects. A concept of f10ws requires a concept of 
smooth, topographical space. As we saw above in the "Geology of 
MoraIs," topographical space is the space of transformation, a space 
that de scribes the deformations that an object can undergo and 
still be the saIne object (a donut and coffee cup, for example). The 
rigid, striated space required by royal science forecloses on the pos­
sibility of transformation. Its lines never meet. They always remain 
parallel. The final characteristic of nOluad science is that it is "prob­
lematic, rather than theorematic" (Tr 362). We can again refer 
here to the difference between Archimedean (problematic) and 
Euclidean (theorematic) geometries. For Euclid reality is se en as a 
series of discrete, solid figures that do not quite live up to the pure 
accounts of their essential nature that he outlines in the Elements. 
For Archimedes there is no transcendent standard that measures 
reality. Rather, each figure is an event, a set of transformations or 
affections. The task of nomad science is not to identify the discrete 
figure, but map out its ways of affecting and being affected. That 
is, problematic geometry constnlcts "figures using a straightedge 
and compass," while theorematic geornetry deduces figures from 
first principles.7 There is no guarantee or necessity that these con­
structed figures confolm in any way to the first principles of a theo­
rematic geometry. The constructed figures are a set of affections, 
a problernatic. They are a war machine operating in smooth space 
exterior to the striated space of theorematic geometry. 

The relation between nomad science and royal science has a 
long and complicated history. For the most part it is the story of the 
state appropriating nomad science for its own ends (in exactly the 
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same way that the state appropriates the war n1achine and converts 
it into a rnilitary) and legitirnating that use through the luethod­
ologies of royal science. Using Anne Querrien's work, Deleuze and 
Guattari illustra te this "tension-limit" between royal and nomad 
science. The first illustration is the building of Gothic cathedrals 
in the twelfth century. Two construction techniques were available: 
squaring and templates. Squaring is the Archimedean method. It 
uses a straightedge and compass to decide which stones are cut and 
how they're cut. This method can be used to lay out a Gothic arch in 
a fairly straightforward way. Divide the width of the arch by five and 
take four-fifths of the length as the radius. The two CUI-ves will meet 
at a point ab ove the center forming an arch. This operation can 
accommodate itself to the materials at hand and be easily taught to 
new apprentices. It requires no knowledge of Euclidean principles 
whatsoever. It only requires experimenting with what's at hand. 

In contrast to this, "royal, or State, science only tolerates and 
appropriates stone cutting by means of templates (the opposite of 
squaring), under conditions that restore the primacy of the fixed 
model ofform, mathematical figures, and measurement" (TP 365). 
This is the shift from problernatic to theorematic. Under this model 
the conditions for the arch rnust be laid out first as the intersecting 
arc of two circles. Once this relation has been established the arch 
is infinitely repeatable because it is the function of a static relation 
between discrete solids. Such an equation can also be controlled by 
the state. Deleuze and Guattari suggest that one of the reasons that 
the state banned the rnasonry guilds was to limit the spread of this 
nomad science. 

In the end, Deleuze and Guattari argue that nomad sciences 
and royal sciences need one another. Or, to put this in terms we 
are already familiar with, scientific practice is itself an assemblage 
that has nomadic and royal tendencies. The tendency historically 
has been to overlook or even suppress the nomadic tendencies at 
least until they can be accounted for theorematically. "Due to aIl 
their procedures, the ambulant [nomad] sciences quickly overstep 
the possibility of calculation; they inhabit that 'more' that exceeds 
the space of reproduction and soon mn into problems that are 
insurmountable frorn that point of view; they eventually resolve 
those problems by means of real-life operations" (TP 374). The 
nomadic tendency in science continually exceeds the methodo­
logical bounds set by the royal tendency. This nomadic tendency 
describes an exteriority to both the state and royal science, which is 
the epistemological expression of the interiority of the state. 
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Within this context it's difficult to see how Deleuze and Guattari 
solve the first problem that they pose: "Is there a way of warding off 
the formation of aState apparatus?" Given their discussion of the 
last two propositions, the answer seems to be, "No." Proposition 
two argues that the state has always been. Proposition three argues 
that nomad science needs the state in the form of royal science so 
that the knowledge gleaned from nomad science can be extracted 
frorn its ernbeddedness in real-life operations and made autono­
mous. But maybe we are thinking about this aIl wrong. Maybe the 
"problems" posed here are not to be thought in the usual sense as 
obstacles in need of overcoll1Ïng. Perhaps we are to think "probleln" 
here in precisely the sense of the nomad sciences. Thought in this 
way, the state (and royal science) is not a problern to be overCOllle, 
but a problematic, a horizon that indicates the limits of thought. In 
Kant, for exarnple, God, soul, and world are problematic objects. 
That is, they are not problems that we can overcome and be done 
with. They are objects that both cannot be thought (theoretically) 
but rnust be thought (practically). They are limits that regulate 
thought itself. For Deleuze and Guattari the state is a problematic 
object in this same sense. The state can't be eliminated but it rnust 
be thought. Thinking the state, though, requires thinking what 
escapes it, its outside. The war machine is problernatic in the sarne 
way as the state, which is why they are to be thought as the abstract 
poles of a continuulll. However, as we'll see in the next section, 
thought itself has the state and not the war machine as its image of 
thought. 

"Image of thought" is not original to A Thousand Plateaus. It 
appears in Deleuze's earlier works Nietzsche and Philosophy and 
Difference and Repetition, and it is also taken up again in vVhat 
is Philosophy? ln every case the image of thought refers to the 
pre-philosophical conditions of thought, which it borrows from 
common sense and good sense (what everybody knows). Difference 
and Repetition argues that in the dominant image of thought 
"thought has an affinity with the true; it formally possesses the true 
and rnaterially wants the true. It is in terms ofthis image that every­
body knows and is presurned to know what it means to think."8 As 
the previous section shows, the assumption of the affinity between 
thought and truth is taken up by royal science. At the sarne time, 
Deleuze and Guattari go on to argue in A Thousand Plateaus that 
the image of thought is the state-form. In relation to this image of 
thought they pose a problem and a proposition. "Is there a way to 
extricate thought from the State model?" is the problem, and "The 
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exteriority of the war Inachine is attested to, finally, by noology" is 
the proposition (TP 374). "Noology," the terrn they coin here, "is 
precisely the study of images of thought, and their historicity" (TP 
376). In order to show that thought has taken the state-form as its 
image they return to the two-headed figure of sovereignty, Mitra and 
Varuna, and show that thought itself is divided in exactly the sarne 
way. On the one hand, thought is its own self-founding gesture, "the 
imperium of true thinking" (TP 374). On the other hand, thought is 
the free relation of those who think, "a republic of free spirits" (TP 
375). These are the twin heads forrnalized in the two questions that 
cannot be asked without reference to one another: 1) What is think­
ing? 2) Who thinks? 

Deleuze and Guattari are quick to point out that the relation 
between thought and the state-form "is not simply a metaphor ... It 
is the necessary condition for the constitution of thought as a prin­
ciple, or as a form of interiority, as a straturn" (TP 375). The paral­
lels between the two arise as a function of stratification itself. In 
order for thought to organize itself it undergoes a process of double 
articulation into content and expression. Content and expression 
can be understood here as the relation between thinking and who 
thinks. We can also see this double articulation in Plato in the 
complex interrelation between mythos and logos, or the relation in 
Hegel's Phenomenology of Spirit between religion and philosophy, as 
having identical content but differing forms. As a result of this con­
vergence of the state-form and the irnage of thought, each becomes 
rnutually reinforcing to the other. Deleuze and Guattari write: 

It is easy to see what thought gains from this: a gravity it would never 
have on its own, a center that makes everything, including the State, 
appear to exist by its own efficacy or on its own sanction. But the State 
gains just as rIluch. Indeed, by developing in thought in this way the 
State-forill gains something essential: a whole consensus. Only thought 
is capable of inventing the fiction of aState that is universal by right, of 
elevating the State to the level of de jure universality. (TP 375) 

Thought's connection to the state thus legitimizes thought. The 
order and organization of thought is bolstered by being the sarne as 
the order and organization of the state. At the same time, thought 
for its part consecrates the state-form by arguing that it is not his­
torically contingent but necessary. 

Thought itself appears, then, as something foreordained, what 
everybody already knows. Of course, we thinkers know what it rneans 
to think. What could be more natural, more obvious? Except that 

200 



1227: 'l'reatise on Nomadology 

the slllooth functioning of thought is sometimes interrupted by 
"counterthoughts, which are violent in their acts and discontinuous 
in their appearance, and whose existence is mobile in history" (TP 
376). Counterthoughts are the exterior of a thought defined by 
the interiority of its image. Kierkegaard, Nietzsche, and Kleist are 
examples of counterthinkers who disturb the pla cid equanimity of 
thought. Deleuze and Guattari return to Kleist at precisely the point 
that they're differentiating the statist thought of Kant from the war 
machine. Given what we've seen ofDeleuze's earliest interpretations 
of Kant, it's no surprise that they focus on the notion of Gemüt in 
Kleist, particularly his short essay "On the GraduaI Production of 
Thoughts whilst Speaking."g Gemüt is a difficult word to translate, 
and would normally be translated as "mind," "soul," "heart," or "dis·· 
position." The problem with translating the word in this way is the 
unavoidable connotations of interiority that Deleuze and Guattari 
are trying to avoid. In this context it's clear that the better translation 
is "affect," insofar as it suggests a connection between the speaker 
and an exteriority that produces something new. What Kleist argues 
in the essay is that speech is not controlled by the interiority of the 
concept, and can only produce new thoughts when it is un der pres­
sure from external forces. He proposes the following rnethod for 
producing new ideas: "1 put in a few unarticulated sounds, dwell 
lengthily on the conjunctions, perhaps make use of apposition 
where it is not necessary, and have recourse to other tricks which will 
spin out of my speech, aIl to gain time for the fabrication of my ide a 
in the workshop of the mind [Vemunft] ."10 The reference to Vernunft 
(reason) here is cTIlCial, since it plainly reverses the Kantian project. 
For Kant reason is a tribunal that dispenses deterrniningjudgments 
that keep concepts within their appointed boundaries. For Kleist 
reason is a workshop that creates ideas under the pressure ofhaving 
to speak. Here we are not too far from Deleuze's contention in 
Kant's Critical Philosophy that the determining judgrnents of reason 
presuppose a free play of the faculties. 

Even in this essay about the relation between speaking and new 
ideas Kleist uses metaphors of war. The kind of war Kleist refers 
to, though, is fundarnentally different from Kant's use of military 
irnages. While Kant uses irnages of war in support of the state and 
its unity, Kleist uses images ofwar that suggest the externality of the 
war machine. 

And in this process nothing helps me more than if my sis ter makes 
a move suggesting she wishes to interrupt; for such an attempt from 
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outside to wrest speech from its grasp still further excites my already 
hard-worked mind and, like a general when circumstances press, its 
powers are raised a further degree. ll 

Notice that the general's task here is not to restore order but to 
increase intensity on the basis of external circumstances. This shift 
to the register of intensity is reinforced la ter in the essay and also in 
martial terms when he writes, "And in general if two men have the 
same c1arity of thought the faster speaker will always have an advan­
tage since he brings, so to speak, n10re forces to the battle than his 
opponent."12 For Kleist the c1arity ofthought is not a sufficient guar­
antee of success. Thought rnust be opened to an outside. Opening 
to an outside does not result in the determination of the outside by 
thought. Rather, external intensities draw transversallines between 
the well-ordered points of thought, which fashions new thoughts 
that "with a convulsive movernent, take fire, seize a chance to speak 
and bring something in comprehensible into the world."13 

This production of new thoughts by engaging with the external 
through speech returns us to Gemüt or afIect. Mfects are impersonal, 
non-subjective, and non-signifying. They are not the possession of a 
subjective interiority or thought. Mfects are external to every interi­
o rit y and in fact are the conditions for the possibility of interiority. 
What Kleist provides in this essay is a method for mobilizing Gemüt 
in order to open thought to its outside. He makes this explicit when 
he writes, "For it is not we who know things but pre-eminently a 
certain condition of ours which knows."14 Knowledge is not a prop­
erty for Kleist as it is for Kant. Knowledge is also not guaranteed by 
a transcendental unity of apperception. Knowledge is external to 
the subject and located in affect. Learning sornething new is not a 
matter of securing one's boundaries and subjecting every entrant to 
the tribunal of reason. Bringing something incomprehensible into 
the world ITIUSt risk opening thought to the outside: 

A thought grappling with exterior forces instead of being gathered up 
in an interior form, operating by relays instead of forming an image; 
an event-thought, a haecceity, instead of a subject-thought, a problem­
thought instead of an essence-thought or theorem; a thought that 
appeals to a people instead of taking itself for a government ministry. 
(TP 378) 

Thought thus takes the two-headed state-form as its image. 
Thinkers such as Nietzsche and Kleist bring a counterthought to 
bear on this image. The counterthought is affective, and it arises 
between the two "universals" that anchor thought, "the Whole 
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as the final ground of being or all-enCOITlpassing hOlizon, and 
the Subject as the principle that converts being into being-for-us. 
Imperium and republic" (TP 379). In response to these universals 
a counterthought poses a smooth space and a race. "A tribe in 
the desert instead of a universal subject within the horizon of all­
encompassing Being" (TP 379). A race is not a subject; it is a mul­
tiplicity, a pack traversed by affects. A smooth space is horizonless, 
unstriated, a place of speeds not movernent. The image of thought 
arrests thought, ITlakes it represent, and always makes it represent 
the same. Thought always escapes the strictures ofrepresentation; it 
is a becoming, a becoming-race of subject and a becoming-smooth 
of space. 

NOMADS AND THE WAR MACHINE 

Now that Deleuze and Guattari have established the exteriority 
of the war machine, they move next to a discussion of nomads 
and their relation to the war machine. NOITlads invented the war 
machine. From the nomads' invention we can deduce three further 
aspects of the war ITlachine: 1) "a spatiogeographic aspect," 2) "an 
arithmetic or algebraic aspect," and 3) "an affective aspect" (TP 
380). These three aspects correspond with the next three propo­
sitions (5-8) in this plateau. One way that we might think about 
these three aspects as a whole is in the distinction between nomads 
and migrants. It is easy to confuse the two, since they seem to be 
doing the SaITle thing (moving frorn place to place), but Deleuze 
and Guattari show through these aspects that such a description 
turns nomads into migrants. Nomads inhabit space differently from 
migrants; they relate to number differently frorn migrants; and 
finallya nomadic assemblage is different from a migratory assem­
blage in that its ways of affecting and being affected are different. A 
nomadic assemblage affects and is affected through the weapons of 
a war machine. A migratory assemblage is not. Or, to put the matter 
starkly, "the nomad reterritorializes on deterritorialization itself' 
(TP 381). 

As we've progressed through A Thousand Plateaus the distinction 
between SITlooth space and striated space has come into increas­
ingly sharp focus. It is deployed here in the distinction between 
nornads and migrants. Nomads inhabit a smooth space, while 
migrants inhabit a striated space. This initially seems like a strange 
daim, since their activities seem so similar. A migrant rnoves from 
one point to another, the horneland to the new land. In contrast 
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to this, the nomad follows a trajectory. A trajectory runs between 
points, not from one point to another. On a trajectory points are 
relays not places to remain. A nomad's path may be customary but 
it differs frorn a road. A road "pœrcel[sl out a closed space to people," but 
a tr~ ectory "distributes peoPle (or animals) in an open space" (TP 380, 
emphasis in original). We can think about the daim here in ternIS 
of the difference that we saw between Chess and Go above. In chess 
the space is dosed, rigid. This dosed space is always divided the 
same way and the position of the pieces is determined before the 
game begins. In Go the space is open. The position of the pieces is 
not predetermined, and there is no distinction arnong the pieces. 
ln Go not only do es the Queen not begin by occupying her "color," 
there is no Queen. Deleuze and Guattari take this insight about the 
way that nomads occupy space to the seemingly counter-intuitive 
daim that nomads don't move. Here they're following the historian 
Arthur Toynbee, but that doesn't make the daim any less counter­
intuitive. How can they daim that nomads don't move, when move­
ment seems to be their defining characteristic? In order to answer 
this question Deleuze and Guattari distinguish between speed and 
rnovement. "Movement is extensive; speed is intensive" (TP 381). 
Nomads have speed but they do not have movement. Movernent 
requires extensive space, because rnovement requires starting from 
one point and arriving at another. This can only be case if the space 
is already divided, striated. Speed does not require a divided, stri­
ated space. It is an indivisible intensity and requires a smooth space. 
We implicitly use this distinction when we talk about thought. We 
readily speak about our thoughts being fast or slow, but we never 
talk about our thoughts moving anywhere. Our thoughts always 
stay in the same "place" regardless ofhow fast they are. Nomads are 
composed of speeds and slownesses, not movernents. They occupy 
a smooth space intensively. Thus they occupy it with speed not 
movement. They do not move. As with thought, theyare capable of 
springing up anywhere. 

Another way we might think about the difference between 
migrants and nomads is in terms of deterritorialization.Migrants 
certainly deterritorialize but only to reterritorialize again. This is 
because the migrant thinks of territory as property, that is, in a geo­
graphical and political sense. Property assurnes the parceling out of 
a dosed space. As we saw in the refrain plateau, though, this is not 
the only way to think about territory. Tenitory can be conceived in 
sonorous terms, as arising out of a rhythm. Thinking of territory as 
property would be to convert the rhythm into a cadence, but this is 
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not a requirement. On the contral)', one can think ofa territory not 
only in sonorous terms, but also as opening up to other territories. 
One can even follow a rhythm beyond territories altogether. This is 
the cosmic refrain. It is a line of flight, a trajectory of absolute deter­
ritorialization. In contrast to the nomad's absolute deterritorializa­
tion, the rnigrant pursues a relative deterritorialization. 

ln response to the externality of the war machine invented by 
the nomads, the state's response is uniform: "to striate the space 
over which it reigns, or to utilize smooth spaces as a means of com­
munication in the service of striated space" (TP 385). That is, the 
state never ceases to regulate flows. It not only regulates the flows 
of money, commerce, and people, it also uses smooth space in 
the service of striated space. On the use of smooth space in the 
service of striated space, the clearest exarnple might be the govern­
ment regulation of cornmunication frequencies. Broadcasting a 
signal requires a license that can only be provided by the govern­
ment. Atternpts to broadcast without a license are called "pirate 
broadcasts," as if a frequency could be stolen. 

Deleuze and Guattari caution as they conclude this proposition 
that being a war machine does not guarantee a revolution. There 
is no pure war rnachine any more than there is a pure state. AlI 
assemblages are mixed: 

We say this as a reminder that smooth space and the fonn of exteriority 
do not have an irresistible revolutionary calling but change meaning 
drastically depending on the interactions they are part of and the con­
crete conditions of their exercise or establishment (for example, the 
way in which total war, and even guerilla warfare, borrow one another's 
methods). (TP 387) 

Recent philosophers such as Slavoj Zizek and Peter Hallward have 
criticized Deleuze and Guattari's notion of the war machine and its 
relation to smooth space by noting that the lsraeli army has devel­
oped a new strategy in urban warfare that smoothes striated space 
by blowing holes through the walls in hostile environments. 15 Even 
if we grant that this is, in fact, smoothing striated space (and not 
striating it differently), it's difficult to see how a critique of Deleuze 
and Guattari follows from this. lt would only be a critique if one took 
A Thousand Plateaus to be a moral book rather than an ethical one. 
One would have to suppose that Deleuze and Guattari were arguing 
that srnooth is better than striated, or that good always follows from 
a smooth space. In short, one would have to overlook the nunlerous 
cautions throughout the book including the one quoted ab ove and 
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rnost blatantly the last line of the final plateau: "Never believe that a 
Slllooth space will suffice to save us" (TP 500). 

In proposition six Deleuze and GuattaIi take up the way in 
which number is transformed in relation to nomads. The operative 
distinction here is between the numbering number and the num­
bered number. The nurnbering number is the arithmetical aspect of 
the war rnachine. The numbered number is the geometric aspect of 
the state. Once again the issue here is two ways of occupying space. 
The state occupies space by striating it. That is, it closes space off 
and distIibutes it as property. In this respect space is nurnbered, 
organized geornetrically, and only th en can people (or things) 
occupy it. The chessboard provides the perfect irnage here. Not 
only does it represent war, but it represents a very particular kind of 
war, a war between two states on a gIid of stratified space. The gIid 
has a horizontal and vertical organization that allows each square 
to be uniquely identified. Each square becomes a property to be 
controlled. Typically, the winner is one who is able to control the 
most property with the fewest pieces. In Go the strategy is to occupy 
space, but it is not a numbered space. The starting points are not 
set. There is a grid but its points are not uniquely identifiable. The 
importance of space on the board is a function of adding pieces to 
the board, which themselves may shift in function and importance 
throughout the match. Smooth space "is occupied without being 
counted" (TP 389). Numbering number th us refers to "autonornous 
arithmetic organization" independent of space, whereas numbered 
number makes arithmetic organization dependent on space. 

The numbering number has two characteristics. It is always 
complex, and it is always doubled in the form of a special body. 
The complexity that Deleuze and Guattari have in mind here arises 
from the fact that the "arithmetic base unit is therefore a unit of 
assemblage, for example, man-horse-bow, 1 X 1 Xl, according to 
the formula that carIied the Scythians to triumph" (TP 391). A unit 
of the numbering number is never simply the man ofwar. The rnan 
of war is always already combined with technologies that increase 
his power, a sword or a bow, or cornbined with technologies that 
allow him to combine with other men ofwar, su ch as the shield in a 
phalanx. Technologies even allow men ofwar to be combined with 
animaIs. It is difficult to overestimate the importance of the stirrup, 
for example, in increasing a cavalry's power. 

Nomads organize themselves numerically. The nurnbering 
number takes complex assemblages as its units and groups them 
into tens, hundreds, thousands, etc. This process of selection and 
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organization into groups also at the salue tirne doubles this selection 
process and constitutes "a special nurnerical body" (TP 391). For 
evidence of this Deleuze and Guattari draw on the book of Numbers 
in the Hebrew Bible. Here Moses is organizing the recently liber­
atedJews by taking a census and constituting an arrny, which is to be 
arrayed around the tabernacle. The Levites are exempted frorn this 
census, though. The Levites are not to be melubers of the army but 
constitute a priesthood. As a group consecrated to priestly service, 
the Levites redeem and stand in for aIl the first-born of Israel. To 
the degree that the nurnber of first-born exceeds the Levites, a tax 
is levied. 16 The secret body is, of course, not unique to nomads, but 
its invention is. The state uses secret bodies to reinforce its strati­
fications. State military apparatuses select out special bodies from 
the rank and file. The US Army has its Delta Force (know simply as 
"The Unit"), and the US Navy has its SEALs. We also saw a similar 
process occurring in the movie Fight Club in our discussion of the 
"Becorning-Intense ... " plateau. Deleuze and Guattari's point is 
that this selection of special bodies happens as a result of numerical 
organization. The key distinction in this regard is whether nurneri­
cal organization is autonolllOUS (the numbering number) or subor­
dinated to the state apparatus (the numbered number). 

Proposition seven concerns the "affects" of nomad existence. 
Deleuze and Guattari's claim is that the weapons of a war rnachine 
are the affects of nomad existence. There are two related distinc­
tions implicit in this proposition. The first distinction is between 
weapon and tool. The second distinction is between affect and 
feeling. The weapon/tool distinction is the subject of a long­
running debate in anthropology, because the distinction itself 
is thought to be ambiguous. Deleuze and Guattari quote Leroi­
Gourhan, who writes, "For ages on end agricultural implements and 
weapons of war must have remained identical" (TP 395). Deleuze 
and Guattari are convinced, however, that they can articulate five 
intrinsic differences between tools and weapons. They locate these 
differences in five points ofview: 1) direction, 2) vector, 3) model, 
4) expression, and 5) tonality (TP 402). Each ofthese points ofview 
names a set of oppositions that explicate the distinction between 
tools and weapons. These oppositions can be schernatized as 
shown in Chart 10. There are numerous ways we can describe what 
Deleuze and Guattari have in mind with the first point ofview. Both 
weapon and tool act at a distance, but the tool acts at a distance in 
order to achieve or reinstate some kind of equilibrium. The hoe 
prepares the soil. Weapons are baIlistic, projective. They move 
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Chart 10 

Point of View "\Veapon Tool 
... ... 

Direction Projection Introjection 

Vector Speed Gravity 

Model Free-action Work 
--

Tonality Mfect Feeling 

Expression Jewelry Signs 
... --

outwardIy. Tools act centripetally; weapons act centrifugally. Frorn 
the point ofview ofvector, the weapon/tool distinction reproduces 
the speed/movement distinction. Weapons have a speed, while 
tooIs have movement. That is, weapons capture and redirect intensi­
ties, while tools capture and redirect extensities. This insight (along 
with the work of Paul Virilio) allows Deleuze and Guattari to rethink 
the relation between war and hunting. It is easy to assume that war 
is nothing but the hunting instinct turned against other hurnans 
instead of animaIs. Instead of the hunter /prey model, they propose 
the breeder /bred model. In the breeder/bred model the goal is to 
conserve and redirect animal forces. In the hunter/prey model the 
goal is to destroy animal forces through slaughter. In breeding the 
breeder actually captures the forces of the hunted animal, which are 
then directed outward in a vector of speed. This is the becoming­
animal of the war machine. 

The objection that arises here is that surely, in the sense just 
outlined, speed is as much a property of the tool as of a weapon. If 
the issue is the capturing and redirecting of forces, both tools and 
weapons do this. In response to this objection Deleuze and Guattari 
distinguish between free-action and work. Both are "motor causes," 
but they both occupy different kinds of space. Work occupies an 
extensive space with obstacles and resistance along with move­
ment between points. Free-action occupies an intensive space. The 
weapon has a speed whether it is "moving" or not. Deleuze and 
Guattari caution, though, that ultimately the distinction between 
work and free-action, and indeed the distinction between weapon 
and tool, cannot be made in a vacuum. These are determined 
relations that presuppose an assemblage. "It is the machine that is 
primary in relation to the technical element ... but the social or col­
lective machine, the machinic assemblage that determines what is a 
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technical element at a given rnoment ... " (TP 398). Thus, the dis­
tinction between weapon and tool, between free-action and work, is 
at bottom a distinction between different kinds of assemblage. The 
same technical element may be taken up in one assernblage as a tool 
and in another as a weapon. 

Assernblages can also be distinguished according to the type of 
desire that they assemble: feelings or affects. This is the point of 
view of tonality. An assemblage that has the technical elements 
of work and tool as components assembles feelings. An assem­
blage that has the technical elements of free-action and weapon as 
cornponents assembles affects. Not only do different assemblages 
assemble different technical aspects, they assemble desire differ­
ently. "Mfect is the active discharge of emotion, the counterattack, 
whereas feeling is an always displaced, retarded, resisting ernotion. 
Mfects are projectiles just like weapons; feelings are introceptive 
like tools" (TP 400). For Deleuze and Guattari one way of articulat­
ing the difference between affects and feelings is in terms of their 
differing regimes of signs. As we saw in our previous discussion of 
regimes of signs, the postsignifying regime was characterized by its 
passional flight in betrayal of the despotic, signifying regime. The 
flight itself coalesces around a subject, which is oriented toward 
a black hole. The signifying regime is the regime of feelings; the 
subject that concerns Deleuze and Guattari here is the "worker." 
In contrast to this, the war machine is a countersignifying regime. 
It rernains external to the state, which is found at the intersection 
between the despotic and passional regirnes. The countersignifying 
regime does not produce tools and feelings; it produces weapons 
and affects. 

If we pursue this relation between regirnes of signs further, we 
come to the final point ofview that distinguishes tools and weapons, 
namely, expression. From the point of view of expression tools are 
correlated with signs, while weapons are correlated with jewelry. 
The tool-sign connection is not surprising given the way that it is 
bound up with the state apparatus, especially work. Work requires 
record-keeping, writing. Work assumes a property (that is, a striated 
space) to be worked and a bureaucracy that tracks work, not only for 
the purpose of monumental works but also for taxation. "For there 
to be work, there must be a capture of activity by the State appara­
tus, and a semiotization of activity by writing" (TP 401). In contrast 
to the close connection among the tool, writing, and the state, the 
weapon is closely allied with nomads and jewelry. The connection 
with jewelry will be especially important as we discuss metallurgy 
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below. For now, though, Deleuze and Guattali are keen to point out 
that jewelry and decoration in general are not to be thought of as a 
stunted or incipient language. To do so simply reinforces the idea 
that nomads are a stunted or incipient state, a retarded develop­
mental form. "Metalworking,jewelry making, ornarnentation, even 
decoration, do not form a writing, even though they have a power 
of abstraction that is in every way equal to that of writing. But this 
power is assembled differently" (TP 401). The war machine and the 
state have different substances and forrns of expression. The state 
captures activity and then organizes the activity through wliting. 
The war machine is mobile. It has a speed not a rnovement. Jewelry 
is the expression of this speed. 

lUETALLURGY 

The connection between the war machine and jewelry precipitates 
a discussion of metallurgy. Articulating the importance of metal­
lurgy involves the last problem and axiom of the plateau. The 
problem that Deleuze and Guattali pose is deceptively simple: 
Where do the nomads get their weapons? Ifwe pursue an answer in 
terrns of the state/war machine dichotorny, though, we quickly run 
into difficulties. The first difficulty is the archaeological prejudice 
against nornads. The working assumption is that nomads are tech­
nologically deficient. They don't invent; they steal. This assurnption 
autornatically answers the question in favor of the state. In response 
to this difficulty Deleuze and Guattali argue for nomads getting 
their due. Even in the case of the saber, "where the facts already 
speak sufficiently in favor of an imperial [Chinese] oligin," it seems 
that this still doesn't explain how the nomads got the weapons. 
The nomads would already need to have sufficient technological 
prowess to take advantage of anything taken from the state (TP 
405). No, the story must be more complicated than nomad thievery. 

Deleuze and Guattari complicate the story, and this is the second 
difficulty, by arguing that the simple opposition between the state 
and the war machine is a false dichotomy. That is, it is impossible 
to say definitively that technological advances such as carbon steel 
are the property of either the state or the war machine. The better 
way to think about metallurgy is as a deterlitolializing edge. We 
saw examples of this in our discussion of becoming in the figure 
of the sorcerer, that point of contact between the pack and the 
outside. In the case of metallurgy, it is a technology that is found 
both in the state and among nornads, but not as a property. The 
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state rnay capture metallurgicai technology frorn time to tirrle and 
even provide resources for its support, but the smiths, who possess 
the technologicai knowiedge and shape (and sometirnes mine) 
the metais to be shaped, are in the state but not of it. The smiths 
follow the metal, the seams of which fonn a line of flight outside 
the state. Thus, the question of whether metallurgy is the property 
of the state or the war machine is badly posed. Rather, Deleuze 
and Guattari articula te their daim in the eighth proposition in this 
way: "Metallurgy in itself constitutes a flow necessarily confluent 
with nornadism" (TP 404). Itinerant metallurgists are themselves 
nomadic, and, as a result, sometimes their technology gets taken up 
by the state. Sorrletimes their technology gets taken up by the war 
rnachine. Sometimes their technology (as in the case of the saber) 
gets taken up by the war machine with the state as an intermediary. 

Even supposing that Deleuze and Guattari's account is correct, 
it doesn't explain the importance of metallurgy. At this point aIl 
we know is that it helps account for jewelry, but there is sorrlething 
deeper going on here. At bottom, metal, its mining, its refining, 
and its shaping are indicative of the critique of hylornorphism that 
we've been pursuing throughout this book. To make the connec­
tion between metal and hylomorphism Deleuze and Guattari draw 
(as they have often done throughout A Thousand Plateaus) on the 
work of Gilbert Simondon. Metal and metallurgy are emblematic 
of a flow that produces its own variable fonn, which we have called 
"hylozoisrrl." Deleuze and Guattari calI this flow the "machinic 
phylum." The machinic phylum is "matter in rnoverrlent, in flux, in 
variation, matter as a conveyor of singularities and traits of expres­
sion" (TP 409). The "artisan" is one who follows the flow. Artisans 
are by definition itinerant. Irrlportantly, though, following does not 
require movement. A woodworker follows the grain of the wood 
without going anywhere. At the same time, there might be great 
journeys required to find the exact right wood for a given project. 
In the case of metallurgists these great journeys may be under­
ground. In short, the artisan thinks of matter as intensive rather 
than extensive. Matter is continuous not discontinuous. This cornes 
to the fore most dearly in the case of rnetai. "Metallurgy is the con­
sciousness or thought of the ma tter-flow, and metal the correlate 
of this consciousness ... Metal is neither a thing nor an organism, 
but a body without organs" (TP 411). Both "thing" and "organism" 
indicate an extensive, discrete account of Inatter. That is, there is 
no matter that is not aiready fonned in sorne way. As we've seen, 
the body without organs is a way of thinking about matter that is 
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un-forrned, matter that Hows. Metallurgy deals with matter in this 
sense. It is "rninor science in person" (TP 411). Of course, Deleuze 
and Guattari argue that aIl rnatter can be se en in this way. This is the 
task of perceptual semiotics, of schizoanalysis. Their point is that 
metallurgy historically demonstrates this perspective. 

Because metallurgy is a deterritorializing edge it arises at the 
interstices of the state and the war machine. We have already seen 
how rnetaIlurgy communicates with both by following the matter­
How that traverses assemblages of aIl kinds. By way of conduding 
their discussion of metaIlurgy, Deleuze and Guattari ask if there is 
a kind of space comrnensurate with metaIlurgy. They answer that 
"holey space" is the kind of space cornmensurate with metaIlurgy. 
"Holey space" is the space created by mining. It is a space created by 
engaging directly with the "subsoil" rather than the smooth space 
of the nomads or the striated space of the state. MetaIlurgists rnine. 
They follow the metaIlic line and shape it into ingots. The metal­
lic f10w continues in ingot form as the ingots are melted, shaped, 
melted again and reshaped. ln this way holey space cornmunicates 
with both the smooth space of the nomads and the striated space 
of the state. The nature of this communication, though, is asym­
metrical. Holey space "is always connected to nomad space, whereas 
it conjugates with [striated] space" (TP 415). Deleuze and Guattari 
first posited the distinction between connection and conjugation 
in Anti-Oedipus. In that book the terms distinguished different 
syntheses of desire. ln this plateau and the next, the distinction 
between connection and cor~ugation maps onto the rhizomatic/ 
arborescent distinction. Connections are rhizomatic. They connect 
to an outside. Conjugations are arborescent. AlI conjugations are 
subordinated to hierarchical relations. 

Deleuze and Guattari summarize the relation between metal­
lurgy and the war machine in their third axiom: "The nomad war 
machine is the form of expression, ofwhich itinerant metaIlurgy is 
the correlative form of content" (TP 415). We can schematize the 
daim of this axiom by returning to the chart we first developed 
above in the discussion of the "Geology of MoraIs" (see Chart Il). 
The content that is expressed here is substantiaIly the metaIlic line 
followed by the itinerant metaIlurgists. FormaIly, metallurgy makes 
ingots out of this metaIlic line, which can be traded and shaped. 
The expression of this content is formaIly the war machine. That is, 
the ingots are shaped into weapons instead of tools. Concomitant 
with this formaI expression is the substantial expression of a smooth 
space. Although Deleuze and Guattari do not make this explicit, the 
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Chart Il 
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same content can be expressed differently, if it is captured (conju­
gated) by the state. In this case (see Chart 12), the formaI expres­
sion of the metallic line in ingot form is the state and its substance is 
striated space. Here the ingots are formed into tools, not weapons. 
Or, if there are weapons formed, they are subordinated to a military 
chain of commando Here we can see more clearly what Deleuze 
and Guattari are clairning about the saber. Even if we suppose that 
it has astate origin, as such it is a particular expression of content. 
Regardless ofhow the saber passes to the nornads, the same content 
is expressed differently. It is no longer conjugated as a segment of 
striated space. Rather, the saber is now connected to smooth space, 
and thus undergoes deformations as it connects the nomads to an 
outside. 

CLAUSEWI1Z AND THE WAR MACHINE 

Having said so much about the war machine, it would be strange 
if Deleuze and Guattari didn't compare their findings to Carl von 
Clausewitz's definitive book On War (1832). In particular, since 
this plateau is about the relation between the war rnachine and 
the state, Clausewitz's most famous dictum, that "war is the con­
tinuation ofpolitics by other means," seems particularly gerrnane to 
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their argument. In the last proposition of the plateau Deleuze and 
Guattari settle accounts with Clausewitz. In order to do this theyare 
faced with three questions: 

1. "Is battle the 'object' ofwar?" 
2. "Is war the 'object' of the war machine?" 
3. "Is the war rnachine the 'object' of the state?" (TP 416) 

The summary answers to two of these questions are given in the 
ninth proposition: "War does not necessarily have the battle as its 
object, and more important, the war rnachine does not necessar­
ily have war as its object, although war and the battle may be its 
necessary result (under certain conditions)" (TP 416). As the scare 
quo tes around "object" make clear, Deleuze and Guattari intend to 
problematize the notion of "object" here. In the case of the relation 
between war and battle, they propose that war can have both battle 
and non-battle as its object. Sometirnes war is threatened precisely 
so that battle rnay be avoided. 

With regard to the relation between war and the war rnachine, 
they propose three commensurate takes on "object": Aristotelian, 
Kantian, and Derridean. In Aristotelian terrns, Deleuze and Guattari 
see "object" not as a necessary or sufficient condition but as that 
which accompanies an action. This is the relation, for example, 
between happiness and pleasure for Aristotle. Happiness is not the 
pursuit of pleasure, but it does accornpany it. 17 With Kant Deleuze 
and Guattari argue that "object" here means "necessary but 'syn­
thetic'" (TP 417). This, of course, is exactly the way that Kant 
describes the foundations ofknowledge in the Critique of Pure Reason. 
Knowledge for Kant presupposes synthetic a priori principles. That 
is, necessary principles which nevertheless add something beyond 
what is contained in the subject.l8 Finally, in Derridean terms the 
"supplement" refers to the undecidable relation between two binary 
terrns. In the case of speech and writing, for example, the history 
of philosophy in general (and Rousseau in particular) holds that 
writing is a supplement to speech. The intended meaning is that 
speech grasps being in its plenitude, and that writing is therefore 
an unnecessary addition. As Derrida deftly points out, though, 
"supplement" also means to fill up what is incomplete. This is why 
we call vitamins "supplements."19 It is in these three commensurate 
accounts of "object" that Deleuze and Guattari take war to be the 
object of the war machine. 

The relation between the war machine and the state is rnore 
complex. The opening propositions of this plateau argue that the 
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war machine is external to the state. This distinction, however, 
applies to the war machine and the state insofar as they are opposed 
tendencies on a continuum. Historically speaking, though, the state 
has sought to limit the predations of the war machine byappropri­
ating it. We'll further explore the mechanism by which the state 
appropriates the war machine in the next chapter. For now, we 
can say that the state appropriates the war machine through ter­
ritoriality, work, and taxes. These are the state's three apparatuses 
of capture. The important point that Deleuze and Guattari want 
to make here is that it is only when the state appropriates the war 
machine that the war machine takes war as its necessary and analytic 
object. 

Within the context of the state appropriation of the war machine 
Deleuze and Guattari are able to address Clausewitz directly. 
According to Clausewitz "war" has three distinct senses: 1) the ide a 
of war; 2) real wars; 3) total war. For Clausewitz the idea of war is 
nothing other than the idea of the elimination of the eneIny. For 
Deleuze and Guattari, however, the idea of war is nothing other 
than the war machine itself. Importantly, though, it is the pure 
idea of the war machine as external to the state, not the historical 
de facto mixes into which nomads and states enter. Real wars (sup­
plementarily) arise first in the conflict between nomads and the 
state, but once the war machine has been captured by the state, the 
state uses the war machine (now subordinated to its political aims 
through a hierarchical military apparatus) to engage in war as a 
necessary, analytic object. These real wars can range from lirrlÎted 
engagement to total war. In a total war all the resources of the state 
are mobilized to annihilate the enerrly. Deleuze and Guattari make 
two important points with regard to total war. The first point is the 
ineluctable connection between total war and capitalism. Total war 
requires massive investment in both people and equiprnent in order 
to accomplish its aims. This kind of mobilization requires an unfet­
tered capitalism that at first seems subordinate to the state but soon 
outstrips it. The second point is that once the state shifts to total 
war it is no longer clear whether the state is in charge of the war 
or the war is in charge of the state. Deleuze and Guattari note 
Clausewitz's vacillation on this point. Theil' contention is that as the 
state approaches total war, at the very sarrle time it approaches the 
idea ofwar. That is, in total war the state becomes the war machine. 
The state goes beyond itself and smoothes striated space. 

The war machine that arises from the state in total war has two 
figures. The first figure is fascist. As Deleuze and Guattari argued in 
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"Micropolitics and Segn1entarity," fascislTI is a suicidaI war machine. 
The second figure is the current figure of the worldwide security 
state, where "total war itself is surpassed, toward a form of peace 
more terrifying still" (TP 421). Following Virilio, Deleuze and 
Guattari's referent here is no doubt the nuclear détente of the Cold 
War. However, we can easily see how this applies to the indetermi­
nate and interminable wars against drugs and terror. Only when the 
state becomes adapted to the war machine in total war is it possïble 
to reverse Clausewitz's dictum and say "politics is the continuation 
ofwar by other means,"20 

By way of conclusion to this plateau, Deleuze and Guattari return 
to the twin overriding themes of caution and experi.mentation. A 
war machine's power can be choked out of existence by the state. 
A war machine's power can also be ramified and unleashed by the 
state. A war machine can be killed by organ-ization, and it can also 
kilt in a suicidaI and annihilating gesture. The existence of a war 
machine guarantees nothing. We must also not put too much faith 
in the nomads. They invented the war ITlachine but they are not the 
sole source of the war machine. Anything can be a war rnachine­
an internet community, an artistic movement, or a scientific move­
rnent. The only criterion for being a war machine is that it creates 
something new, that it connects rather than conjugates, that it 
opens striated space onto smooth space, that it creates a line of 
flight. As long as it does this, it embodies a war machine. Any war 
machine is fragile, though. It can easily be appropriated by the state 
or fall into a black hole. The key for Deleuze and Guattari is to keep 
experimen ting. 

NOTES 

l. Guattari, The Anti-Oedipus Pa pers, p. 397. 
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Sovereignty. 
3. Kleist, Selected Writings, p. 236. 
4. Ibid. 
5. Ibid., pp. 236-7. 
6. While Clastres' fundamental insight, namely that primitive societies 

ward off the state, remains correct, the mechanism he proposes has 
come under scrutiny. More recent work, such as Christopher Boehm's 
Moral Origins: The Evolution of Virtue, Altruism, and Shame, argues that 
egalitarian relations in hunter-gatherer societies were maintained 
through mechanisms of social selection. Thus, inter-tribal war did not 
ward off the state so much as ridicule, ostracism, exile, and execution. 
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7000 Be: Apparatus of' Capture 

The "Apparatus of Capture" continues with the same organiza­
tional style as the "Nomadology." In fact, the propositions are nurn­
bered continuously throughout both plateaus. The "Apparatus of 
Capture" covers propositions ten through fourteen. The analysis 
in this plateau deepens and complicates the picture drawn in the 
previous plateau. Whereas the "Nomadology" focuses almost exclu­
sively on the relation between the state and the war machine, this 
plateau introduces complicating factors such as urban centers and 
capitalism. In doing so it draws on the explanatory power of previ­
ous plateaus, particularly "Several Regimes of Signs" and "Faciality." 
In short, Deleuze and Guattari analyze the relations among what 
they call "social formations." In this respect their touchstone is 
Marx. Crucially, however, they distinguish themselves from Marx 
by arguing that social formations are not defined by modes of pro­
duction but by "machinic processes" (TP 435). Machinic processes 
are those complex processes of assemblages that tend toward both 
stratification and destratification, toward organization and consist­
ency, toward stasis and change. As an overview of the plateau, Ch art 
13 schematizes the different social forrnations along with their 
defining rnachinic processes. 

In proposition ten, Deleuze and Guattari return to Dumézil's 
theses regarding state sovereignty. As we saw in our discussion of 
the "Nomadology," state sovereignty is always split between two 
poles: the magician-emperor and the jurist-king, Varuna and Mitra. 
We also saw that this alliance constitutes the interiority of the state. 
The war machine is exterior to this alliance and must be appropri­
ated in order to be wielded by the state. Thus, Deleuze and Guattari 
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are driven back to their conviction that the state-form is originary 
and that the war rnachine can only play a secondary role in the 
development of the state-form. 

This conviction leads Deleuze and Guattari to a critique of an 
evolutionary account of social formations in proposition eleven. 
Not only do primitive societies not precede the state, they do not 
develop into the state. Furthermore, the "'urban revolution' and 
the 'state revolution' may coincide but do not meld" (TP 432). 
What Deleuze and Guattari are proposing, then, is that aIl of the 
social formations arise simultaneously and do not evolve out of one 
another. Each is in principle distinct, and the differing rnachinic 
processes ensure this distinctness. Of course, history is rnessy, and 
societies are complex. These distinctions in principle are always 
rnixes in fact. What Deleuze and Guattari are proposing here is 
an ethology of societies. The key to ethology is to define things 
by what they are capable of. These capabilities will always be exer­
cised to a certain degree. A given society, on this rnodel, will th us 
have five axes of capability (rnachinic processes) that are exercised 
to a certain degree. There is, of course, no guarantee that these 
capabilities will not be at odds with one another. That is, in a given 
society the machinic processes that define the state-form might be 
at odds with the machinic process of the urban-form. Furthermore, 
in sorne societies a machinic process may only exist as a limit to be 
warded off. Thus what defines a primitive society is not that it has 
never come into contact with the other social formations, but that 
it both anticipates and prevents these other forrnations by warding 
ofT their mechanisms. In response to the question of proposition 
eleven,Which cornes first?, Deleuze and Guattari argue that the 
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question is badly posed and presupposes an evolutionary schenla 
where none exists. 

While previous plateaus have discussed sorne of these social 
formations, we need to spend sorne time looking at urban centers 
as distinct social formations. Deleuze and Guattari note that both 
towns and states share sorne conlmonalities, namely, the formation 
of a central power. Indeed, it can be difficult to separate the differ­
ences between the two given that a town can be the outgrowth of a 
state ternple-palace complex, as in the case of ancient Egypt. This 
is the capital as town. It is also the case that the town can draw state 
power to itself by virtue of its own power. This is the case in the 
Greek city-states. In VVhat is Philosophy? Deleuze and Guattari argue 
(following Vernant) that the origins ofphilosophy can be located in 
precisely this difference in the configuration of machinic processes 
in Greek society compared to the nlore state dominated configura­
tion of Asian societies. 

In order to articula te the difference between these two kinds 
of central powers we can say, in a preliIninary way, that what sets 
them apart is differing thresholds of consistency. As we saw in our 
discussion of the refrain, the question of consistency is the question 
of how things hold together. What holds a town together is differ­
ent from what holds astate together. Furthermore, this consistency 
is achieved. There is a lirnit that must reached, for example, for a 
group of villages to coalesce into a town, or for a village to undergo a 
sustained expansion in population and territory. The town's thresh­
old ofconsistency is the network, while the state's threshold of 
consistency is intraconsistency. For Deleuze and Guattari the "town 
is the correlate of the road. The town exists only as a function of 
circulation and circuits ... It effects a polarization of matter, inert, 
living, or human; it causes the phylum, the flow, to pass through 
specifie places along horizontallines. It is a phenomenon of trans­
consistency, a network, because it is fundamentally in contact with 
other towns" (TP 432). A town becomes a town when it achieves the 
horizontal consistency of a network that organizes flows and organ­
izes them through polarization. What Deleuze and Guattari have in 
mind by "polarization" here is that the flows are given directionality 
by the network. In a commercial center, for example, raw rnateri­
aIs may arrive from the sea, be transformed into salable goods, and 
depart by land. Or, commercial goods may be irnported via the Silk 
Road and dispersed via merchants throughout Western Europe. A 
town's importance as a network node may, of course, wax and wane 
with demand for different materials as weIl as shifts in technology. 
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The discovery of a sea route to Asia greatly increased the impor­
tance of towns such as An1sterdam and London, while decreasing 
the power ofVenice, which was connected to Asia by land routes. As 
nodes of a network, towns are always in the middle of a horizontal 
systern that "has egalitarian pretensions" (TP 432). This is distinct 
from the state, which presides over a vertical, hierarchical system. 
Recalling terms frorrl both "Postulates of Linguistics" and "Several 
Regimes of Signs" the intraconsistency of the state makes its "points 
resonate together," while the town's transconsistency "imposes a fre­
quency" on its incoming and outgoing flows (TP 432-3). 

While prirrlitive societies persist by anticipating and preventing 
both the town-threshold and the state-threshold, proposition twelve 
articulates the apparatus by which the state captures primitive soci­
eties. Crucial to this discussion is the distinction between "limit" 
and "threshold." The "limit" is an idea that every social formation 
has of the last exchange it can engage in and still rernain itself 
The "threshold," though, is the exchange that converts the social 
formation into something different. Deleuze and Guattari illustra te 
this distinction brilliantly in their discussion of the "last word" in a 
couple's argument. When a couple argues, each goes into the argu­
ment with an idea of the "last word." This is the limit beyond which 
each dares not go. Furthermore, each knows that going beyond that 
limit will irreparably change the relationship, even dissolve it. Limit 
words here rrlight be "your mother" for one and "ex-boyfriend" for 
the other. Threshold words rrlight be "break-up" or ')ust friends." 
In each case the limit functions as the penultimate case, while the 
threshold functions as the ultirrlate case. 

Within the context oflimits and thresholds, Deleuze and Guattari 
show the conditions under which the state captures, that is, how it 
moves other social fonnations beyond their limit so that they cross 
a threshold and becorne something else, namely a stratified com­
ponent of the state. The apparatus of capture functions on three 
fronts simultaneously. With regard to prirrlitive societies, it converts 
territory to land; it captures activity and converts it into work; and, 
finally, it replaces exchange with money. Concomitant with these 
apparatuses of capture is the notion of stock. Deleuze and Guattari 
argue that the constitution of a stock, stockpiling, only arises once 
the threshold of exchange has been passed. That is, stockpiling 
does not arise in prirnitive societies; it only arises after a prirnitive 
society has been captured and morphs into a different assernblage. 
These two asserrlblages, the exchange and stock assemblages, are 
distinguished at several points, which can be surnrrlarized in table 
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form (see Chart 14). As we saw in the "Nomadology" the property 
arises when the earth is taken as an object. Taking the earth as an 
object overcodes it. In the "Geology of Morais" one of the ways that 
Deleuze and Guattari talk about overcoding is in terms of transla­
tion. We can see translation at work here in the overcoding of terri­
tory in property to be "land." Being land in this context me ans that 
different properties are comparable to one another, and they are 
comparable precisely in terms of the rent that they'll support. This 
overcoding of territory siInultaneously produces a land-stock for a 
state, which replaces the coded territories that are occupied tem­
porally and serially. Additionally, comparing properties requires 
astate bureaucracy, which in turn requires taxation for the rnain­
tenance of the bureaucracy. Taxation precipitates the need for 
money. Under these conditions the exchange assemblage cannot 
subsist. These conditions rnark the threshold of conversion to a new 
assemblage. These conditions are precisely what primitive societies 
are simultaneously trying to anticipate and prevent. Land, work, 
and taxation are the three cornponents of the apparatus of capture. 
The apparatus of capture is the state. 

While Deleuze and Guattari are cornmitted to the originarity 
of the social forms they examine here, they also recognize that as 
these forms interact with one another they are undergoing constant 
mutation. Furtherrnore, there is also internaI development since 
overcoding is never total. Overcoding always frees "a large quan­
tity of decoded flows that escape from it" (TP 448). In proposition 
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thirteen they pursue the lTIutation of the state, particularly by COlTI­
paring Asian state formations with European state forrnations. They 
also give an account of the rise of capitalism as an ecumenical social 
formation in relation to the European context. 

The principle of evolution that gives rise to different kinds of 
states is that overcoding necessarily gives rise to flows that escape 
it. The image that immediately cornes to rnind here is squeezing 
clay. Squeezing a lump of clay in one's hand stratifies it. That is, 
the clay conforms to the palm of one's hand. The harder one 
squeezes, though, the more likely it is that clay will begin to extrude 
through one's fingers. The extruding clay is an escaping flow.With 
this image in mind, let's think about the archaic, imperial state. By 
way of the apparatus of capture the archaic, imperial state converts 
prirnitive societies into sedentary peasants that are tied to the land. 
Within this context the state overcodes aIl of the pre-existing codes 
such that they are now aIl oriented in relation to the face of the 
despot. This is the shift from an exchange assemblage to a stock 
assemblage. It is also a shift frOITI a presignifying regime of signs to 
a signifying regime of signs. As we've seen, the signifying regime 
of signs is characterized by a hierarchical organization in which 
aIl signs refer directly or indirectly to the despot, who functions as 
a transcendental signifier in the regime. Deleuze and Guattari's 
claim is that the very fact of this overcoding necessarily creates 
flows that escape the overcoding. This can be most clearly seen in 
the requirements for large-scale public works, such as walls and 
aqueducts, namely "a flow ofindependent labor" and money gener­
ated through a system of taxation (TP 449). Despite the state's best 
attempts to overcode both the labor and money through bureau­
cracy, sorne always escapes. These escaping flows form the basis of 
a systern of private property that grows up alongside the state but is 
not fully under the state's control. Here Deleuze and Guattari find 
Ferenc Tôkei's suggestion that the source ofthis independent labor 
is freed slaves worthy of serious consideration. l It elegantly answers 
the question, "Are there people who are constituted in the overcod­
ing empire, but constituted as necessarily excluded and decoded?" 
(TP 449). Both the peasants and the bureaucrats are constituted 
in the overcoding empire but they are constituted as necessarily 
included and coded. It is precisely at this point that we see that 
the apparatus of capture, which converts territory to land, activity 
to work, and exchange to rnoney, at the same tirne creates flows of 
money, labor, and property that escape the overcoding state. 

For the most part these flows are continually recaptured by 
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the archaic, imperial state. Or, better, the archaic, ilnperial state 
remains such only to the degree that it is able to recapture these 
flows and stratify thern in relation to a central point. These sanIe 
f10ws of money, labor, and property take a different shape in 
Europe, though. FoBowing the archaeologist V. Gordon Childe, 
Deleuze and Guattari argue that at the dawn of European civiliza­
tion states were able to take advantage of the stockpiling of Asian 
and Mrican states through trade without having to engage in 
stockpiling themselves. Without the need for stockpiling the states 
that arise around the Aegean can deal directly in f10ws rather than 
overcoding them. "In short, the same f10ws that are overcoded in 
the Orient tend to become decoded in Europe ... It is as if t\vo solu­
tions were found for the same problem" (TP 451) .2 The overcoded 
rnetaBurgist or merchant who finds himself restricted to a single 
caste or bound to a particular imperial farnily in the Orient, finds in 
Europe a market which of necessity transcends the limits of any one 
state. The early European states were not self-sufficient (because 
they didn't stockpile), so theywere forced to trade with other states. 

Concomitant with the decoded f10ws of property, money, and 
labor in Europe is a shift in the conception of property itself. In 
contrast to the archaic, imperial state in which the state holds a 
monopoly on aIl property, in which aIl property is communal and 
public, in the new state-forms of Europe the lack of state overcoding 
creates the possibility that these flows might be privately owned. In 
brief, the decoded f10ws create the possibility of private property. 
"Even slavery changes; it no longer defines the public availability 
of the communal worker but rather private property as applied to 
individual workers" (TP 451). The law itself changes, as weB. It no 
longer has the task of overcoding f10ws but rather that of "organiz­
ing conjunctions of decoded flows as such" (TP 451). Deleuze and 
Guattari think through this shift from overcoding f10ws to organ­
izing conjunctions of decoded f10ws in terms of regimes of signs. 
This is the shift from a signifying regime to a postsignifying regime, 
from a despotic to a passional regime, fronl imperial signifier to 
"processes of subj ectifica tion" (TP 451). 1 t is only wi thin acon text 
of subjectification that something like private property becomes 
thinkable, and it becomes thinkable precisely in relation to f10ws 
that escape the overcoding of the state. This simultaneously insti­
tutes a new regime of signs and a new state-form. 

Once Deleuze and Guattari distinguish the archaic, imperial 
state from European states they can move to the question of the 
origins of capitalisrn. The rise of capitalism is a vexing problem 
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for historians and political economists alike. Why does it arise in 
Europe? Why not China? vVhy do es it arise in industrial Europe? 
"Vhy not the Roman Empire? It seenlS like the pieces have been 
in place many tinles and in many places throughout history, but 
the threshold is first crossed in modern Europe. The reason the 
threshold is crossed in modern Europe first is that the conditions 
that must obtain for the threshold to be crossed are first crossed 
here. The rise of capitalisn1 requires the conjugation of "the f10w of 
unqualified wealth" with "the f10w of unqualified labor" (TP 453). 
On this account, capitalisrn cannot arise in the archaic, imperial 
state because that state-form overcodes aIl the f1ows. Furthermore, 
even in ancient and medieval Europe where decoded f10ws oflabor 
and wealth existed, these f10ws were always qualified by the "feudal 
organization of the countryside," in which labor was tied to the 
land through serfdonl, and by the "corporative organization of the 
towns" which qualified both labor and wealth through the guild 
system (TP 453). To have both labor and wealth be unqualified is 
the same as "saying that capitalism forms with a general axiomatic of 
decoded flows" (TP 453). 

In order to understand the daim that Deleuze and Guattari are 
nlaking, we need to darify the distinction between "code" and "axi­
omatic" that's operative here. They use the same distinction in Anti­
OediPus in their discussion of the rise of capitalism. In that text the 
axionlatic of capitalism equilibrates the two distinct lines of code, 
alliance and filiation. The analysis here presupposes a more diverse 
set of social forms along with nlore detailed analyses of stratification 
and signification. Additionally, the task of A Thousand Plateaus is not 
the delimitation of Oedipus as the inlage of thought, but the crea­
tion of a perceptual semiotics, which allows assemblages to be se en 
such that the new can be created. Bearing this in mind, Deleuze and 
Guattari say: 

If it is true that we are not using the word axiomatic as a sirnple meta­
phor, we must review what distinguishes an axiomatic from aIl manner 
of codes, overcodings, and recodings: the axiomatic deals directly with 
pm'ely functional elements and relations whose nature is not specified, 
and which are immediately realized in highly varied domains simulta­
neously; codes, on the other hand, are relative to those domains and 
express specific relations between qualified elements that cannot be 
subsumed by a higher fonnal unity (overcoding) except by transcend­
ence and in an indirect fashion. The immanent axiomatic finds in the 
domains it moves through so many models, termed models o/,realization. 
(TP 454) 
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Codes conjoin. They conjoin people to territory and activity. They 
conjoin people to food and appropriate partners for ITlaniage. At 
the saIlle time that codes conjoin, they also disjoin. Every conjunc­
tion is a disjunction, regardless of whether it's what to eat or who 
to marry. Deleuze and Guattari's claim here is that these codes are 
always local and specifie. In contrast to this capitalism as an axi­
omatic is also a process of co~unction, but its conjunctions are 
global and general rather than local and specifie. Capitalism do es 
not recode or overcode already coded f1ows; it conjoins decoded 
and deterritorialized f1ows. Capitalism is an axiom of equivalency in 
that it conjoins f10ws as comparable. The f10w ofwheat or timber is 
comparable to a certain amount of gold or silver. It does not matter 
where the wheat is grown or where the gold is mined. They are both 
comparable f1ows. Of course, these f10ws do arise out of particular 
territories, and, for this reason, capitalisrn treats these territories as 
"ITlodels of realization." The abstract, deterritorialized f10w is not 
separable frorn its particular realizations, but capitalism follows the 
f10w through all of these realizations to conjoin them. 

Capitalism can extract these f10ws and conjoin thelTl in rnultiple 
models of realization. This is why Deleuze and Guattari class it as 
an "international/ ecumenical social form," which has "encompass­
ment of heterogeneous social formations" as its defining machinic 
process. It is ilTlportant to note that capitalism is not the only 
member of this class. Religions, NGOs, and multinational corpo­
rations can aIl fall under this heading. It is also important to note 
that none of the members of any class will belong exclusively to that 
group. Assemblages are always mixtures. The model of realization for 
capitalisrn that most interests Deleuze and Guattari here is the state. 
From the perspective of capitalism states are no longer "transcend­
ent paradigms of an overcoding but immanent models of realization 
for an axiomatic of decoded f1ows" (TP 455). That is, from the per­
spective of capitalisrn, states are merely immanent components of a 
deterritorializing machine that extracts and conjoins decoded f1ows. 

The problem this raises for Deleuze and Guattari is the degree 
to which rnodem state-forms are shaped in regard to capitalism. On 
the one hand, they note that there must be some level of "isomor­
phy" between a given state and capitalism; otherwise, there could 
not be a model of realization in the first place. On the other hand, 
the very generality and globality of the capitalist axiomatic, the fact 
that it COI-uoins deterritorialized f1ows, means that it can extract 
these f10ws from a very wide range of models, even "heteromorphic" 
ones. The conclusion they draw here is that the isomorphy between 
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rnodern states and capitalislTI does not entail that aIl modern states 
are therefore fundamentally identical. Furthermore, and as a result, 
it is possible to produce a taxonomy of different kinds of states pro­
vided that at the same time one does a "metaeconomics" that takes 
into account the degree of isomorphy with regard to the capitalist 
axiomatic. Within these constraints Deleuze and Guattari propose 
the following taxonomy: 

We may distinguish three major fon11s [of the state]: (1) imperial 
archaic States, which are paradigms and constitute a machine of 
enslavement by overcoding already-coded flows (these States have 
little diversity, due to a certain formaI immutabilit:y that applies to aIl 
of them); (2) extremely diverse States-evolved empires, autonomous 
cities, feudal systems, monarchies-which proceed instead by subjec­
tification and subjection, and constitute qualified or topical conjunc­
tions of decoded flows; (3) the modern nation-States, which take 
decoding even further and are models of realization for an axiomatic 
or a general cor~ugation of flows (these States combine social subjec­
tion and the new machinic enslavement, and their very diversity is a 
function of isomorphy, of the eventual heteromorphy or polymorphy 
of the models in relation to the axiomatic). (TP 459) 

We can think about this taxonomy in terms of regimes of signs. The 
signifying regime corresponds to the imperial, archaic state, and 
to what Deleuze and Guattari here call "rnachinic enslavement." In 
this context everything and everyone is part of the machine. The 
state has a monopoly on all things induding human life. As we've 
seen, though, this kind of overcoding that subordinates everything 
to the hierarchical, transcendent state frees decoded flows, which 
lead to the possibility of property and more fundan1entally the 
constitution of a subject. This process of subjectification character­
izes the second kind of state and corresponds to the postsignifying 
regime of signs. This process of subjectification delirnits machinic 
enslavement insofar as it carves out a space that is not rnonopolized 
by the state. With the simultaneous rise of both capitalism and the 
nation-state, however, we see a new kind of rnachinic enslavement. 
The increasing decoding of flows allows the shift from property 
to private property, which itself is an increasing subjectification. 
At precisely the same mornen t, though, the increasingly decoded 
flows become subjected to the capitalist axiomatic. That is, a citizen 
of the state, who possesses himself by right, becomes machinically 
enslaved, not to a despotic state but to capitalism through the nec­
essary participation in consumer culture. Thus, the ecurnenical 
capitalist social formation, which takes the nation-state as a rnodel 
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of realization, repeats the n1achinic enslavernent of the archaic, 
Imperial state but do es so by way of an axiomatic of decoded f10ws 
rather than through overcoding. 

In the final proposition of the plateau Deleuze and Guattari 
pursue further the conternporary role ofaxiomatics. They reiter­
ate their insistence that the axiornatic nature of capitalism, and by 
extension politics (since contemporary politics cannot be thought 
except through the relation between the state and capitalism), is 
not metaphorical but literaI. Thus, they brief1y discuss axioms in 
general before proceeding to the capitalist axiomatic. In general 
axiorns are starting points, places from which theorizing can begin. 
They are starting points precisely because they are taken to be self­
evident and intuitive. It is often the case that axiorns are taken as 
principles from which further propositions may be deduced, as we 
saw in the case of Eudidean geornetry and royal science in generaI. 
However, axioms can also be the starting points for experirnenta­
tion, the beginning of an immanent process that seeks only consist­
ency. These are the kind ofaxiorns one rnight find in Archirnedean 
geometry and minor science in generaI. Most importantly, in this 
second sense, axioms are not settled once and for aIl; they are con­
tinually created and generated in response to the current situation. 
It is this second sense ofaxiom that Deleuze and Guattari are most 
drawn to, as we saw in their use ofaxiorns in the "Nornadology." It is 
also in this second sense that poli tics and capitalism are axiomatic. 

Deleuze and Guattari propose a summary of the "givens" 
(données) that are currently informing the creation ofaxioms in 
capitalisrn. They articula te seven such givens: 

1. Addition, subtraction (TP 461) 
2. Saturation (TP 463) 
3. Models, Isomorphy (TP 464) 
4. Power (Puissance) (TP 466) 
5. The induded middle (TP 468) 
6. Minorities (TP 469) 
7. Undecidable propositions (TP 471). 

Given the way that they conceive ofaxioms here it goes without 
saying that different situations may generate different axioms. For 
the moment, though, they are willing to daim that the generation 
ofaxioms in capitalism is governed by two opposed tendencies, one 
toward the addition of new axioms and one toward the reduction 
ofaxioms. Furthermore, these tendencies seem to be correlated 
with certain state-forms. The creation of new axioms is associated 
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with capitalist and social delTIOCratic states, while the reduction 
ofaxioms is associated with totalitarian states. We see the same 
political correlation at work in "saturation." Insofar as capitalisrn 
functions by conjoining decoded flows it is continually confronted 
with and surpasses its own limits. Totalitarian states continually con­
front the limits of capitalism as they seek to reduce the nU111ber of 
aXiOlTIS, while social democratic states continually exceed the limits 
of capitalisrn as they foster the creation of more axiorns. 

The next given takes account of the geopolitical context of 
capitalism, which functions on three axes simultaneously. The first 
axis is the spectrum of states with regard to their relation to capital­
ism. In essence this functions as a continuurn between the tenden·· 
cies of adding axioms and reducing axioms. The second axis is an 
East-West axis. This is a historical axis that 111arks the fundarnental 
divide that Deleuze and Guattari have argued for in the distinction 
between the archaic, imperial states of Asia and the European states 
that arise on the fringes ofthose state-forms on the basis of decoded 
flows of land, labor, and money. The third axis is the North-South 
axis that takes the First and Third Worlds as its poles. This is an 
economic axis that is both predicated on and replaces the colonial 
axis. Capitalisrn decodes the flows on an of these axes and conjoins 
them differently depending on which part ofwhich axis is its model 
of realization. In this way it is able to conjoin the isomorphic and 
heteromorphic flows on the first two axes as weIl as the polymorphic 
flows of the third axis. 

The fourth given of our CUITent situation returns us to our dis­
cussion of Clausewitz frorn the previous chapter. Here Deleuze and 
Guattari reiterate the explicit connection between the war machine 
and capitalism. As we saw above, the daim is that when the state 
appropria tes the war rnachine, the war machine takes war as its 
object. When war expands from limited war to total war, the state 
becomes enslaved to and thus a component of the war machine. The 
shift to total war, however, is also a massive economic undertaking, 
which requires the coupling of decoded flows of land, labor, and 
rnoney. At this point capitalism and the war rnachine become indis­
tinguishable. In the context of the Cold War Deleuze and Guattari 
saw this as both capitalism and the war rnachine taking peace as its 
object, which required the never-ending stockpiling of weapons. 
This goal in turn involved not only the vast resources of nation-states 
but the cooperation of nurnerous multinational corporations. Here 
the state is enslaved to the war machine and capitalism, or capitalism 
as a war machine, in an intemlÏnable war for peace. 
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The rernaining three givens revolve around notions of center 
and periphery. In the first place, capitalisrn cannot constitute a 
worldwide economy without at the same time establishing a center. 
That center is unquestionably in the North and it has been migrat­
ing West for the past several centuries. Of course, a center cannot 
be established without at the same time establishing both a periph­
ery and a majority/minority distinction. While traditionally the 
establishment of a periphery has functioned geographically along a 
North-South axis, the rise of outsourcing to take advantage of labor 
flows in other countries has created internaI peripheries, internaI 
"souths," especially in urban areas built on manufacturing jobs, 
whieh are now largely given over to autornation and service sector 
jobs. As Deleuze and Guattari have argued in the "Mieropolitics 
and Segmentarity" and "Faciality" plateaus, the majority/rninority 
distinction is not a function of numbers, it is a function of relations. 
People of Northern European descent cornprise only 12 percent of 
the world's population but control a vast majority of its resources. 
As "Faciality" argues, the face of the "White Man" is the standard 
by whieh aIl others are judged. This is what constitutes the "White 
Man" as the majority, regardless of the actual numbers. 

The possibility of changing and delimiting the capitalist axi­
omatie lies within the capitalist axiomatic itself. This possibility, 
though, is not the hope that capitalism can save us. No, the pos­
sibility lies in the very nature of assemblages, even ecumenieal 
assemblages such as capitalism. AlI assernblages have tendencies 
toward both stasis and change, although, in the case of capitalism, it 
rnight make more sense to talk about a tendency toward consistency 
rather than stasis. Certainly, capitalism functions by confronting 
and surpassing its own lirnits, but this does not make capitalism aIl 
encompassing. Even with a flexible axiomatic and the ability to gen­
erate new axioms as the need arises, there are still flows that escape 
axiomatization. The flows that escape axiomatization are lines of 
flight that, if followed, may lead to something new. The lines of 
flight make possible "revolutionary connections in opposition to 
the conjugations of the axiomatie" (TP 473). As always, there are no 
guarantees. We can only experiment with the possibilities. 
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1440: The Srnooth ar~d the Striated 

In the final plateau Deleuze and Guattari focus on space. The 
distinction between smooth and striated space has been operative 
throughout most of A Thousand Plateaus, especially in the "Geology 
of MoraIs" and "Nomadology." Here, however, it is the prinlary 
emphasis, while other concepts developed in other plateaus play 
a supporting role. In order to explicate this distinction between 
kinds of space Deleuze and Guattari use a series of models in order 
to illuminate different aspects of the distinction. Not surprisingly 
the models range widely across numerous fields of knowledge from 
textiles to mathematics, and they point out that the models aren't 
exhaustive. The six models that they do examine are 1) the techno­
logical, 2) the musical, 3) the maritime, 4) the mathematical, 5) the 
physical, and 6) the aesthetic. In their discussion of these models it 
becomes clear that Deleuze and Guattari are less interested in the 
pure difference between the smooth and the striated than they are 
the interaction between the two kinds of space. How does smooth 
space become striated? How does striated space become smooth? 
These are not symmetrical operations and their mixtures and ten­
dencies produce diflerent kinds of assemblages. In the end, the 
discussion in this plateau confiIms the idea that the smooth and the 
striated are two tendencies toward which every assemblage tends, 
and that any given assemblage is a ratio of these tendencies. 

THE TECHNOLOGICAL MODEL 

Discussion of the first model begins with the distinction between 
fabric and felt. A fabric, insofar as it is woven, is a striated space. The 
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weaving itself is dependent on stable vertical striations and variable 
horizontal striations, warp and woof. The process ofweaving neces­
sarily delimits the fabric being produced. The length can be infini te 
but the width is fixed. Fabric is defined by a closed space. 

In contrast to fabric, felt is a srnooth space. It is not smooth 
because it is homogeneous. In fact, Deleuze and Guattari argue that 
it is striated space that is homogeneous. Striations homogenize by 
rnaking everything subject to the sarne rule, the same coding. Felt 
entangles the heterogeneous. It is an aggregate not a weave, and 
because it is not a weave a felt is not limited in length or width. More 
can always be added, exactly the same as the schizophrenic's table 
in Anti-Oedipus. 1 It is amorphous not hornogeneous. Felt is a nomad 
invention out ofwhich they make clothing, shelter, and arrnor and 
which connects them to the smooth space of the desert. 

Once Deleuze and Guattari have explicated the extremes of 
the model, they turn to its deforrnations. How do es srnooth space 
become striated and striated smooth in the technological model? 
To answer this question they invoke two more illustrations: embroi­
dery and patchwork. Both are mixtures of smooth and striated 
space. However, in enlbroidery striated space domina tes, while in 
patchwork smooth space dominates. The reason that striated space 
dominates in embroidery is that everything is subordinated to a 
central pattern. In a patchwork, even though there may be patterns 
of enorrnous complexity, space is composed entirely differently. 
Patches of differing materials and patterns are successively added to 
one another forming a heterogeneous and amorphous space that 
Deleuze and Guattari calI smooth. As we'll see below in the math­
ernatical model, this is also the conception they have of Riemannian 
space. In the case of a patchwork, though, we have the stitching 
together of striated f'abrics into a smooth space. Thus, the striations 
become local rather than global. 

THE MUSIL~L MODEL 

This model is dosely connected with the discussion of music in 
"Of the Refrain," which we explored above. What Deleuze and 
Guattari make explicit here is the connection between music and 
the two kinds of space. Here they rely on the work of Pierre Boulez 
and identify smooth space with rhythm and striated space with 
harrnony and melody. lt is important to rernember that rhythrn 
is not cadence or tempo. It has direction not dimension. It is a 
milieu not a territory. We discussed this above in the difference 
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between non-territorial and territorial anÏluals. A non-tenitorial 
anÎlTlal, such as a deer, has rhythmic elements, the display / conceal­
ment of its white ta il , but these rhythmic elements do not rise to 
the level of a ternpo. The white tail is not displayed regularly, only 
when danger is sensed. By the same token, "Boulez says that in a 
smooth space-tirne one occupies without counting, whereas in a stri­
ated space-time one counts in order to occupy" (TP 477). Several 
threads corne together at this point. Deleuze and Guattari are 
clearly referring ta the distinction between the numbering nurnber 
and the numbered number that distinguishes the war machine 
frorn the state. Furtherrnore, they are also talking about the differ­
ent roles that tempo can play in music, striated or smooth. When 
Daniel Barenboim arrived in Chicago to replace Georg Solti as the 
conductor of the Chicago Symphony Orchestra, there was initially 
much consternation aluong the rnusicians concerning the role of 
ternpo. Barenboim did not believe, as Solti did, that ternpo should 
be deterrnined first. Rather, he believed that tempo should be the 
result of playing. "Singers, especially those who have not worked 
with me regularly, often come to me and ask what tempo I alTl going 
to take. I answer that I cannot tell until I have heard them sing ... "2 

Barenboirn even asks Boulez why he often varies speed when con­
ducting his own compositions. To which Boulez replies, "When 1 
COITlpOSe, I cook with water. When I conduct, I cook with fire."3 For 
Boulez as for Barenboim, the diflerence is one ofintensity. Both are 
leaving the music open to the possibility of continuous variation. If 
harmony and melody are the vertical and horizontal of a musical 
fabric, then rhythm draws a diagonal that traverses both and opens 
it onto sornething new. Rhythm makes a patchwork out ofharmony 
and melody. 

THE MAR111ME MODEL 

Deleuze and Guattari begin their discussion of this rnodel by laying 
out a series of distinctions between smooth and striated space, 
which ultimately allows them to address "the very special problem 
of the sea" (TP 479). As Chart 15 rnakes clear, what is at stake here 
is precisely what has been at stake throughout A Thousand Plateaus, 
namely, a perceptual semiotics. The task has never been to divide 
the world into two mutually exclusive sets but to show that every­
thing is already a mixture of two opposed tendencies whether 
they're articulated in spatial, temporal, musical, political, or rnath­
ematical terms. "In each instance, then, the simple opposition 

233 



Deleuze and Guattari's A Thousand Plateaus 

Chari 15 

Smootb Striated ... .. , . 

Point subordinated to line/trajectory Line subordinated to point 

Nomad dwelling subordinated to Journey subordinated to 
journey sedentary dwelling 

Line is a vector, direction, trajectory Line is dimensional, metric 

Space constructed by local operators 
Space constructed by universal 

operators 
r-----

Filled by events or haecceities Filled by things 
1---

Mfects Properties 

Haptic perception Optical perception 
--

Intensive Extensive 

Body without Organs Organism 

'srnooth-striated' gives rise to far more difficult complications, 
alternations, and superpositions" (TP 481). Furthermore, the goal 
of this articulation is not only to account for the new but also to 
actively create it with aH the risk that entails. 

For Deleuze and Guattari the sea is a special problem because 
great swaths of human history are marked by the confrontation 
between the smooth space of the sea and its increasing striation 
through navigation. "It is as if the sea were not only the archetype 
of aH smooth spaces but the first to undergo a graduaI striation 
gridding it in one place, then another, on this side and that" (TP 
479-80). This striation begins with early attempts at navigation and 
progresses through crude maps that mark distances between ports 
(portolanos) , and finaHy the solution to the longitude problem in the 
eighteenth century that striated the sea in a coordinate system. Both 
states and cities were active in striating the sea. The city pursued 
its commercial interests through striation, and the state furthered 
its political interests. According to Deleuze and Guattari, though, 
it is the state that is able to carry this striation to completion. The 
state furthermore takes the striation of the sea as its model for the 
striation of other srnooth spaces such as the desert, air, and space. 
The space race, spurred by the launching of Sputnik, is thus not 
onlya race to striate space first, but a political battle over who con­
troIs striated space and the technologies of striation. As a result, 
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nülitary budgets are increased to foster the development of these 
technologies. 

A remarkable thing happens at the point of total striation, 
though. Through the axiomatics of capitalisnl, which conjoins 
decoded flows, smooth space is reimparted to the sea. As Virilio 
points out, this is the case with the role of subrnarines, which escape 
the striating net of sonar that blankets the ocean. We could even 
say that high altitude spy planes, "stealth" bombers, and more 
recently the use of unmanned drones have done the same thing 
for the air. "The sea, then the air and the stratosphere, become 
smooth spaces again, but, in the strangest of reversaIs, it is for the 
purpose of controIling striated space more completely" (TP 480). 
This is an instance of the process by which the state striates space 
by overcoding the war machine but then becomes subject itself to 
the war machine under conditions of total war. This condition is 
facilitated and extended by the close connection between capital­
ism and the state. At this level capitalism itself is a war machine 
that smoothes space and takes up striated spaces as its components. 
"AlI of this serves as a rerninder that the srnooth itself can be drawn 
and occupied by diabolical powers of organization; value judgments 
aside, this demonstrates above aIl that there exist two nonsyrnmetri­
cal movernents, one ofwhich striates the smooth, and one ofwhich 
reimparts smooth space on the basis of the striated" (TP 480). Thus, 
even though we can distinguish srnooth and striated space in prin­
ciple, they are only found in de facto mixtures. Furthermore, these 
mixtures are always undergoing multiple processes of deforma­
tion and rnutation by which the smooth becomes striated and the 
striated becomes smooth. 

Deleuze and Guattari wrap up their discussion of this rnodel by 
acknowledging the complicated intertwinings of smooth and stri­
ated space and concluding that what is reaIly at stake are two kinds 
of voyage, smooth and striated. The difference between these two 
kinds ofvoyage is the difference between intensity and extensity. To 
voyage smoothly is to voyage intensively. This is why Toynbee can say 
that nornads do not move; they voyage in place, intensively. We can 
certainly voyage intensively in thought. Books, movies, and music 
can le ad us through a series of intensities without going anywhere, 
but Deleuze and Guattari are adamant that this is not simply a mode 
of thought. We do not want to faIl into a Heideggerian (or even 
Sartrean) notion of authenticity here. Even sornething as simple 
as a rollercoaster can illustra te this intensive voyage in place. We 
do not ride a roIlercoaster to rnove frorn point A to point B. In this 
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sense, the rollercoaster doesn't move at aIl. It starts and ends in the 
saIne place. We ride a rollercoaster in order to traverse a series of 
intensive states, anticipation, fear, speed, exhilaration, etc. We ride 
a rollercoaster solely for the journey, but a journey that doesn't go 
anywhere. Yet, at the sarne time it is a journey that creates a certain 
kind of space, a non-metric, directional, intensive space, a smooth 
space. "Voyaging smoothly is a becoming, and a difficult, uncertain 
becoming at that. It is not a question of returning to preastro­
nornical navigation, nor to the ancient nornads. The confrontation 
between the smooth and the striated, the passages, alternations and 
superpositions, are under way today, running in the most varied 
directions" (TP 482). It is possible to voyage smoothly anywhere, 
because smooth space is everywhere tangled up with striated space. 
It is not a question of ontologically untangling thern; it is a question 
of perceptual semiotics. 

THE MATHEMAI1CAL MODEL 

Alain Badiou has argued that the decisive event in not only math­
ematics but thought itself is Georg Cantor's discovery of transfini te 
numbers. For Badiou, Cantor's discovery rnakes possible the iden­
tification of ontology and mathematics and furthermore makes 
possible a new theory of the event in which the event cannot be 
accounted for within the state of the situation.4 In contrast to 
Badiou, Deleuze and Guattari argue here that (at least in relation to 
space) the "decisive event" is Bernhard Riemann's transformation 
of the predicate "multiple" into the substantive "multiplicity." This 
transforrnation is decisive for two reasons. First, it is the "end of dia­
lectics." What Deleuze and Guattari mean by this is that things are no 
longer defined by a dialectic of the one and the many. Multiplicities 
precede and obviate the need for such a dialectic. There is thus no 
longer a one that divides itselfinto a many, or a many that recollects 
itself into a one. There are only multiplicities that have tendencies 
toward stasis and change. Second, dialectics is replaced with typol­
ogy and topology. By "typology," Deleuze and Guattari have in mind 
the basic questions they have asked aIl along, Which one? What is 
it capable of? These are the questions that replace the "What is it?" 
of dialectics. The result of asking these questions is a typology, that 
is, a way of grouping multiplicities according to what they can do. 
As we've seen, "topology" is the set of continuous deformations that 
an object can undergo and still remain itself. The examples of this 
that we used ab ove are the continuous deformations that would 
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Chart 16 

Multiplicities ... . .... 

Nonmetric Me tric 

Qualitative Extensive 

Continuous Discrete 

Acentered Centered 

Rhizomatic Arborescent 

Flat Numerical 

Distance Magnitude 

Frequencies Breaks 

Directionai Dimensional 

Packs Masses 

Smooth Striated 

Minor science Major science 

Numbering number Numbered number 

transfonn the letter "A" into the letter "R" and the shift from a 
don ut to a coffee cup. Such transformations do not happen dialec­
tically through the positing of contradictory positions, but through 
graduaI mutation. 

On the basis of Riemann's discovery (and particularly Bergson's 
adaptation of it), Deleuze and Guattari propose a typology of two 
basic kinds of rnultiplicity, 11letric and nonmetr1c. At this level the 
typology sirnply repeats the two basic tendencies of aIl assemblages 
toward stasis and change. Ultimately, the goal for such a typology 
would be the production of a taxonomy of different kinds of assem­
blages such as we saw in "Apparatus of Capture" with different social 
formations. Above aIl, however, it is important to keep in mind that 
the more granular one's typology becomes the more the results will 
reflect a ratio of the metric and the nonmetrÏc. Just as we saw in the 
maritime rnodel above, the opposition between rnetric and non­
metric generates a series of oppositions that reproduce the sa me 
fundamental distinction (see Chart 16). We have seen instances of 
these oppositions in every plateau. What Deleuze and Guattari add 
here is a discussion of fractals in order to further illustrate their 
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point. "Is it possible to give a very generalluatheIuatical definition 
of srrlOoth space? Benoit Mandelbrot's 'fractals' seen1 to be on that 
path. Fractals are aggregates whose nurrlber of dimensions is frac­
tional rather than whole, or else whole with continuous variation in 
direction" (TP 486). Fractals thus reside somewhere between a line 
and a surface, greater than one dirrlension but less than two dimen­
sions. Or, they reside between a surface and a volume, greater 
than two dimensions but less than three dimensions. If we look at 
a Mandelbrot set, for example, we can see that it is composed of a 
finite space bounded by an infini te line. The line that bounds the 
space has a dimension greater than one but less than two. The line 
itself is created by a simple, recursive formula (zn+l = zn2 + c), but it 
is infinitely complex, as a close-up of any section of the line shows. 
This complexity means that the line exceeds one dimension but 
remains less th an two, much like von Koch's curve, which consists of 
a line continuously broken into thirds.vVhat fractals allow Deleuze 
and Guattari to do ultirrlately is distinguish between smooth and stri­
ated space. Smooth space has fractional dimensions, while striated 
space has whole dirnensions. Or, in the way we saw this articulated 
in "Of the Refrain," smooth space has direction while striated space 
has dimension. Finally, the mathematical model shows that smooth 
space "is constituted by an accumulation of proximities, and each 
accurnulation defines a zone of indiscemibility proper to 'becoluing'" 
(TP 488). We last encountered "zone ofindiscernibility" in our dis­
cussion of becoming from the "Becoming-Intense ... " plateau. As 
we saw in the example of the color spectrurrl, the entire spectnlm is 
nothing but a series of becomings. The colors are not discrete but 
bleed into one another forming zones of indiscernibility between 
red and orange, for example. In the case of fractals, we discover 
zones of indiscernibility between discrete dimensions. Each itera­
tion of the von Koch curve defines a smooth space between one 
and two dimensions. Fractal geometry is a minor science that arises 
between dimensions in precisely the same way that the war machine 
arises between the two poles of sovereign ty and creates something 
new. 

THE PHYSIGl1L MODEL 

Deleuze and Guattari's first task in the discussion of the physical 
model is to further clarify why smooth space is heterogeneous 
rather than homogeneous. It is clear from the previous models that 
they think of smooth space as a patchwork, as Riemannian. This, 
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however, conflicts with other inlages of SIllOOth space, such as the 
desert and the sea. It is difficult not to think of the desert as homo­
geneous. After aIl, isn't it aIl sand? Isn't the ocean aIl water? For 
Deleuze and Gua ttari , though, the heterogeneity of SIllOOth space 
does not occur at the level of substance or form. lndeed, to begin at 
this level already presupposes striation. Rather, the heterogeneity of 
smooth space occurs at the level of flow. A smooth space is traversed 
simultaneously by Illultiple heterogeneous flows. Furtherrnore, and 
before one might object that "flow" simply reasserts hornogeneity at 
another level, recall that for Deleuze and Guattari f10ws themselves 
are composed of differences. What makes the desert a smooth space 
are the heterogeneous flows that traverse it unrestrictedly. In con­
trast striation homogenizes by restricting flows, by articulating them 
into content and expression. Striation sorts and segregates. Systems 
that sort by caste, race, or economic class ensure the homogeniza­
tion of each strata by channeling unrestricted flows. Thus we can 
say that a SlIlOOth space is heterogeneous because it is cornposed of 
intensive differences and a striated space is homogeneous because 
it converts intensive differences into extensive wholes. 

The next task of this model is to unfold the relation between 
"work" as a problelIl in physics and as a problem of the state. The 
operative distinction here is between "work" and "free-action," 
which we encountered in "Apparatus of Capture." As we saw, 
"work" is only thinkable within the context of stockpiling and prop­
erty instituted by astate apparatus of capture. What Deleuze and 
Guattari add in this model is a brief look at the intersection of the 
concept of "work" in physics with "work" in a political and economic 
context. This connection becomes straightforward if we return to 
the difference between Euclidean and Archimedean geolIletry. As 
we've se en at several points, Euclidean geometry is a geometry of 
solids. That is, it functions by dealing with ideal, discrete objects in 
an ideal, homogeneous space. Euclidean geometry presupposes a 
striated space in which parallei lines never meet. This account of 
space, though, is nothing other than the apparatus of capture real­
ized geometrically. Euclidean geometry is royal science, the science 
of the state. Within the context of state science "work" is defined 
as "a force-displacement relation in a certain direction" (TP 489). 
For example, moving a box from point A to point B constitutes 
work. Furtherrnore, it is irrelevant how this box is rnoved. The same 
amount of work is done whether one uses a rarnp, stairs, a puIley, 
or a wagon. What makes "work" work, then, is the movement of dis­
crete objects in metric space. Within this context even a fluid can be 
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the object ofwork provided that the fluid is first divided into a series 
of discrete volurnes. This is tantarnount, however, to turning a fluid 
into a solid. The shift, then, from fluids to discrete solids makes pos­
sible the definition ofwork in the physical sense, and it also makes 
possible the measurement of work with regard to another me tric, 
an econornic rnetric. The geornetry of work thus rnakes possible an 
economy of work in which various directional force-displacements 
becorne comparable to one another and as such remunerable. 
Work becornes "labor-power." 

As Deleuze and Guattari insist, though, the striation of smooth 
space is not where the story ends. On the one hand, there are always 
points at which smooth space escapes striated space. This is simply 
the nature of any assemblage thought spatiaUy, in its tendency 
toward change. On the other hand, there is also the possibility that 
a striated space can become smooth again. This is precisely what we 
see with regard to work. Before work is captured by the state it is 
not work at aU but ffee-action. The capture and conversion of free­
action requires stockpiling and surplus, such that the goal of work 
is to produce surplus. Working to produce surplus is the source 
of what Marx caUed "alienated labor." Global capitalism, though, 
doesn't function on the basis of producing surplus labor. In fact, 
according to Deleuze and Guattari it doesn't function on labor at 
aU. This is the shift from what is cornrnonly caUed a "rnanufacturing 
econorny" to a "service" or "information economy." For Deleuze 
and Guattari this is the shift from a striated space of national econo­
mies to the smooth space of global capitalism. Global capitalism 
does not function on surplus labor but on surplus value. Surplus 
value, though, can be created by anyone and is not the product of 
labor but of consumption. In global capitalism everyone's task is to 
consume, to keep capital circulating. Anyone can do this at anytime. 
Watching TV, surfing the internet, looking at billboards. AlI of our 
waking activity is inundated by consumption whether we're working 
or not. Global capitalism thus reconstitutes a srnooth space without 
boundary ofwhich we are aU component parts. 

THE AESTHETIC MODEL: NOMAD ART 

The final model is organized around three distinctions: between 
close-range and long-distance vision, between haptic and optical 
space, and between abstract and concrete lines. Deleuze and 
Guattari have referred to "haptic" in previous plateaus but only 
discuss it at length here. Haptic is another way of talking about the 
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relation to smooth space, while optical is a way of talking about a 
relation to striated space. Thus, while "haptic" would generaIly have 
connotations of "tactile," Deleuze and Guattari do not want simply 
to oppose two senses but rather to talk about the way aIl of the 
senses can engage space differently-a perceptual semiotics. 

In this discussion they draw heavily on Wilhehn Worringer's 
concept of the "Gothie line," which Deleuze also returns to in 
Francis Bacon: The Logic of Sensation. Worringer' s primary concern 
is to clearly distinguish the art of Northern Europe frorn the 
art of Southern Europe.5 For Deleuze and Guattari, Worringer's 
Gothie line aIlows them to distinguish between an abstract line 
and a discrete line, or between a line of flight and a segmented 
line. We can illustrate this distinction by looking at two exam·· 
pIes. The first exarnple is Masolino's "St. Peter Healing a Cripple 
and the Raising of Tabitha" (1425). The perspective employed 
here striates the space. It creates a series of segmented lines that 
begin at the margins of the painting and aIl converge on a single 
point. The arrangement of space within the picture is subordinated 
to the point of perspective. 

The second exarnple is Siulone Martini' s "The Miracle of the 
Child FaIling from the Balcony" (1328). In this painting there is 
a remarkable compression of both space and time: the child is 
depicted both faIling from the balcony and as safe and sound just to 
the right of the falling child. Even more rernarkable is the way that 
the monk Agostino Novello COUles swooping in from the upper left 
side of the painting. The fringes ofhis robes are blurred with speed. 
The lines in this painting are not subordinated to a central point 
of perspective; they flow. The line of the monk's flight extends 
beyond the frame of the painting. The child plummets downward 
and watches the fall at the same time. Affects of horror and fear cir­
culate between mother and child, while at the same time affects of 
concern and gratefulness surround the saved child. vVhatever stria­
tions there are in this painting are traversed by the smooth space of 
affect and flowing action. This painting is haptie because even the 
"seeing" that's done here is the local seeing of smooth space. There 
is no horizon that organizes the whole. There are a series of local 
rnotions that are pieced together as a patchwork. 

For Deleuze and Guattari Gothie art is the continuation of the 
nomadic jewelry that we discussed in "Nomadology" and "Apparatus 
of Capture." Furthermore, this same "abstract line" is taken up in 
modern art. Crucially, though, modern art does not paint a haptie 
space because it is "abstract" in the sense that it eschews figuraI 
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representation. Rather, modern art paints a haptic space because it 
is abstract in the sense that it is opposed to the discrete. Modern art 
paints a smooth space not a striated space. 

CONCLUSION 

As we've seen throughout A Thousand Plateaus the donlinant trend 
in thought has been to efface as far as possible aIl of the terrns asso­
ciated with change on the continuum between stasis and change, 
such as "smooth space." Within the context of this plateau Deleuze 
and Guattari argue that the process by which smooth space is 
effaced has two stages. In the first stage smooth space is treated 
as an encompassing element. Here, following Vernant's analysis 
along with Deleuze and Guattari, we can see this stage operative in 
Anaximander' s articulation of the apeiron.6 Anaxirnander argued 
that the formed must have its origins in the unformed, that the 
bounded must have its origins in the boundless. Here he seems to 
repeat the older cosmogonies that order must arise out of chaos. 
For Deleuze and Guattari, though, Anaximander's move here is 
nothing other than a separation of smooth space (apeiron) frorn 
striated space (Peiron). 

The second stage of effacing smooth space is to expel it from 
striated space. That is, striated space must be shown to be self­
subsistent, not dependent on smooth space. Or at the very least 
smooth space must be shown to be derivative from striated space. It 
is at this point that we have the origins of the discontinuity thesis. 
Smooth and striated space are posited as ontologically different 
in kind and are related to one another analogically as form and 
content. When this happens, thought itself is identified with the 
formaI component. Content becomes the unintelligible material 
substrate. This distinction is at its starkest in Plato but remains the 
dominant tendency of thought in his wake. 

Having articulated the process by which smooth space is effaced, 
Deleuze and Guattari counsel caution. There is no romanticism 
of smooth spaces. The goal is not to replace striated spaces with 
smooth spaces. "Never believe that a smooth space will suffice to 
save us" (TP 500). We've se en over and over again that smooth 
spaces and the lines of f1ight that compose them can easily fall into 
suicidaI collapse. In the case of capitalism smooth space can actually 
further the ends of the state. What then is the goal? To experirnent. 
To create something new. While creation and experirnentation 
can only happen through srnooth space, it does not follow that aIl 
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experirnents, aIl creations, will increase power rather than decrease 
iL So, experiment, create, but do it carefully. 
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In Part Three of his Ethics, Spinoza argues that the problem with 
most philosophy is that it treats human behavior as if the rules of 
the rest of the universe did not apply to it. That is, as if it were a 
kingdom within a kingdom. The difficulty with this approach is 
that it irnmediately makes human behavior random and incom­
prehensible. Only if human behavior follows the order of nature 
rather than disturbs it can it be understood at aIl. Human behavior 
does not transcend nature but is an expression of it. No dearer 
account of what Deleuze calls the "univocity of being" in other 
contexts and what l call "the continuity thesis" could be wished for. 
Spinoza's daim thus has the advantage of making human behavior 
comprehensible, but it has the disadvantage of seeming to deny 
human uniqueness in nature. While it is true that human unique­
ness can no longer be grounded in the human transcendence of 
nature, this is not the only avenue available to Spinoza. In fact, he 
can relyon the resources of univocity or continuity to argue for a 
difference that is not predicated on transcendence, a difIerence in 
degree not a difference in kind. As we saw in the Introduction, a 
difference in kind can only be accounted for in terms of anal ogy. 
As a result, the nature of the difference cannot be known, it can 
only be represented. In contrast to this, the difference in degree 
predicated on the univocity of being produces real difference not 
merely analogical difference. For Spinoza, then, hurnans are differ­
ent not because they possess a different kind of being (e.g., soul or 
rnind), but because they are composed differently. That is, humans 
possess a different ratio of motion and rest among their parts than 
other things and are thus capable of affecting and being affected 
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differently than other things. This difference in affection is where 
real difference lies, not in an ontologically transcendent property 
that humans possess. 

Deleuze and Guattari's project in A Thousand Plateaus is the 
direct heir to Spinoza's line of thinking. They are also interested 
in a flat ontology in which differences are grounded in different 
ways of affecting and being affected, different ways of being corn­
posed. In this respect A Thousand Plateaus is also an ethics, but i t is 
not solely a human ethics; it is an ethics of assemblages. As we've 
seen, each plateau is the examination of a different kind of assem­
blage. For each assemblage Deleuze and Guattari ask, "Vhat is the 
manner of its cornposition? yVhat cornbinations can it enter into 
that cornpose it and decompose it? VVhere is it capable of entering 
into new combinations? VVhere is it blocked from entering into 
new combinations? VVhat are the limits at which the assemblage will 
cross a threshold and become something new? VVhile rnany of the 
assemblages they examine have a human component, understand­
ing that "humanness" is not their primary concern. 

Another aspect of Deleuze and Guattari's project that makes it 
an ethics in the Spinozist tradition is that it eschews judgment. As 
we saw in the "Geology of MoraIs" an organ-ized body is ajudgment 
in the dassical sense that it relates a subject to a predicate; that is, 
an organ-ized body is a set of deterrnined relations (e.g., the heart 
is a pump and therefore can't be a liver). Traditionally, this kind of 
organization is imposed by a transcendent form (hence "the judg­
ment of God"). Deleuze and Guattari recognize that there are still 
organized bodies, but need to account for this immanently, so in 
this plateau they propose a process of "stratification" that accounts 
for organizations of this type. VVhat the process of stratification 
allows them to do is distinguish between the two basic tendencies 
of every assemblage toward stasis and change. VVhat stratification 
does not allow, however, is the division of the world into two sets 
of objects, static, molar, arborescent, extensive objects and fluid, 
molecular, rhizomatic, intensive objects. To mistake the two basic 
tendencies of aIl assemblages for two distinct kinds of assemblage 
simply reinstates a regime of judgment. With judgment cornes 
morality. The real temptation that follows judgment is to daim that 
one kind of assernblage is "good" and the other "evil." This, in fact, 
is how Deleuze and Guattari have been read by both critics and 
sympathetic comrnentators. The argument works like this: Deleuze 
and Guattari argue that fluid, rnolecular, rhizomatic, intensive 
assemblages have been either marginalized or actively repressed in 
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the history of the thought. (So far, so good. They do in fact argue 
this, although an irnportant qualification needs to be made.) It 
turns out, though, that far from being evil, these f1uid, molecular, 
rhizornatic assemblages are the sole source of goodness and libera­
tion, while the static, molar, arborescent assernblages are the sole 
source of evil and oppression. The task of philosophy, according to 
this argument, is to usher in a revolution whereby evil, arborescent 
assemblages are replaced with good, rhizornatic assemblages. We 
should chop down aIl the trees and plant potatoes, because pota­
toes are good and trees are eviI. 

Notice how judgment (division of the world into two kinds of 
things) quickly becomes lnorality (one kind is good, the other 
evil). On this reading, Deleuze and Guattari's project becornes a 
rornantic reversaI. I have argued, to the contrary, that A Thousand 
Plateaus is a "perceptual semiotics." That is, the dualisms presented 
throughout the book (rhizome/tree, molecular/rnolar, intensive/ 
extensive) are indicative not of an ontological dualism but of the 
two tendencies that compose every assemblage. There are no pure 
rhizomes. There are only assemblages in which the rhizomatic ten­
dency is more or less dorninant. By the sarne token, there are no 
pure trees. There are only assemblages in which the arborescent 
tendency ismore or less dominant. This is the case for aIl of the 
dualisms that run through A Thousand Plateaus. 

What follows from a perceptual semiotics, then, is the impos­
sibility of determining a priori whether an assemblage is good or 
eviI. In fact, any given assemblage is likely to be both. Furthermore, 
the degree to which an assemblage is helpful or harmful does not 
necessarily align with the ratio of tendencies in a given assemblage. 
Thus, to take a simplistic example, if we determine that an assem­
blage has a ratio of 2: 1 of stasis to change, it does not follow from 
this that the assemblage is twice as harmful as it is helpfuI. This is 
because Deleuze and Guattari are manifestly not arguing that stasis 
is always bad and change is always good. AdditionaIly, the determi­
nation of whether an assemblage is helpful or harmful cannot be 
made in general or in a vacuum; it must be made in situ. The ethics 
of A Thousand Plateaus is experirnen taI. In this respect as in many 
others Deleuze and Guattari take Spinoza's daim that "no one 
knows what a body can do" to heart. 

It is also at this point that we can sharply differentiate ethics and 
morality. A perceptual semiotics robs morality ofits force by refusing 
to divide the world into good and evil things. Without this division 
the question, What should we do?, los es aIl of its power. The ethical 
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question that replaces it is, \tV11at might we becon1e? This question 
begins with what is the case and seeks only to experiment with the 
possibilities afIorded. Experimentation is dangerous. There are no 
guarantees that increasing the ratio of change to stasis will result 
in a beneficial outcome. As Deleuze and Guattari continually point 
out, there is just as much danger in the tendency toward change 
as there is in the tendency toward stasis. They are distinct dangers, 
to be sure, but dangers nonetheless. What they propose in light of 
these dangers is careful methodical experimentation. What they 
are not advocating is the imrnediate destruction of aIl structures of 
stability. The most likely outcome of such a radical deterritorializa­
tion is the imposition of even more restrictive stratifications. Even 
worse, such a radical deterritorialization can become suicidaI, as 
the example of Kleist shows. Experiment, but experiment carefuIly. 

As we've seen, the purpose of the kind of experimental ethics 
promoted by A ThousandPlateausis the creation of the new. Creating 
the new requires first of aIl an understanding of the conditions of 
possibility for the new. For Deleuze and Guattari understanding 
these conditions begins with a perceptual semiotics that can see not 
only the static tendencies in an assemblage but also the tendencies 
toward change. These tendencies toward change are the "deter­
ritorializing edge" where change can occur. We find this deterri­
torializing edge wherever an assemblage comes into contact with 
its outside. Importantly, though, the relation between the inside 
and outside need not be thought in strictly spatial terms. Insofar 
as Deleuze and Guattari define an assemblage strictly in terms of 
external relations (its ways of affecting and being affected), aIl that 
is meant by "outside" here is an assemblage's combination with 
something heterogeneous. Any boundary established by an assem­
blage is always temporary and porous, whether it be a boundary 
between slowly shifting tectonic plates or within a rapidly develop­
ing conversation at a party that continually shifts as people join or 
leave the group. Loud music may make group cohesion impossible, 
or it may drive people more tightly together as the intensity of the 
conversation overcornes the intensity of the music. This constant 
negotiation of shifting intensities, whether on a short or a long tem­
poral scale, is the site where the new is created. As always, there are 
no guarantees that the new that is created will be beneficial, but we 
also can't know that until we experiment with it. 

Crucially, though, and this is the real advantage of A Thousand 
Plateaus as an ethics, it is not limited to human interactions but is 
both micro- and macro-scalable. That is, it is an ethics of becoming 
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as such. This does not mean, however, that Deleuze and Guattari's 
rallying cry is, "More becorning, less being!" This would turn their 
descriptive ethics into a prescriptive morality. Rather, foIlowing 
Deleuze's analysis of Nietzsche, it does not assume that becoluing is 
one, but asks, "Which becorning?" The "which" here allows Deleuze 
and Guattari to look for becoming in human behavior, to be sure, 
but also in the rise and faIl ofmountain ranges, in the developrnent 
of a new species of bird through reproductive isolation, or in the 
ways that capitalism has subsumed the state-form. 

Wide-ranging analysis of this type is the hallmark of any good 
philosophy. What sets A Thousand Plateaus apart is its elegance. 
It is able to generate rernarkable analytic power from a few basic 
suppositions. The key terms in Deleuze and Guattari's philoso­
phy are assemblage, stratum, abstract machine, and as we've seen 
becoming. Assernblages replace the things, subjects, and objects of 
traditional philosophy. Stratum and becoming are the two tenden­
cies of every assemblage. A stratum is a tendency toward stasis, while 
becoming is the tendency toward change. The nurnber and types of 
strata and becomings are myriad and foIlow from the assemblage 
under examination. The first and most irnportant thing to note 
about abstract machines is that they do not pre-exist strata or assem­
blages and are only separable from either in principle. They are not 
a transcendental (ontologically discontinuous) form that organizes 
chaotic matter. Recall that "abstract" here is not the opposite of 
"concrete" it is the opposite of "discrete." An abstract machine thus 
describes the limits of continuous variation that an assemblage may 
undergo. We discussed this above in terms of topology, the trans­
formation of the letter A into the letter R. Another way we might 
think about this is to suppose that assemblages are solutions and 
abstract machines are problems. Thus coniferous and deciduous 
trees are solutions to the problem of converting sunlight into sugar. 
Though each type of tree has solved the problem differently, they 
are nonetheless solutions to the same problem. AlI of the different 
species of trees suggest a range of continuous variation described 
by the abstract machine. The abstract machine neither pre-exists 
nor determines the range of variation but describes it. The reason 
abstract machines are important for Deleuze and Guattari's phi­
losophy is that they aIlow for an account of the intensive processes 
that underlie assemblages. Abstract rnachines allow us to think 
assemblages in their becoming not just their stratification, because 
abstract machines allow us to think assemblages as temporary sta­
bilities in a process of continuous variation. 
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Conclusion: The Ethics of Becoming 

Through these very few concepts we can see clearly (and hope 
l have shown sorne of) the ways in which A Thousand Plateaus 
transforms philosophy not sirnply by giving us a new system but 
by showing us how new concepts can be created. Deleuze and 
Guattari's work not only describes the creation of the new but 
performs it before our very eyes. l think, though, we would largely 
miss the point of the book ifwe simply marveled at its breadth and 
complexity. While there is no doubt much to marvel at, A Thousand 
Plateaus is a caU to action, more specificaUy a caU to becoming. 
This caU to becoming is not lirnited to philosophy. As we've seen, 
Deleuze and Guattari draw on a dizzying array of disciplines in order 
to fashion their concepts, from biology to metaUurgy to linguistics. 
Later, in What is Philosophy?, they go on to distinguish different 
disciplines according to what each produces. Here, though, while 
they consider A Thousand Plateaus a work of "plain old philosophy," 
they do not articulate how art or science might differ. 1 Rather, they 
employ a perceptual semiotics in order to reconceive everything 
from economics to geology. It's this perceptual semiotics that l 
think makes the book so fruitful for other disciplines and practices 
traditionaUy thought to be far-removed from philosophy. Deleuze 
writes, "The best moments of the book while we were writing it 
were: music and the ritornello [refrain], the war-machine and 
nomads, and animal-becoming. In these instances, un der Félix's 
speU, l felt l could perceive unknown terri tories where strange con­
cepts dwelt. The book has been a source of happiness for me, and 
as far as l'm concerned, it's inexhaustible."2 Deleuze finds his hap­
piness in rnapping unknown territories and creating strange, new 
concepts. A Thousand Plateaus is for him an inexhaustible source of 
such becomings. 

l think we can draw two lessons from this. The first is that A 
Thousand Plateaus can play a similar role for us. It can be the source 
of strange, heterogeneous connections through which we rnight 
discover new territories and new becomings. This has been done 
both inside and outside of philosophy as scholars, technicians, and 
artists have taken up this work in order to open their disciplines 
to diverse outsides. Architecture has used A Thousand Plateaus to 
rethink notions of space and flow. City planners have done the same 
thing on an even larger scale. Visual artists have used it to expand 
on the notion of an abstract line. Political activists have used it to 
rethink notions of mass and crowd. Even if the artists and techni­
cians aren 't consciously drawing on A Thousand Plateaus, theorists 
can use the concepts found there to describe these practices in an 
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effort to connect thern to an outside and create new concepts. The 
second lesson is that we are not limited to the concepts created in A 
Thousand Plateaus. A great de al of this type of crea tive work draws on 
Deleuze's solo work and Guattari's solo work. It doesn't even have 
to be Deleuze and Guattari, any philosopher will do. This is the key 
to Deleuze's work in the history of philosophy. He does excellent 
historical and exegetical work, but his goal is to discover what new 
concepts the philosopher has created. Obviously, as A Thousand 
Plateaus shows, we need not limit ourselves to philosophy. Any 
assenlblage, whether theoretical, artistic, or technical, can be the 
source of something new when viewed through the perceptual semi­
otics articulated here. Perhaps the best way to think about Deleuze 
and Guattari's work is as an open-ended field guide. A Thousand 
Plateaus identifies a few assemblages in order to show where their 
lines of flight are, but the real value of the book lies in the method 
by which new assemblages might be described in order to become 
the source of new concepts. The twin poles of description and crea­
tion thus compose the perceptual serniotics of A Thousand Plateaus. 

ln writing this book 1 focused rnostly on the description pole. 
This was a necessity given the kind of book 1 was writing, but it also 
feels like a betrayal. 1 am comforted by the fact that at a confer­
ence 1 once asked, "How do you write about Deleuze and Guattari 
without betraying them?" A well-known scholar of Deleuze and 
Guattari's works tumed to me and said simply, ''You don't." ln 
terms that we've seen here, 1 have overcoded A Thousand Plateaus. 
At the same time, we've also seen that no overcoding is complete. 
There are always flows that escape the overcoding. This is the 
nature of any assernblage; it has tendencies toward both stasis and 
change. This book, no doubt, tends more toward striation, but not 
wholly. My hope is twofold. First, that the descriptions are useful. 
That is, that they allow both the striations and the becornings to be 
seen. Second, that sorne of those becomings rnight be taken up in 
order to create new concepts. In Spinozist terms, 1 would articula te 
my hope in this way-that combining with this book might make 
rnore rather than fewer combinations possible. 

NOTES 

1. Deleuze, Two Regimes of Madness, p. 176. 
2. Ibid., pp. 239-40. 
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Suggestions for Further Reading 

The literature on Deleuze and Deleuze and Guattari is voluminous 
and growing more rapidly every year. As a result it's easy to become 
overwhelmed. This problerll is further exacerbated by the fact that 
rnuch of the literature on A Thousand Plateaus is (perhaps rightly) 
rnore focused on using sorne of its concepts in order to create some­
thing new. This is especially true in applications of Deleuze and 
Guattari outside philosophy. There are sorne short and helpful dis­
cussions of A Thousand Plateaus contained in general introductions 
to Deleuze, but very few that give you the sense of the whole work. 
There are, though, three works that discuss A Thousand Plateaus at 
length: 

• Brian Massumi, A User's Guide to Capitalism and Schizophrenia: 
Deviations from Deleuze and Guattari, 1992. 

This book is by the English translator of A Thousand Plateaus and 
is the first extended treatment of the book in English. It is a the­
matie approach to the book and has sorne very insightful discus­
sions of content and expression. At the same time, as the subtitle 
indieates, Massumi is interested in making something new with 
the tools he finds in A Thousand Plateaus. 

• Mark Bonta andJohn Protevi, Deleuze and Geophilosophy: A Guide 
and Glossary, 2004. 

This book does the great service of solidifying the connection 
between Deleuze and Guattari's work and complexity theory. 
What makes it especially helpful, though, is the glossary. A 
Thousand Plateaus is a massive, complex work that connects and 
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re-connects its concepts in unexpected ways. This book prevents 
one frorn stumbling over technical terminology not only by 
defining it but by indicating related terms. In the same vein, see 
also Adrian Parr's Deleuze Dictionœry and Eugene Young's Deleuze 
and Guattari Dictionary. 

• Eugene Holland, Deleuze and Guattœri's A Thousand Plateaus: A 
Reader's Guide, 2013. 

Like Massumi's book, this one is organized thematically. This is 
particularly helpful as it allows the reader to survey multiple pla­
teaus simultaneously and from different perspectives. Holland 
is also very good at situating the themes of A Thousand Plateaus 
in their historical and philosophical contexts. My only wish is 
that this book had been published a little earlier. It would have 
been a big help to me as 1 was struggling through A Thousand 
Plateaus. 

In addi tion to the secondary sources directly focused on A Thousand 
Plateau s, there are two prirnary sources that shed additionallight on 
the book. 

• Gilles Deleuze, Two Regimes of Madness: Texts and Interviews, 1975-
1995,2006. 

This collection of short essays and interviews follows in the wake 
of Anti-Oedipus and has rnany he1pful pieces leading up to A 
Thousand Plateaus, as well as reflections on the work itself. It is in 
an interview that we discover, for example, that Deleuze sees phi­
losophyas the creation of concepts and that A Thousand Plateaus 
is "about" assemblages. 

• Félix Guattari, The Machinic Unconscious: Essays in Schizoanalysis, 
2011. 

This book was published in French the year before A Thousand 
Plateaus. Here we see Guattar1 working through many of the key 
concepts of A Thousand Plateaus, su ch as semiotics, faciality, and 
the refrain. Here one can find new perspectives on plateaus such 
as "Several Regimes of Signs," "Faciality," and "Of the Refrain." 
It is an especially good antidote to the tendency in much scholar­
ship to elide Guattari's contribution to A Thousand Plateaus. 

The last two books on this list provide additional context but of dif­
ferent kinds. The first provides historical context, while the second 
provides, for want of a better word, imaginative context. 
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François Dosse, Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari: Intersecting Lives, 
2010. 

This is an excellent biography of both Deleuze and Guattari. It 
rnakes very clear the social, political, and intellectual context of 
both plior to and in the wake of their rneeting in 1969. It also 
rnakes very clear the extent of Guattali's contribution, not just 
to the co-authored works but to the political and intellectual 
climate in Europe in the 1970s and 1980s. 

• Manuel DeLanda, A Thousand Years of Nonlinear History, 1997. 

While this book is not intended to be a stlict explication of A 
Thousand Plateaus, it can very fnütfully be read as an extended 
comrnentary on the "Geology of MoraIs" plateau. DeLanda has 
the great virtue of writing very clearly frOITl the perspective of 
complexity theory and providing a seemingly endless array of 
examples to illustrate his arguments. There are certainly points 
at which l disagree with his analysis, but at the sarne time there 
are few authors who have helped me to "see" so clearly what 
Deleuze and Guattari are up to. 
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