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Vemories of a Moviegoer. 1 recall the fine film Willard (1972, Daniel
Mann). A “B” movie perhaps, but a fine unpopular film: unpopular
iecause the heroes are rats. My memory of it is not necessarily accurate. I
will recount the story in broad outline. Willard lives with his authoritarian
mother in the old family house. Dreadful Oedipal atmosphere. His mother
urders him to destroy a litter of rats. He spares one (or two or several).
Alter a violent argument, the mother, who “resembles” a dog, dies. The
louse is coveted by a businessman, and Willard is in danger of losing it.
fie likes the principal rat he saved, Ben, who proves to be of prodigious
intelligence. There is also a white female rat, Ben's companion. Willard
pends all his free time with them. They multiply. Willard takes the rat
pack, led by Ben, to the home of the businessman, who is put to a terrible
death. But he foolishly takes his two favorites to the office with him and
has no choice but to let the employees kill the white rat. Ben escapes, after
throwing Willard a long, hard glare. Willard then experiences a pause
o his destiny, in his becoming-rat. He tries with all his might to remain
among humans. He even responds to the advances of a young woman in
the office who bears a strong “resemblance” to a rat—but it is only a
wsemblance. One day when he has invited the young woman over, all set
10 be conjugalized, reoedipalized, Ben suddenly reappears, full of hate.
Willard tries to drive him away, but succeeds only in driving away the
young woman: he then is lured to the basement by Ben, where a pack of
oountless rats is waiting to tear him to shreds. It is like a tale; it is never
disturbing.

It is all there: there is a becoming-animal not content to proceed by
esemblance and for which resemblance, on the contrary, would repre-
sent an obstacle or stoppage; the proliferation of rats, the pack, brings a
becoming-molecular that undermines the great molar powers of family,
gareer, and conjugality; there is a sinister choice since there is a “favorite”
in the pack with which a kind of contract of alliance, a hideous pact, is
made; there is the institution of an assemblage, a war machine or criminal
machine, which can reach the point of self-destruction; there is a circula-
tion of impersonal affects, an alternate current that disrupts signifying
projects as well as subjective feelings, and constitutes a nonhuman
sexuality; and there is an irresistible deterritorialization that forestalls
attempts at professional, conjugal, or Oedipal reterritorialization. (Are
there Oedipal animals with which one can “play Oedipus,” play family,

¥ mylittle dog, my little cat, and then other animals that by contrast draw

us into an irresistible becoming? Or another hypothesis: Can the same
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animal be taken up by two opposing functions and movements, depend-
ing on the case?)

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

But something very important transpires at the level of relationships.
For natural history conceives of the relationships between animals in two
ways: series and structure. In the case of a series, I say a resembles b, b
resembles ¢, etc.; all of these terms conform in varying degrees to a single,
eminent term, perfection, or quality as the principle behind the series,
This is exactly what the theologians used to call an analogy of proportion.
In the case of a structure, I say a4 is to b as c is to d; and each of these
relationships realizes after its fashion the perfection under consideration:
gills are to breathing under water as lungs are to breathing air; or the heart
is to gills as the absence of a heart is to tracheas [in insects] . . . This is an
analogy of proportionality. In the first case, I have resemblances that differ
from one another in a single series, and between series. In the second
case, | have differences that resemble each other within a single structure,
and between structures. The first form of analogy passes for the most
sensible and popular, and requires imagination; but the kind of imagi-
nation it requires is a studious one that has to take branchings in the
series into account, fill in apparent ruptures, ward off false resemblances
and graduate the true ones, and take both progressions and regressions or
degraduations into account. The second form of analogy is considered
royal because it requires instead all the resources of understanding
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(entendement), in order to define equivalent relations by discovering, on
the one hand, the independent variables that can be combined to form a
structure and, on the other hand, the correlates that entail one another
within each structure. As different as they are, the two themes of series
and structure have always coexisted in natural history; in appearance
contradictory, in practice they have reached a more or less stable com-
promise.’ In the same way, the two figures of analogy coexisted in the
minds of the theologians in various equilibriums. This is because in both
cases Nature is conceived as an enormous mintesis: either in the form of a
chain of beings perpetually imitating one another, progressively and
regressively, and tending toward the divine higher term they all imitate
by graduated resemblance, as the model for and principle behind the
series; or in the form of a mirror Imitation with nothing left to imitate
because it itself is the model everything else imitates, this time by ordered
difference. (This mimetic or mimological vision is what made the idea of
an evolution-production possible at that moment.)

This problem is in no way behind us. Ideas do not die. Not that they
survive simply as archaisms. At a given moment they may reach a
scientific stage, and then lose that status or emigrate to other sciences.
Their application and status, even their form and content, may change;
yet they retain something essential throughout the process, across the
displacement, in the distribution of a new domain. Ideas are always
reusable, because they have been usable before, but in the most varied of
actual modes. For, on the one hand, the relationships between animals
are the object not only of science but also of dreams, symbolism, art and
poetry, practice and practical use. And on the other hand, the relation-
ships between animals are bound up with the relations between man and
animal, man and woman, man and child, man and the elements, man
and the physical and microphysical universe. The twofold idea “series-
structure” crosses a scientific threshold at a certain moment; but it did not
start there and it does not stay there, or else crosses over into other sci-
ences, animating, for example, the human sciences, serving in the study
of dreams, myths, and organizations. The history of ideas should never be
continuous; it should be wary of resemblances, but also of descents or
filiations: it should be content to mark the thresholds through which
an idea passes, the journeys it takes that change its nature or object. Yet
the objective relationships between animals have been applied to certain
subjective relations between man and animal, from the standpoint of a
collective imagination or a faculty of social understanding.
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. M__MHE n_mwwaamﬂwa a 533.\_ of 5m.>_‘n~§§n as collective unconscioys;
- gns the m.E.z,”m_ a particularly important role in dreams, myths, and
Eﬂwdwm: %o:mncﬁsmm. The mn.ndm_ is inseparable from a series exhibiting

ouble aspect of progression-regression, in which each term plays th
role of a possible transformer of the libido (metamorphosis) M ﬁ: <
approach to the dream follows from this; given a troublin e c__n
wmnon_uam a question of integrating it into its archetypal series Wmﬂmmﬂ. ;
Em< include feminine, masculine, or infantile wmn:m,:nmw .mm mmna
animal, vegetable, even elementary or molecular mnm:n:nmm In ol
to natural history, man is now no longer the eminent term n.; Enoun..ﬁ
that Hm,n.n may be an animal for man, the lion, crab, bird of - -
louse, in relation to a given act or function, in mnnoambnn S.:w?.ﬂw\ .
Mmﬂ_mﬂn_ of Hw.n..rc:ncmmnmo:m. Bachelard wrote a fine Jungian woom_ MMM

aborated the ramified series of Lautré ing i
speed coefficient of the BmHmanvam%wMﬂHohw MM_MH_MWHMMO MMMM :.E i
each term in relation to a pure aggressiveness as the ﬁuuﬂt_nw& H:n:om o%
the serpent’s fang, the horn of the rhinoceros, the dog’s tooth z.w mgﬂ.
beak; and higher up, the claw of the eagle or the vulture H:m e
the crab, the legs of the louse, the suckers of the oﬁovcw Th e
Jung’s work a process of mimesis brings nature and culture p.o H:m.uo.s
net, by means of analogies of proportion in which t wee
terms, and above all the animals occupying a mid

cycles of conversion nature-culture-nature: archet
representations.”?

he series and their
dle position, assure
ypes as “analogical

Is it by chance that structuralism so strongly denounced the prestige
s : i .
H_.__we,awa ﬂ,rm imagination, the establishment of resemblances in a series,
ﬂrn ._Mzmm‘:o: .@m?ma_nm the entire series and carrying it to its term, and
. € identification with this final term? N othing is more explicit than rns
:,mcmm s famous texts on totemism: transcend external resemblances to
arrive at internal homologies.’ It is n i
; o longer a question of instituti i
ath 2 : ituting a serial
orga i o
. mc _memnom M_; the imaginary, but instead a symbolic and structural order
erstanding. It is no longer a i i
. question of graduatin
“h in, ; ‘ ; g resemblances,
:mmmmpwq amving at an identification between Man and Animal at the
" ; R .
peart a mystical participation. It is a question of ordering differences
E.M.ﬁ at a ,acﬂmmﬁonam:am of relations. The animal js distributed
MMMMW m_nm: to differential relations or distinctive oppositions between
- the same goes for human bei i
, eings, according to the grou
‘ b ps con-
Hn.ﬁmqmn. When analyzing the institution of the totem, we do not say that
1s group of people identifies with that animal species. We say that what
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group A is to group B, species A’ is to species B”. This method is profoundly
diferent from the preceding one: given two human groups, each with
is totem animal, we must discover the way in which the two totems
mtertain relations analogous to those between the two groups—the Crow
itothe Falcon . . .

The method also applies to Man-child, man-woman relations, etc. If we
note, for example, that the warrior has a certain astonishing relation to
he young woman, we refrain from establishing an imaginary series tying
he two together; instead, we look for a term effecting an equivalence of
relations. Thus Vernant can say that marriage is to the woman what war
is to the man. The result is a homology between the virgin who refuses
marriage and the warrior who disguises himself as a woman.* In short,
symbolic understanding replaces the analogy of proportion with an
amalogy of proportionality; the serialization of resemblances with a
sructuration of differences; the identification of terms with an equality of
relations; the metamorphoses of the imagination with conceptual meta-
phors; the great continuity between nature and culture with a deep rift
distributing correspondences without resemblance between the two; the
imitation of a primal model with a mimesis that is itself primary and
without a model. A man can never say: “I am a bull, a wolf . . .” But he can
say: “Iam to a woman what the bull is to a cow, Iam to another man what
the wolf is to the sheep.” Structuralism represents a great revolution; the
whole world becomes more rational. Lévi-Strauss is not content to grant
the structural model all the prestige of a true classification system; he
relegates the serial model to the dark domain of sacrifice, which he depicts
as illusory, even devoid of good sense. The serial theme of sacrifice must
vield to the structural theme of the institution of the totent, correctly under-
stood. But here, as in natural history, many compromises are reached
between archetypal series and symbolic structu res.’

Memories of a Bergsonian. None of the preceding satisfies us, from
our restricted viewpoint. We believe in the existence of very special
becomings-animal traversing human beings and sweeping them away,
affecting the animal no less than the human. “From 1730 to 1735, all we
hear about are vampires.” Structuralism clearly does not account for these
becomings, since it is designed precisely to deny or at least denigrate their
existence: a correspondence of relations does not add up to a becoming.
When structuralism encounters becomings of this kind pervading a
society, it sees them only as phenomena of degradation representing
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a deviation from the true order and pertaining to the adventures of
diachrony. Yet in his study of myths, Lévi-Strauss is always encountering
these rapid acts by which a human becomes animal at the same time as
the animal becomes . .. (Becomes what? Human, or something else?),
It is always possible to try to explain these blocks of becoming by a corres-
pondence between two relations, but to do so most certainly impoverishes
the phenomenon under study. Must it not be admitted that myth as a
frame of classification is quite incapable of registering these becomings,
which are more like fragments of tales? Must we not lend credence
to Jean Duvignaud’s hypothesis that there are “anomic” phenomena
pervading societies that are not degradations of the mythic order but
irreducible dynamisms drawing lines of flight and implying other forms
of expression than those of myth, even if myth recapitulates them in
its own terms in order to curb them?® Does it not seem that alongside
the two models, sacrifice and series, totem institution and structure,
there is still room for something else, something more secret, more sub-
terranean: the sorcerer and becomings (expressed in tales instead of myths
or rites)?
A becoming is not a correspondence between relations. But neither is it
a resemblance, an imitation, or, at the limit, an identification. The whole
structuralist critique of the series seems irrefutable. To become is not to
progress or regress along a series. Above all, becoming does not ocecur in
the imagination, even when the imagination reaches the highest cosmic
or dynamic level, as in Jung or Bachelard. Becomings-animal are neither
dreams nor phantasies. They are perfectly real. But which reality is at
issue here? For if becoming animal does not consist in playing animal ot
imitating an animal, it is clear that the human being does not “really”
become an animal any more than the animal “really” becomes something
clse. Becoming produces nothing other than itself. We fall into a false
alternative if we say that you either imitate or you are. What is real is the
becoming itself, the block of becoming, not the supposedly fixed terms
through which that which becomes passes. Becoming can and should be
qualificd as becoming-animal even in the absence of a term that would
be the animal become. The becoming-animal of the human being is real,
even if the animal the human being becomes is not; and the becoming-
other of the animal is real, even if that something other it becomes is not.
This is the point to clarify: that a becoming lacks a subject distinct from
itself; but also that it has no term, since its term in turn exists only as taken
up in another becoming of which it is the subject, and which coexists,
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forms a block, with the first. This is the principle according to which there
is a reality specific to becoming (the Bergsonian idea of a coexistence Muw
very different “durations,” superior or inferior to “ours,” all of them in
communication}. .

Finally, becoming is not an evolution, at least not an e<oE:o:.c<
descent and filiation. Becoming produces nothing by filiation; all filiation
is imaginary. Becoming is always of a different order than mmmﬂ.momf .:
concerns alliance. If evolution includes any veritable becomings, it is in
the domain of symbioses that bring into play beings of totally different
scales and kingdoms, with no possible filiation. There is a Eﬂ_unw of
becoming that snaps up the wasp and the orchid, but from which no
wasp-orchid can ever descend. There is a block of w_mnoEEm that takes
hold of the cat and baboon, the alliance between which is effected by a C
virus. There is a block of becoming between young roots and nm:m:..
microorganisms, the alliance between which is effected by E.m E,mﬂm:m?
synthesized in the leaves (rhizosphere). If there is aamwnm_zw :« mE,.T
evolutionism, it is attributable in part to phenomena of this kind in
which evolution does not go from something less differentiated to some-
thing more differentiated, in which it ceases to be a hereditary filiative
evolution, becoming communicative or contagious. Accordingly, the term
we would prefer for this form of evolution between heterogeneous terms
is “involution,” on the condition that involution is in no way confused
with regression. Becoming is involutionary, involution is mezﬁm. To
regress is to move in the direction of something less differentiated. wﬂ.:
to involve is to form a block that runs its own line “between” the terms in
play and beneath assignable relations. . ,

Neoevolutionism seems important for two reasons: the animal is
defined not by characteristics (specific, generic, etc.) but by populations
that vary from milieu to milieu or within the same milieu; movement
occurs not only, or not primarily, by filiative productions but also
by transversal communications between heterogeneous wcuim:o.sw
Becoming is a rhizome, not a classificatory or genealogical tree. wnnoﬂ_m,m
is certainly not imitating, or identifying with something; Ew.:rnn is it
regressing-progressing; neither is it corresponding, nmﬂmv:wr:wm,g:m-
sponding relations; neither is it producing, producing a m,:mmos or
producing through filiation. Becoming is a verb with a nosw_mﬁm:n.« all
its own; it does not reduce to, or lead back to, “appearing,” “being,”
“equaling,” or “producing.”
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Memories of a Sorcerer, I. A becoming-animal always involves a pack, a
band, a population, a peopling, in short, a multiplicity. We sorcerers have
always known that. It may very well be that other agencies, MOTeover
very different from one another, have a different appraisal of the animal,
One may retain or extract from the animal certain characteristics: species
and genera, forms and functions, etc. Society and the State need animal
characteristics to use for classifying people; natural history and science
need characteristics in order to classify the animals themselves. Serialism
and structuralism either graduate characteristics according to their
resemblances, or order them according to their differences, Animal
characteristics can be mythic or scientific. But we are not interested in
characteristics; what interests us are modes of expansion, propagation,
occupation, contagion, peopling. T am legion. The Wolf-Man fascinated by
several wolves watching him. What would a lone wolf be? Or a whale, a
louse, a rat, a fly? Beelzebub is the Devil, but the Devil as lord of the flies,
The wolf is not fundamentally a characteristic or a certain number of
characteristics; it is a wolfing. The louse is a lousing, and so on. What is a
cry independent of the population it appeals to or takes as its witness?
Virginia Wooll experiences herself not as a monkey or a fish but as a
troop of monkeys, a school of fish, according to her variable relations of
becoming with the people she approaches. We do not wish to say that
certain animals live in packs. We want nothing to do with ridiculous evo-
lutionary classifications a la Lorenz, according to which there are inferior
packs and superior societies. What we are saying is that every animal is
fundamentally a band, a pack. That it has pack modes, rather than charac-
teristics, even if further distinctions within these modes are called for.
It is at this point that the human being encounters the animal. We do
not become animal without a fascination for the pack, for multiplicity. A
fascination for the outside? Or is the multiplicity that fascinates us already
related to a multiplicity dwelling within us? In one of his masterpieces,
H. P. Lovecraft recounts the story of Randolph Carter, who feels his “self”
reel and who experiences a fear worse than that of annihilation: “Carters
of forms both human and non-human, vertebrate and invertebrate, con-

scious and mindless, animal and vegetable. And more, there were Carters
having nothing in common with earthly life, but moving outrageously
amidst backgrounds of other planets and systems and galaxies and cosmic
continua. ... Merging with nothingness is peaceful oblivion; but to be
aware of existence and yet to know that one is no longer a definite being
distinguished from other beings,” nor from all of the becomings running

[
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through us, “that is the nameless summit of agony and E.wma,:
Hofmannsthal, or rather Lord Chandos, becomes fascinated 4:: a
“people” of dying rats, and it is in him, through him, in the interstices of
his disrupted self that the “soul of the animal bares its teeth at Sowmﬁmzém
fate”:® not pity, but unnatural participation. Then a strange Eﬁﬁ.mcwm %.nzm
up in him: either stop writing, or write like a rat ... If the writer is a
sorcerer, it is because writing is a becoming, writing is traversed by m:.m: ge
becomings that are not becomings-writer, but becomings-rat, cmno&_,umm-
insect, becomings-wolf, etc. We will have to explain why. Many suicides
by writers are explained by these unnatural ﬁmﬂ_avmcowm. these
unnatural nuptials. Writers are sorcerers because they experience H.um
animal as the only population before which they are responsible wd prin-
ciple. The German preromantic Karl Philipp Moritz feels Hmmwonm__m__n not
for the calves that die but before the calves that die and give him the
incredible feeling of an unknown Nature—affect.’ For the affect is not a
personal feeling, nor is it a characteristic; it is the m:mnﬂcmsow of a power
of the pack that throws the self into upheaval and makes it .Hmm_. Who
has not known the violence of these animal sequences, which uproot
one from humanity, if only for an instant, making one scrape at one’s
bread like a rodent or giving one the yellow eyes of a feline? A fearsome
involution calling us toward unheard-of becomings. These are woﬁ
regressions, although fragments of regression, sequences of regression
may enter in. ,

We must distinguish three kinds of animals. First, individuated animals,
family pets, sentimental, Oedipal animals each with its own petty E,mSJe
‘my” cat, “my” dog. These animals invite us to regress, draw us into a
narcissistic contemplation, and they are the only kind of animal ﬁmﬁ.ro-
analysis understands, the better to discover a daddy, a mommy, m.__:_a
brother behind them (when psychoanalysis talks about animals, animals
learn to laugh): anyone who likes cats or dogs is a fool. And then %mww isa
second kind: animals with characteristics or attributes; genus, classifica-
tion, or State animals; animals as they are treated in the great divine
myths, in such a way as to extract from them series or structures,
archetypes or models (Jung is in any event profounder than Freud).
Finally, there are more demonic animals, pack or affect m:::m_m.EB form
a multiplicity, a becoming, a population, a tale . . . Or once again, nw:moﬁ
any animal be treated in all three ways? There is m_éﬂ,\m the possibility
that a given animal, a louse, a cheetah or an elephant, will be .Qnmﬁa asa
pet, my little beast. And at the other extreme, it is also possible for any
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harder to discover the multiplicity, or multiplicity-grade, an animal con-
tains (actually or virtually according to the case). Schools, bands, herds
howcmmn,o:m are not inferior social forms; they are affects and m.uos_mﬁ
involutions that grip every animal in a becoming just as powerful as Smm
of the human being with the animal.

Jorge Luis Borges, an author renowned for his excess of culture
botched at least two books, only the titles of which are nice: first, 4 QE.H
swa& History of Infamy, because he did not see the sorcerer’s EE%MBE._E
distinction between deception and treason (becomings-animal are there
m”n:.s the start, on the treason side); second, his Manual de zoologia fan-
tastica, where he not only adopts a composite and bland image of myth but
also eliminates all of the problems of the pack and the corresponding
becoming-animal of the human being: “We have deliberately excluded
from this manual legends of transformations of the human being, the
lobizdn, the werewolf, etc.”1 Borges is interested only in characteristics
even the most fantastic ones, whereas sorcerers know that Enw@ﬁc?a‘
are bands, and vampires too, and that bands transform themselves intg

mi.:mmn everybody knows it, but it is discussed only in secret. We oppose
epidemic to filiation, contagion to heredity, peopling by contagion to
sexual reproduction, sexual production. Bands, human or animal pro-
liferate by contagion, epidemics, battlefields, and catastrophes \ Like
hybrids, which are in themselves sterile, born of a sexual union 5“: will
hot reproduce itself, but which begins over a gain every time, gaining that
much more ground, Unnatural participations or nuptials are the trye
Nature spanning the kingdoms of nature. Propagation by epidemic, by
contagion, has nothing to do with filiation by heredity, even if the two
,52:8 intermingle and require each other. The vampire does not filiate
it infects. The difference is that contagion, epidemic, involves terms :::.
are entirely heterogeneous: for example, a human being, an animal, and 4
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bacterium, a virus, a molecule, a microorganism. Or in the case of the
truffle, a tree, a fly, and a pig. These combinations are neither genetic
nor structural; they are interkingdoms, unnatural participations. That is
the only way Nature operates—against itself. This is a far cry from filiative
production or hereditary reproduction, in which the only differences
retained are a simple duality between sexes within the same species, and
small modifications across generations. For us, on the other hand, there
are as many sexes as there are terms in symbiosis, as many differences
as elements contributing to a process of contagion. We know that many
beings pass between a man and a woman: they come from different
worlds, are borne on the wind, form rhizomes around roots; they cannot
be understood in terms of production, only in terms of becoming.
The Universe does not function by filiation. All we are saying is that
animals are packs, and that packs form, develop, and are transformed by
contagion.

These multiplicities with heterogeneous terms, cofunctioning by con-
tagion, enter certain assemblages; it is there that human beings effect their
becomings-animal. But we should not confuse these dark assemblages,
which stir what is deepest within us, with organizations such as the
institution of the family and the State apparatus. We could cite hunting
societies, war societies, secret societies, crime societies, etc. Becomings-
animal are proper to them. We will not expect to find filiative regimes
of the family type or modes of classification and attribution of the State or
pre-State type or even serial organizations of the religious type. Despite
appearances and possible confusions, this is not the site of origin or point
of application for myths, These are tales, or narratives and statements of
becoming. It is therefore absurd to establish a hierarchy even of animal
collectivities from the standpoint of a whimsical evolutionism according
to which packs are lower on the scale and are superseded by State or
familial societies. On the contrary, there is a difference in nature. The
origin of packs is entirely ditferent from that of families and States;
they continually work them from within and trouble them from with-
out, with other forms of content, other forms of expression. The pack is
simultaneously an animal reality, and the reality of the becoming-animal
of the human being; contagion is simultaneously an animal peopling,
and the propagation of the animal peopling of the human being. The
hunting machine, the war machine, the crime machine entail all kinds of
becomings-animal that are not articulated in myth, still less in totemism.
Dumézil showed that becomings of this kind pertain essentially to the
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man of war, but only insofar as he is external to families and States,
insofar as he upsets filiations and classifications. The war machine is
always exterior to the State, even when the State uses it, appropriates it.
The man of war has an entire becoming that implies multiplicity, celerity,
ubiquity, metamorphosis and treason, the power of affect. Wolf-men,
bear-men, wildcat-men, men of every animality, secret brotherhoods,
animate the battlefields. But so do the animal packs used by men in battle,
or which trail the battles and take advantage of them, And together they
spread contagion." There is a complex aggregate: the becoming-animal of
men, packs of animals, elephants and rats, winds and tempests, bacteria
sowing contagion. A single Furor. War contained zoological sequences
before it became bacteriological. It is in war, famine, and epidemic that
werewolves and vampires proliferate. Any animal can be swept up in
these packs and the corresponding becomings; cats have been seen on
the battlefield, and even in armies. That is why the distinction we must
make is less between kinds of animals than between the different states
according to which they are integrated into family institutions, State
apparatuses, war machines, etc. (and what is the relation of the writing
machine and the musical machine to _uanoﬁwbmmrmagmg

Memories of a Sorcerer. II. Our first principle was: pack and contagion,
the contagion of the pack, such is the path becoming-animal takes, Buta
second principle seemed to tell us the opposite: wherever there is multi-
plicity, you will also find an exceptional individual, and it is with that
individual that an alliance must be made in order to become-animal,
There may be no such thing as a lone wolf, but there is a leader of the
pack, a master of the pack, or else the old deposed head of the pack now
living alone, there is the Loner, and there is the Demon. Willard has his
favorite, the rat Ben, and only becomes-rat through his relation with
him, in a kind of alliance of love, then of hate. Moby-Dick in its entirety is
one of the greatest masterpieces of becoming; Captain Ahab has an
irresistible becoming-whale, but one that bypasses the pack or the school,
operating directly through a monstrous alliance with the Unique, the
Leviathan, Moby-Dick. There is always a pact with a demon; the demon
sometimes appears as the head of the band, sometimes as the Loner on the
sidelines of the pack, and sometimes as the higher Power (Puissance) of the
band. The exceptional individual has many possible positions, Kafka,
another great author of real becomings-animal, sings of mouse society;
but Josephine, the mouse singer, sometimes holds a privileged position in

e C—
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the pack, sometimes a position outside the pack, and sometimes slips into
and is lost in the anonymity of the collective statements of the pack.'? In
short, every Animal has its Anomalous. Let us clarify that: every animal
swept up in its pack or multiplicity has its anomalous. It has been noted
that the origin of the word anomal (“anomalous”), an adjective that has
fallen into disuse in French, is very different from that of anormal
(“abnormal”): a-normal, a Latin adjective lacking a noun in French, _.&m__,m
to that which is outside rules or goes against the rules, whereas an-omalie,
a Greek noun that has lost its adjective, designates the unequal, the
coarse, the rough, the cutting edge of deterritorialization."* The abnormal
can be defined only in terms of characteristics, specific or generic; but the
anomalous is a position or set of positions in relation to a multiplicity.
Sorcerers therefore use the old adjective “anomalous” to situate the
positions of the exceptional individual in the pack. It is always with
the Anomalous, Moby-Dick or Josephine, that one enters into alliance to
become-animal.

It does seem as though there is a contradiction: between the pack and
the loner; between mass contagion and preferential alliance: between
pure multiplicity and the exceptional individual; between .Em aleatory
aggregate and a predestined choice. And the contradiction is real: Ahab
chooses Moby-Dick, in a choosing that exceeds him and comes from
elsewhere, and in so doing breaks with the law of the whalers according
to which one should first pursue the pack. Penthesilea shatters the law of
the pack, the pack of women, the pack of she-dogs, by choosing Achilles
as her favorite enemy. Yet it is by means of this anomalous choice that
each enters into his or her becoming-animal, the becoming-dog of
Penthesilea, the becoming-whale of Captain Ahab. We sorcerers know
quite well that the contradictions are real but that real nou:m&n:oq,z are
not just for laughs. For the whole question is this: What exactly is the
nature of the anomalous? What function does it have in relation to
the band, to the pack? It is clear that the anomalous is not an:u:,w an
exceptional individual; that would be to equate it with the family animal
or pet, the Oedipalized animal as psychoanalysis sees it, as the image of
the father, etc. Ahab’s Moby-Dick is not like the little cat or dog owned by
an elderly woman who honors and cherishes it. Lawrence’s becoming-
tortoise has nothing to do with a sentimental or domestic relation.
Lawrence is another of the writers who leave us troubled and filled
with admiration because they were able to tie their writing to real and
unheard-of becomings. But the objection is raised against Lawrence:
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“Your tortoises aren’t real!” And he answers: Possibly, but my becoming
is, my becoming is real, even and especially if you have no way of judging
it, because you're just little house dogs . . ."" The anomalous, the preferen-
tial element in the pack, has nothing to do with the preferred, domestic,
and psychoanalytic individual. Nor is the anomalous the bearer of a
species presenting specific or generic characteristics in their purest state;
nor is it a model or unique specimen; nor is it the perfection of a type
incarnate; nor is it the eminent term of a series; nor is it the basis of
an absolutely harmonious correspondence. The anomalous is neither an
individual nor a species: it has only affects, it has neither familiar or
subjectified feelings, nor specific or significant characteristics. Human
tenderness is as foreign to it as human classifica tions. Lovecraft applies the
term “Outsider” to this thing or entity, the Thing, which arrives and passes
at the edge, which is linear yet multiple, “teeming, seething, swelling,
foaming, spreading like an infectious disease, this nameless horror.”

If the anomalous is neither an individual nor a species, then what is
it? It is a phenomenon, but a phenomenon of bordering. This is our
hypothesis: a multiplicity is defined not by the elements that compose it in
extension, not by the characteristics that compose it in comprehension,
but by the lines and dimensions it encompasses in “intension.” If you
change dimensions, if you add or subtract one, you change multiplicity.
Thus there is a borderline for each multiplicity; it is in no way a center but
rather the enveloping line or farthest dimension, as a function of which it
is possible to count the others, all those lines or dimensions constitute
the pack at a given moment (beyond the borderline, the multiplicity
changes nature). That is what Captain Ahab says to his first mate: I have
no personal history with Moby-Dick, no revenge to take, any more than I
have a myth to play out; but I do have a becoming! Moby-Dick is neither
an individual nor a genus; he is the borderline, and I have to strike him to
get at the pack as a whole, to reach the pack as a whole and pass beyond
it. The elements of the pack are only imaginary “dummies,” the charac-
teristics of the pack are only symbolic entities; all that counts is the border-
line—the anomalous. “To me, the white whale is that wall, shoved near
to me.” The white wall. “Sometimes I think there is naught beyond. But
‘tis enough.”"” That the anomalous is the borderline makes it easier for
us to understand the various positions it occupies in relation to the pack
or the multiplicity it borders, and the various positions occupied by a
fascinated Self (Moi). It is now even possible to establish a classification
system for packs while avoiding the pitfalls of an evolutionism that sees
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them only as an inferior collective stage (instead of taking into con-
sideration the particular assemblages they bring into play). In any event,
the pack has a borderline, and an anomalous position, whenever in a
given space an animal is on the line or in the act of drawing the line in
relation to which all the other members of the pack will fall into one of
two halves, left or right: a peripheral position, such that it is impossible to
tell if the anomalous is still in the band, already outside the band, or at the
shifting boundary of the band. Sometimes each and every animal reaches
this line or occupies this dynamic position, as in a swarm of mosquitoes,
where “each individual moves randomly unless it sees the rest of [the
swarm] in the same half-space; then it hurries to re-enter the group. Thus
stability is assured in catastrophe by a barrier.”'* Sometimes it is a specific
animal that draws and occupies the borderline, as leader of the pack.
Sometimes the borderline is defined or doubled by a being of another
nature that no longer belongs to the pack, or never belonged to it, and
that represents a power of another order, potentially acting as a threat
as well as a trainer, outsider, etc. In any case, no band is without
this phenomenon of bordering, or the anomalous. It is true that bands
are also undermined by extremely varied forces that establish in them
interior centers of the conjugal, familial, or State type, and that make
them pass into an entirely different form of sociability, replacing
pack affects with family feelings or State intelligibilities. The center, or
internal black holes, assumes the principal role. This is what evolutionism
sees as progress, this adventure also befalls bands of humans when
they reconstitute group familialism, or even authoritarianism or pack
fascism.

Sorcerers have always held the anomalous position, at the edge of the
ficlds or woods. They haunt the fringes. They are at the borderline of
the village, or between villages. The important thing is their affinity with
alliance, with the pact, which gives them a status opposed to that of
filiation. The relation with the anomalous is one of alliance. The sorcerer
has a relation of alliance with the demon as the power of the anomalous.
The old-time theologians drew a clear distinction between two kinds of
curses against sexuality. The first concerns sexuality as a process of
filiation transmitting the original sin. But the second concerns it as a
power of alliance inspiring illicit unions or abominable loves. This differs
significantly from the first in that it tends to prevent procreation; since the
demon does not himself have the ability to procreate, he must adopt
indirect means (for example, being the female succubus of a man and
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then becoming the male incubus of a woman, to whom he transmits the
come to be regulated by laws of marriage, but even then alliance retains a
dangerous and contagious power. Leach was able to demonstrate that
despite all the exceptions that seemingly disprove the rule, the sorcerer
belongs first of all to a group united to the group over which he or she
exercises influence only by alliance: thus in a matrilineal group we look to
the father's side for the sorcerer or witch. And there is an entire evolution
of sorcery depending on whether the relation of alliance acquires per-
manence or assumes political weight.'” In order to produce werewolves in

family, and it is the return of this alliance to the first family, the reaction of
this alliance on the first family, that produces werewolves by feedback
cffect. A fine tale by Erckmann and Chatrian, Hugues-le-loup, assembles
the traditions concerning this complex situation.'®

The contradiction between the two themes, “contagion through the
”.“EWEE as pack,” and “pact with the anomalous as exceptional being,”
Is progressively fading. It is with good reason that Leach links the two
concepts of alliance and contagion, pact and epidemic, Analyzing Kachin
sorcery, he writes: “Witch influence was thought to be transmitted in the
food that the women prepared. . . . Kachin witcheraft is contagious rather
than hereditary . . . it is associated with affinity, not filiation ”1° Alliance or
the pact is the form of expression for an infection or epidemic constituting
the form of content. In sorcery, blood is of the order of contagion and
alliance. It can be said that becoming-animal is an affair of sorcery because
(1) it implies an initial relation of alliance with a demon; (2) the demon
Eanncbm as the borderline of an animal pack, into which the human
being passes or in which his or her becoming takes place, by contagion; (3)

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

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

The politics of becomings-animal remains, of course, extremely
ambiguous. For societies, even primitive societies, have always appro-
priated these becomings in order to break them, reduce them to relations
of totemic or symbolic correspondence. States have always appropriated
the war machine in the form of national armies that strictly limit the
becomings of the warrior. The Church has always burned sorcerers, or
reintegrated anchorities into the toned-down image of a series of saints
whose only remaining relation to animals is strangely familiar, domestic.
Families have always warded off the demonic Alliance gnawing at them,
in order to regulate alliances among themselves as they see fit. We have
seen sorcerers serve as leaders, rally to the cause of despotism, create
the countersorcery of exorcism, pass over to the side of the family and
descent. But this spells the death of the sorcerer, and also the death of
becoming. We have seen becoming spawn nothing more than a big
domestic dog, as in Henry Miller's damnation (“it would be better to feign,

to pretend to be an animal, a dog for example, and catch the bone thrown
to me from time to time”) or Fitzgerald‘s (“I will try to be a correct animal
though, and if you throw me a bone with enough meat on it I may even
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lick your hand”). Invert Faust’s formula: So that is what it was, the form of
the traveling scholar? A mere poodle???

Memories of a Sorcerer, III. Exclusive importance should not be
attached to becomings-animal. Rather, they are segments occupying a
median region, On the near side, we encounter becomings-woman,
becomings-child (becoming-woman, more than any other becoming,
possesses a special introductory power; it is not so much that women are
witches, but that sorcery proceeds by w.

ay of this wmnoﬂm:w-éoﬁma. On
the far side, we find wonoa:w,n_aan:&? -cellular, -molecular, and even
wonoEEmm-:num_.n@:._u_m.

Toward what void does the witch’s broom
lead? And where is Moby-Dick leading Ahab so silently? Lovecraft’s hero
tncounters strange animals, but he finally reaches the ultimate regions of
a Continuum inhabited by unnameable waves and unfindable particles.
Science fiction has gone through a whole evolution taking it from animal,
vegetable, and mineral becomings to becomings of bacteria, viruses,
molecules, and things imperceptible.”* The properly musical content of
music is plied by becomings-woman, becomings-child, becomings-
animal; however, it tends, under all sorts of influences, having to do also
with the instruments, 10 become brogressively more molecular in a kind
of cosmic lapping through which the inaudible makes itself heard and
the imperceptible appears as such: no longer the songbird, but the sound
molecule.

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

Thus packs, or multiplicities, continually transform themselves into
cach other, cross over into each other. Werewolves become vampires
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when they die. This is not surprising, since _umno:&bm and multiplicity
are the same thing. A multiplicity is defined not by its elements, nor by a
center of unification or comprehension. It is defined by .::.. E..HEW_Q. of
dimensions it has; it is not divisible, it cannot lose or mm_,: a n:.Ea:m_ob
without changing its nature. Since its variations and Eam:m_w:w are
immanent to it, it amounts to the same thing 8.5\ that each EESEM.Q__QAQ
already composed of heterogeneous terms in symbiosis, and w.:a._._,a. multip Mu@.
is continually transforming itself into a string of other multiplicities, according
to is thresholds and doors. For example, the Wolf-Man's pack of io?ﬂ
also becomes a swarm of bees, and a field of anuses, mna,m collection of
small holes and tiny ulcerations (the Hraga.om. ..no:SmEE_ ,m:. H:mmm
heterogeneous elements compose “the” EEH.E:DQ of m.wa_u_o_w_m an
becoming. If we imagined the position of a Hmmn_smﬁmm Self, it a,a_mm m..nmcm.m
the multiplicity toward which it leans, stretching to ﬂ,:m. _uanmwﬁm v'c_:r is
the continuation of another multiplicity that works it and msum_:m it from
the inside. In fact, the self is only a threshold, a door, a ‘cmnw::nm _um,:._cm..m:
two multiplicities. Each multiplicity is defined by a voamn_:,._m ?anﬂw:_sm
as Anomalous, but there is a string of borderlines, a continuous line _“M
borderlines (fiber) following which the multiplicity changes. And at eac
threshold or door, a new pact? A fiber stretches from a human to an
animal, from a human or an animal to molecules, %35 Eowmncﬁ.m to
particles, and so on to the imperceptible. Every fiber is m Universe fiber.
A fiber strung across borderlines constitutes a line of mﬂ.mw: or of deter-
ritorialization. It is evident that the Anomalous, the Ocﬂm_&n._.‘ has mmﬂw«m_
functions: not only does it border each multiplicity, of which it Q‘ﬁnaﬁ._:mm
the temporary or local stability (with the highest number E.mm:dm:m_o”m
possible under the circumstances), not only is it the precondition :z.,ﬂ e
alliance necessary to becoming, but it also carries the ﬂmu&oaﬂm:onw
of becoming or crossings of multiplicities always farther down .EmH__:a %
flight. Moby-Dick is the White Wall bordering 50. cmn_ﬂ, :.m is w S0 H, M
demonic Term of the Alliance; finally, he is the terrible Fishing Line s..__”
nothing on the other end, the line that crosses the wall and drags the
in . . . where? Into the void . . . ‘ ‘
mmmﬂ“nm:o_. ”ﬁ must guard against is to believe that there ._m a w_:,a
of logical order to this string, these crossings oy.,:m:mmg_dmson.u. _” H__w
already going too far to postulate an order descending :oﬂ :,Jw ms._wzm :
the vegetable, then to molecules, to particles. Each .Ec_:E_Q.Q is mﬁ._._a
biotic; its becoming ties together animals, plants, B_nwcoqmmzaéw ma
particles, a whole galaxy. Nor is there a preformed logical order to these

275




A THOUSAND PLATEAUS

heterogeneities, the Wolf-Man’s wolves, bees, anuses, little scars. Of
course, sorcery always codifies certain transformations of becomings. Take
a novel steeped in the traditions of sorcery, Alexandre Dumas’s Meneur de
loups; in a first pact, the man of the fringes gets the Devil to agree to make
his wishes come true, with the stipulation that a lock of his hair turn
red each time he gets a wish. We are in the E?-Ec:ﬁ:ﬁ? hair is the
borderline. The man himself takes a position on the wolves’ borderline, as

is black, with one white hair). In fact, there is a first multiplicity, of hair,
taken up in a becoming-red fur; and a second multiplicity, of wolves
which in turn takes up the becoming-animal of the man. Between Em
two, there is threshold and fiber, symbiosis of or passage between hetero-
geneities. That is how we sorcerers operate. Not following a logical
order, but following alogical consistencies or compatibilities. The reason is
simple. It is because no one, not even God, can say in advance whether
two borderlines will string together or form a fiber, whether a given
multiplicity will or will not Cross over into another given multiplicity, or
even if given heterogeneous elements will enter symbiosis, will form a
consistent, or cofunctioning, multiplicity susceptible to transformation.
No one can say where the line of flight will pass: Will it let itself get bogged

succumb to another danger, for exa mple, turning into a line of abolition
annihilation, self-destruction, Ahab, Ahab ..? We are all too __m:z:m_”
with the dangers of the line of flight, and with its ambiguities. The risks
are ever-present, but it is always possible to have the good fortune of
avoiding them. Case by case, we can tell whether the line is consistent, in
other words, whether the heterogencities effectively function in a multi-
plicity of symbiosis, whether the multiplicities are effectively transformed
through the becomings of passage. Let us take an example as simple as:
w starts practicing piano again. Is it an Oedipal return to childhood? Is
It a way of dying, in a kind of sonorous abolition? Is it a new borderline,
an active line thar will bring other becomings entirely different from
becoming or rebecoming a pianist, that will induce a transformation of all
of the preceding assemblages to which x was prisoner? Is it a way out? Is it
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a pact with the Devil? Schizoanalysis, or pragmatics, has no other mean-
ing: Make a rhizome. But you don’t know what you can make a rhizome
with, you don't know which subterranean stem is effectively going to
make a rhizome, or enter a becoming, people your desert. So experiment.
That's easy to say? Although there is no preformed logical order to
becomings and multiplicities, there are criteria, and the important thing
is that they not be used after the fact, that they be applied in the course
of events, that they be sufficient to guide us through the dangers. If
multiplicities are defined and transformed by the borderline that deter-
mines in each instance their number of dimensions, we can conceive of
the possibility of laying them out on a plane, the borderlines succeeding
one another, forming a broken line. It is only in appearance that a plane of
this kind “reduces” the number of dimensions; for it gathers in all the
dimensions to the extent that flat multiplicities—which nonetheless have
an increasing or decreasing number of dimensions—are inscribed upon it. It is
in grandiose and simplified terms that Lovecraft attempted to pronounce
sorcery’s final word: “Then the waves increased in strength and sought to
improve his understanding, reconciling him to the multiform entity of
which his present fragment was an infinitesimal part. They told him that
every figure of space is but the result of the intersection by a plane of some
corresponding figure of one more dimension—as a square is cut from a
cube, or a circle from a sphere. The cube and sphere, of three dimensions,
are thus cut from corresponding forms of four dimensions, which men
know only through guesses and dreams; and these in turn are cut from
forms of five dimensions, and so on up to the dizzy and reachless heights
of archetypal infinity.”? Far from reducing the multiplicities’ number of
dimensions to two, the plane of consistency cuts across them all, intersects
them in order to bring into coexistence any number of multiplicities, with
any number of dimensions. The plane of consistency is the intersection of
all concrete forms. Therefore all becomings are written like sorcerers’
drawings on this plane of consistency, which is the ultimate Door pro-
viding a way out for them. This is the only criterion to prevent them from
bogging down, or veering into the void. The only question is: Does a given
becoming reach that point? Can a given multiplicity flatten and conserve
all its dimensions in this way, like a pressed flower that remains just
as alive dry? Lawrence, in his becoming-tortoise, moves from the most
obstinate animal dynamism to the abstract, pure geometry of scales and
“cleavages of division,” without, however, losing any of the dynamism:
he pushes becoming-tortoise all the way to the plane of consistency.?

277




278

A THOUSAND PLATEAUS

Everything becomes imperceptible, everything is wanoﬂﬁm.mﬁwm%o@:a_m
on the plane of consistency, which is nevertheless precisely where the
imperceptible is seen and heard. It is the Planomenon, or the Rhizosphere,
the Criterium (and still other names, as the number of dimensions
increases). At # dimensions, it is called the Hypersphere, the Mechano-
sphere. It is the abstract Figure, or rather, since it has no form itself, the
abstract Machine of which each concrete assemblage is a multiplicity,
a becoming, a segment, a vibration. And the abstract
intersection of them all.

Waves are vibrations,

machine is the

shifting borderlines inscribed on the plane of
consistency as so many abstractions. The abstract machine of the waves,
In The Waves, Virginia Woolf—who made all of her life and work a passage,
a becoming, all kinds of becomings between ages, sexes, elements, and
kingdoms—intermingles seven characters, Bernard, Neville, Louis, Jinny,
Rhoda, Suzanne, and Percival. But cach of these characters, with his
or her name, its individuality, designates a multiplicity (for example,
Bernard and the school of fish). Each is simultaneously in this multiplicity
and at its edge, and crosses over into the others. Percival is like the
ultimate multiplicity enveloping the greatest number of dimensions. But
he is not yet the plane of consistency. Although Rhoda thinks she sees
him rising out of the sea, no, it is not he. “When the white arm rests upon
the knee it is a triangle; now it is upright—a column; now a fountain. . .,
Behind it roars the sea. It is beyond our reach.””” Each advances like a
wave, but on the plane of consistency they are a single abstract Wave
whose vibration propagates following a line of flight or deterritorialization
traversing the entire plane (each chapter of Woolf’s novel is preceded by

a meditation on an aspect of the waves, on one of their hours, on one of
their becomings).

Memories of a Theologian. Theology is very strict on the following
point: there are no werewolves, human beings cannot become animal,
That is because there is no transformation of essential forms: they are
inalienable and only entertain relations of analogy. The Devil and the
witch, and the pact between them, are no less real for that, for there is in
reality a local movement that is properly diabolical. Theology distinguishes
two cases, used as models during the Inquisition: that of Ulysses’ com-
panions, and that of Diomedes’ companions, the imaginary vision and the
spell. In the first, the subject believes him- or herself to be transformed
into an animal, pig, ox, or wolf, and the observers believe it too; but this
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is an internal local movement bringing wosm:;w images back to the
imagination and bouncing them off external meanings. In the mwnoHa‘ H:M
Devil “assumes” real animal bodies, even transporting the accidents an
affects befalling them to other bodies (for example, a cat or a wolf that has
been taken over by the Devil can receive wounds that are _.m_mwm.m to an
exactly corresponding part of a human body).® This H.m a way of saying me.ﬂ
the human being does not become animal in reality, but that there is
nevertheless a demonic reality of the becoming-animal of the rcEm:_
being. Therefore it is certain that the demon performs local transports
of all kinds. The Devil is a transporter; he transports r:ﬂo? affects, or
even bodies (the Inquisition brooks no compromises on this power of the
Devil: the witch’s broom, or “the Devil take you”). But these transports
cross neither the barrier of essential forms nor that of substances or
EWWMM is another, altogether different, problem concerning the laws
of nature that has to do not with demonology but with mmw:waw. and
above all physics. It is the problem of accidental moﬂ.ﬁm‘ distinct from
both essential forms and determined subjects. For accidental forms are
susceptible to more and less: more or less charitable, but also ,Eo,qm. or less
white, more or less warm. A degree of heat is a perfectly Ea,ﬂ..az.mﬂma
warmth distinct from the substance or the subject that annn.._ﬁnm it. A
degree of heat can enter into composition with .m amm,umw m.; E:‘_Snw&., or
with another degree of heat, to form a third unique individuality distinct
from that of the subject. What is the individuality of a day, a season, an
event? A shorter day and a longer day are not, strictly speaking, exten-
sions but degrees proper to extension, just as there are ‘anw_.mnm vnm.ﬂﬁ. to
heat, color, etc. An accidental form therefore has a “latitude no,sﬁ:_._,ﬁa
by a certain number of composable individuations. A amm,qwm\ an wsﬁzmmﬁ
is an individual, a Haecceity that enters into 8.5@3:3: E:.: other
degrees, other intensities, to form mdoﬁrma.ﬁ&ﬂacm_. Can _m::._,am Mm
explained by the fact that the subject ﬁm_.znﬁmﬁm,m‘ 50.3 or _mmw in the
accidental form? But do these degrees of participation not :.:v:\. a
flutter, a vibration in the form itself that is not reducible to the vwoﬁw:nm
of a subject? Moreover, if intensities of heat are not nc”:.mﬁomna by mna_:c?
it is because one must add their respective subjects; it is the subjects that
prevent the heat of the whole from increasing. All the EOHm reason to
effect distributions of intensity, to establish latitudes m.._mﬂ are a&cdﬂmm?
deformed,” speeds, slownesses, and degrees of all kinds noaww%c:a_mm
to a body or set of bodies taken as longitude: a cartography.* In short,
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,ﬂnﬁo}mm of a Spinozist, I, Substantial or essential forms have been
critiqued in many different wa ¥s. Spinoza’s approach is radical: Arrive at
&wSmEm that no longer have either form or function, that are ..M._Umﬂmﬁ “H
this sense even though they are perfectly real. They are distinguished
.mor% by movement and rest, slowness and speed. They are not atom
in other words, finite elements still endowed with form. Nor are th M.
Wsﬂmm::a@ divisible. They are infinitely small, ultimate parts of an mnEm._
infinity, laid out on the same plane of consistency or composition, Th ;
are not defined by their number since they always come in Em.z:mm
However, depending on their degree of speed or the relation of Eogammﬂ.
and n,m.ﬁ into which they enter, they belong to a given Individual, which
may itself be part of another Individual governed by anothe ;

., —— ch individual is an
infinite multiplicity, and the whole of Nature is a multiplicity of perfectly

individuated multiplicities. The plane of consistency of Nature is like an

deep within things, nor with an end Or a project in the mind of God
H:ﬂwmg\ itis a plane upon which everything is laid out, and which is Eﬂn“
the Eﬂnamm:c: of all forms, the machine of all functions: its dimensions
.:cs,.mﬁnn Increase with those of the multiplicities of E&iazm_:mnm
It cuts across. It is a fixed plane, upon which things are distinguished
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of the modifications that are part of one another on this unique plane of
life.

The never-ending debate between Cuvier and Geoffroy Saint-Hilaire:
both agree at least in denouncing resemblances, or imaginary, sensible
analogies, but in Cuvier, scientific definition concerns the relations
between organs, and between organs and functions. Cuvier thus takes
analogy to the scientific stage, making it an analogy of proportionality.
The unity of the plane, according to him, can only be a unity of analogy,
therefore a transcendent unity that cannot be realized without frag-
menting into distinct branches, according to irreducible, uncrossable,
heterogeneous compositions. Baer would later add: according to non-
communicating types of development and differentiation. The plane is a
hidden plan(e) of organization, a structure or genesis. Geoffroy has an
entirely different point of view because he goes beyond organs and
functions to abstract elements he terms “anatomical,” even to particles,
pure materials that enter into various combinations, forming a given
organ and assuming a given function depending on their degree of
speed or slowness. Speed and slowness, movement and rest, tardiness and
rapidity subordinate not only the forms of structure but also the types
of development. This approach later reappears in an evolutionist frame-
work, with Perrier’s tachygenesis and differential rates of growth in
allometry: species as kinematic entities that are either precocious or
retarded. (Even the question of fertility is less one of form and function
than speed; do the paternal chromosomes arrive early enough to be
incorporated into the nuclei?) In any case, there is a pure plane of
immanence, univocality, composition, upon which everything is given,
upon which unformed elements and materials dance that are dis-
tinguished from one another only by their speed and that enter into this
or that individuated assemblage depending on their connections, their
relations of movement. A fixed plane of life upon which everything stirs,
slows down or accelerates. A single abstract Animal for all the assemblages
that effectuate it. A unique plane of consistency or composition for the
cephalopod and the vertebrate; for the vertebrate to become an Octopus
or Cuttlefish, all it would have to do is fold itself in two fast enough to
fuse the elements of the halves of its back together, then bring its pelvis
up to the nape of its neck and gather its limbs together into one of its
extremities, like “a clown who throws his head and shoulders back and
walks on his head and hands.”*® Plication. It is no longer a question of

organs and functions, and of a transcendent Plane that can preside over
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EQH organization only by means of analogical relations and types of
&Ew..w.m@:m development. It is a question not of organization but of com-
position; not of development or differentiation but of movement and rest,
speed and slowness, It js a question of elements and particles, which do
or do not arrive fast enough to effect a bassage, a becoming mr. jump on
the same plane of pure immanence. And if there are in fact jumps, rifts
between assemblages, it is not by virtue of their essential mﬂmﬁ_:nmcmz‘ but
rather because there are always elements that do not arrive on E.:M or

arrive mm,ﬂﬁ. everything is over; thus it is necessary to pass through fog, to
Cross voids, to have lead times and d i .

matter entering into varying connections.

m_:_awma are Spinozists. When Little Hans talks about a “peepee-maker.”
he is wmmﬁasm not to an organ or an organic function but basicall to \m
Emwn:m_\ in other words, to an aggregate whose elements vary mnnom.&:
._o =m connections, its relations of movement and rest, the &mnnanm
individuated assemblages it enters, Does a girl have a bnmvma-gmwﬁb The
boy mm«m yes, and not by analogy, nor in order to conjure away a ﬁm.mq of
castration. It is obvious that girls have a beepee-maker because the
effectively pee: a machinic functioning rather than an organic P:.Enn,o%N
has different connections, different

the boy and the girl (a girl does not pee standing or into the distance)

Does a locomotive have a peepee-maker? Yes, in yet another EmnE:rm
assemblage. Chairs don‘t have them: but that is because the elements of
the chair were not able 1o integrate this material into their relations, or
decomposed the relation with that material to the point that it E&mnn
something else, a rung, for example. It has been noted that for children an
OaMm: has “a thousand vicissitudes,” that it is “difficult to localize, difficult
to identify, it is in turn a bone, an engine, excrement, the me\ a hand

daddy’s heart .. .” This is not at all becaus ; ; .
as a part-object. It is because t
make it according to their relation of movem

, _ ent or rest, and the way in
which this relation combines with or splits o -

ff from that of neighboring

1730: BECOMING-INTENSE, BECOMING-ANIMAL, BECOMING-IMPERCEPTIBLE . . .

elements. This is not animism, any more than it is mechanism; rather, it is
universal machinism: a plane of consistency occupied by an immense
abstract machine comprising an infinite number of assemblages.
Children’s questions are poorly understood if they are not seen as
question-machines; that is why indefinite articles play so important a role
in their questions (a belly, a child, a horse, a chair, “how is a person
made?”). Spinozism is the becoming-child of the philosopher. We call the
longitude of a body the particle aggregates belonging to that body in a given
relation; these aggregates are part of each other depending on the com-
position of the relation that defines the individuated assemblage of the
body.

Memories of a Spinozist, I1. There is another aspect to Spinoza. 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, decomposing, or modifying an individual there correspond
intensities that affect it, augmenting or diminishing its power to act; these
intensities come from external parts or from the individual’s own parts.
Affects are becomings. Spinoza asks: What can a body do? We call the
latitude of a body the affects of which it is capable at a given degree of
power, or rather within the limits of that degree. Latitude is made up of
intensive parts falling under a capacity, and longitude of extensive parts falling
under a relation. In the same way that we avoided defining a body by
its organs and functions, we will avoid defining it by Species or Genus
characteristics; instead we will seek to count its affects. This kind of study
is called ethology, and this is the sense in which Spinoza wrote a true
Ethics. A racehorse is more different from a workhorse than a workhorse
is from an ox. Von Uexkiill, in defining animal worlds, looks for the active
and passive affects of which the animal is capable in the individuated
assemblage of which it is a part. For example, the Tick, attracted by the
light, hoists itself up to the tip of a branch; it is sensitive to the smell of
mammals, and lets itself fall when one passes beneath the branch: it digs
into its skin, at the least hairy place it can find. Just three affects; the rest
of the time the tick sleeps, sometimes for years on end, indifferent to all
that goes on in the immense forest. Its degree of power is indeed bounded
by two limits: the optimal limit of the feast after which it dies, and the
pessimal limit of the fast as it waits. It will be said that the tick’s three
affects assume generic and specific characteristics, organs and functions,
legs and snout. This is true from the standpoint of physiology, but not
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from the standpoint of Ethics. Quite the contrary, in Ethics the organic
characteristics derive from longitude and its relations, from latitude and
its degrees. We know nothing about a body until we know what it can do,
in other words, what its affects are, how they can or cannot enter into
composition with other affects, with the affects of another body, either to
destroy that body or to be destroyed by it, either to exchange actions and
passions with it or to join with it in composing a more powerful body.
Once again, we turn to children. Note how they talk about animals, and
are moved by them. They make a list of affects. Little Hans’s horse is not
representative but affective. It is not a member of a species but an element
or individual in a machinic assemblage: draft horse-omnibus-street.
It is defined by a list of active and passive affects in the context of the
individuated assemblage it is part of: having eyes blocked by blinders,
having a bit and a bridle, being proud, having a big peepee-maker, pulling
heavy loads, being whipped, falling, making a din with its legs, biting, etc,
These affects circulate and are transformed within the assemblage: what
a horse “can do.” They indeed have an optimal limit at the summit of
horsepower, but also a pessimal threshold: a horse falls down in the street!
It cant get back on its feet with that heavy load on its back, and the
excessive whipping; a horse is going to die!—this was an ordinary sight
in those days (Nietzsche, Dostoyevsky, Nijinsky lamented it). So just
what is the becoming-horse of Little Hans? Hans is also taken up in an
assemblage: his mother's bed, the paternal element, the house, the café
across the street, the nearby warehouse, the street, the right to go out
onto the street, the winning of this right, the pride of winning it, but also
the dangers of winning it, the fall, shame . . . These are not phantasies or
subjective reveries: it is not a question of imitating a horse, “playing”
horse, identifying with one, or even experiencing feelings of pity or
sympathy. Neither does it have to do with an objective analogy between
assemblages. The question is whether Little Hans can endow his own
elements with the relations of movement and rest, the affects, that would
make it become horse, forms and subjects aside. Is there an as yet
unknown assemblage that would be neither Hans’s nor the horse’s, but
that of the becoming-horse of Hans? An assemblage, for example, in
which the horse would bare its teeth and Hans might show something
else, his feet, his legs, his peepee-maker, whatever? And in what way
would that ameliorate Hans’s problem, to what extent would it open a
way out that had been previously blocked? When Hofmannsthal con-
templates the death throes of a rat, it is in him that the animal “bares his
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teeth at monstrous fate.” This is not a feeling of pity, as he makes m_mmn w,_::
less an identification. It is a composition of speeds and affects involving
entirely different individuals, a symbiosis; it makes E.n rat become a
thought, a feverish thought in the man, at the same time as the man
becomes a rat gnashing its teeth in its death throes. The rat m:m_ the ‘Bmz
are in no way the same thing, but Being expresses 53.3 both in a m:am_.m,
meaning in a language that is no longer that of words, in a matter z.umﬁ is
no longer that of forms, in an affectability that is no longer that of subjects.
Unnatural participation. But the plane of composition, &._a plane of Nature,
is precisely for participations of this kind, msa, mozsscm:< makes and
unmakes their assemblages, employing every artifice.
This is not an analogy, or a product of the imagination, but a com-
position of speeds and affects on the plane of moswwmﬁmsQ“ a Emﬂaf
a program, or rather a diagram, a problem, a mcnm:on-amn,r_nn. Sm.m_q\E.
Slepian formulates the “problem” in a thoroughly n_._:ocm\ text: I'm
hungry, always hungry, a man should not be r:ﬁwﬂn so I'll have to
become a dog—but how? This will not involve imitating a dog, nor an
analogy of relations. I must succeed in endowing :”:w parts of my ,Uo%
with relations of speed and slowness that will make it become dog, in an
original assemblage proceeding neither by nmmmEEmn.na nor by m:m_omw.
For I cannot become dog without the dog itself becoming mc:._ﬁg:.m else.
Slepian gets the idea of using shoes to solve this problem, &m m_.:mm,m of
the shoes. If I wear shoes on my hands, then their elements will mEm,a into
anew relation, resulting in the affect or becoming I seek. But how S::m be
able to tie the shoe on my second hand, once the first is ,m:.mm&w occupied?
With my mouth, which in turn receives an EcmmH.EmH: in the mmm@ﬁvmmmm\
becoming a dog muzzle, insofar as a dog muzzle is now used to tie shoes.
At each stage of the problem, what needs to be done ﬁ not to compare two
organs but to place elements or materials in a wa_mﬂcs that uproots the
organ from its specificity, making it become “with” the other organ. w_.,:
this becoming, which has already taken in feet, hands, and mouth, will
nevertheless fail. It founders on the tail. The tail would have had to have
been invested, forced to exhibit elements common to the sexual wamm:m
and the caudal appendage, so that the former would be taken up in the
becoming-dog of the man at the same time as the latter were taken up
in a becoming of the dog, in another becoming that would m.;mo be _um:m
of the assemblage. The plan(e) fails, Slepian falters on this point. The tail
remains an organ of the man on the one hand and an mmmn:a_mmm of the
dog on the other; their relations do not enter into composition in the new
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assemblage. This is where psychoanalytic drift sets in, bringing back all the
clichés about the tail, the mother, the childhood memory of the mother
threading needles, all those concrete figures and symbolic analogies.” But
this is the way Slepian wants it in this fine text. For there is a way in which
the failure of the plan(e) is part of the plan(e) itself: The plan(e) is infinite,
YOu can start it in a thousand different ways; you will always find some-
thing that comes too late or too early, forcing you to recompose all of your
relations of speed and slowness, all of your affects, and to rearrange the
overall assemblage. An infinite undertaking. But there is another way in
which the plan(e) fails: this time, it is because another plan(e) returns full
force, breaking the becoming-animal, folding the animal back onto the
animal and the person onto the person, recognizing only resemblances
between elements and analogies between relations. Slepian confronts
both dangers.

We wish to make a simple point about psychoanalysis: from the
beginning, it has often encountered the question of the becomings-animal
of the human being: in children, who continually undergo becomings of
this kind; in fetishism and in particular masochism, which continually
confront this problem. The least that can be said is that the psycho-
analysts, even Jung, did not understand, or did not want to understand.
They killed becoming-animal, in the adult as in the child. They saw
nothing. They see the animal as a representative of drives, or a representa-
tion of the parents. They do not see the reality of a becoming-animal, that
itis affect in itself, the drive in person, and represents nothing. There exist
no other drives than the assemblages themselves. There are two classic
texts in which Freud sees nothing but the father in the becoming-horse of
Hans, and Ferenczi sees the same in the becoming-cock of Arpad. The
horse’s blinders are the father’s eyeglasses, the black around its mouth is
his mustache, its kicks are the parents’ “lovemaking.” Not one word about
Hans’s relation to the street, on how the street was forbidden to him, on
what it is for a child to see the spectacle “a horse is proud, a blinded horse
pulls, a horse falls, a horse is whipped . . .” Psychoanalysis has no feeling
for unnatural participations, nor for the assemblages a child can mount in
order to solve a problem from which all exits are barred him: a plan(e), not
a phantasy, Similarly, fewer stupidities would be uttered on the topic of
pain, humiliation, and anxiety in masochism if it were understood that
it is the becomings-animal that lead the masochism, not the other way
around. There are always apparatuses, tools, engines involved, there are
always artifices and constraints used in taking Nature to the fullest. That
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is because it is necessary to annul the organs, to shut them away so ﬂwmﬁ
their liberated elements can enter into the new relations from EJ:...:
the becoming-animal, and the circulation of affects within the machinic
assemblage, will result. As we have seen elsewhere, this was the nmmn. for
the mask, the bridle, the bit, and the penis sheath in Equus Q%Q.h
paradoxically, in the becoming-horse assemblage the H.dms mcwacmm _.:w
own “instinctive” forces while the animal transmits to him its “acquired
forces. Reversal, unnatural participation. And the boots of the woman-
master function to annul the leg as a human organ, to make the n.r.w.:mna
of the leg enter a relation suited to the overall assemblage: “In n:ymuém?
it will no longer be women'’s legs that have an effect on me .. ."* But
to break the becoming-animal all that is needed is to extract a mawsﬂ:
from it, to abstract one of its moments, to fail to take into account its
internal speeds and slownesses, to arrest the circulation of affects. H:m.s
nothing remains but imaginary resemblances between terms, or symbolic
analogies between relations. This segment refers to the father, that
relation of movement and rest refers to the primal scene, etc. It must _u.m
recognized that psychoanalysis alone is not enough to _._H:._w about :dm
breakage. It only brings out a danger inherent in _uwnon::m. There ,a
always the danger of finding yourself “playing” the animal, the a:_.:nm:n
Oedipal animal, Miller going bowwow and taking a bone, m:Nmmq,m_E
licking your hand, Slepian returning to his mother, or the o._a man v_m._ﬁsm
horse or dog on an erotic postcard from 1900 (and “playing” at being a
wild animal would be no better). Becomings-animal continually run these
dangers.

Memories of a Haecceity. A body is not defined by the form that aﬁﬁ..
mines it nor as a determinate substance or subject nor by the organs _,H
possesses or the functions it fulfills. On the plane of consistency, a body is
defined only by a longitude and a latitude: in other words the sum total of the
material elements belonging to it under given relations of n.5<a.3n§ and
rest, speed and slowness (longitude); the sum total of the m.:E:mEa mmm.na
it is capable of at a given power or degree of potential :mﬁ:cmmv‘. Nothing
but affects and local movements, differential speeds. The credit goes to
Spinoza for calling attention to these two Eﬂn:mmosm of the wo%,\ and
for having defined the plane of Nature as pure longitude and latitude.
Latitude and longitude are the two elements of a cartography.

There is a mode of individuation very different from Hrmﬂ_ of a _uw_.wo:,
subject, thing, or substance. We reserve the name haecceity for it.”* A
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Season, a winter, a summer, an hour, a date have a perfect individuality
lacking nothing, even though this individuality is different from that of
a thing or a subject. They are haecceities in the sense that they consist
entirely of relations of movement and rest between molecules or particles,
capacities to affect and be affected. When demonology expounds upon
the diabolical art of local movements and transports of affect, it also notes
the importance of rain, hail, wind, pestilential air, or air polluted by
noxious particles, favorable conditions for these transports. Tales must
contain haecceities that are not simply emplacements, but concrete indi-
viduations that have a status of their own and direct the metamorphosis
of things and subjects. Among types of civilizations, the Orient has many
more individuations by haecceity than by subjectivity or substantiality:
the haiku, for example, must include indicators as so many floating lines
constituting a complex individual. In Charlotte Bront#, everything is in
terms of wind, things, people, faces, loves, words. Lorca’s “five in the
evening,” when love falls and fascism rises. That awful five in the evening!
We say, “What a story!” “What heat!” “What a life!” to designate a very
singular individuation. The hours of the day in Lawrence, in Faulkner. A
degree of heat, an intensity of white, are perfect individualities; and
a degree of heat can combine in latitude with another degree to form a
new individual, as in a body that is cold here and hot there depending on
its longitude. Norwegian omelette. A degree of heat can combine with an
intensity of white, as in certain white skies of a hot summer. This is in no
way an individuality of the instant, as opposed to the individuality of
permanences or durations. A tear-off calendar has just as much time as
a perpetual calendar, although the time in question is not the same.
There are animals that live no longer than a day or an hour; conversely, a
group of years can be as long as the most durable subject or object. We
€an conceive of an abstract time that is equal for haecceities and for sub-
jects or things. Between the extreme slownesses and vertiginous speeds
of geology and astronomy, Michel Tournier places meteorology, where
meteors live at our pace: “A cloud forms in the sky like an image in
my brain, the wind blows like | breathe, a rainbow spans the horizon for
as long as my heart needs to reconcile itself to life, the summer passes
like vacation drifts by.” But is it by chance that in Tournier’s novel
this certitude can come only to a twin hero who is deformed and
desubjectified, and has acquired a certain ubiquity?** Even when times
are abstractly equal, the individuation of a life is not the same as the

individuation of the subject that leads it or serves as its support. It is
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not the same Plane: in the first case, it is the plane of consistency om m:
composition of haecceities, which knows only speeds and affects; and in
the second case, it is the altogether different plane of forms, m:wmﬁmnam\,
and subjects. And it is not in the same time, the same temporality. mmox.,
the indefinite time of the event, the floating line that knows only munmmw
and continually divides that which transpires into an already-there that is
at the same time not-yet-here, a simultaneous too-late and S?nmw:s_
a something that is both going to happen and has just happened. Chronos:
the time of measure that situates things and persons, develops a form, mm,n_
determines a subject.*® Boulez distinguishes tempo m._.:._ nontempo in
music: the “pulsed time” of a formal and functional music based em values
versus the “nonpulsed time” of a floating music, _5.% mom::.ﬁ u ,%.i
machinic, which has nothing but speeds or differences in dynamic.*® In
short, the difference is not at all between the ephemeral and the durable,
nor even between the regular and the irregular, but between two modes
of individuation, two modes of temporality.
We must avoid an oversimplified conciliation, as though there were on
the one hand formed subjects, of the thing or vmaw: type, mbg on %m
other hand spatiotemporal coordinates of the haecceity va. For you S:WM
yield nothing to haecceities unless you realize that that is what ﬁ_‘c WMF
and that you are nothing but that. When the face wwno:ﬁm a haecceity: w
seemed a curious mixture that simply made do with time, Emmﬂrow an
these people.”* You are longitude and latitude, a mﬁ.om %mm% and slow-
nesses between unformed particles, a set of aonmsrﬁnzmma affects. 5.&
have the individuality of a day, a season, a year, a life (regardless of &
duration)—a climate, a wind, a fog, a swarm, a smww ﬁnmm:.&mmw, of its
regularity). Or at least you can have it, you can reach _,H, A cloud of locusts
carried in by the wind at five in the evening; a vampire who goes 9:.2
night, a werewolf at full moon. It should not be Hro:m.rﬂ that a :mnnnﬁw
consists simply of a decor or backdrop that ﬂEmSw. m:EanG‘, or of mﬁﬁﬂﬁ -
ages that hold things and people to the ground. It is E,m entire assemb mm.m
in its individuated aggregate that is a haecceity; it is this mwmw_dv_mma thatis
defined by a longitude and a latitude, by speeds and mman.w,\ Emmvm.;n_.oﬂ__w
of forms and subjects, which belong to another plane. It is the wolf _m,x”. ¥
and the horse, and the child, that cease to be subjects to become events, in
assemblages that are inseparable from an hour, a mmmmc? an mHEom,ﬁ:mw@
an air, a life. The street enters into noEucw:S:. with the rcﬂm, just ..&H
the dying rat enters into composition with the air, and the beast and the
full moon enter into composition with each other. At most, we may

289




