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10. 1730: Becoming-Intense, Becoming-

. v Memories of a Moviegoer. | recall the fine film Willard (1972, Daniel
Animal, Becoming-Imperceptible

Mann). A “B” movie perhaps, but a fine unpopular film: unpopular be-
cause 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
orders him to destroy a litter of rats. He spares one (or two or several). After
a violent argument, the mother, who “resembles” a dog, dies. The house is
coveted by a businessman, and Willard isin danger of losing it. He 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 spends 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 fool-
ishly takes his two favorites to the office with him and has no choice but to
let the employees kill the white rat. Ben escapes, after throwing Willard a
long, hard glare. Willard then experiences a pause in his destiny, in his
pecoming-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 resemblance. One day when
he has invited the young woman over, all set to be conjugalized, reoedi-
palized, Ben suddenly reappears, full of hate. Willard tries to drive him
away, but succeeds only in driving away the young woman: he then is lured
to the basement by Ben, where a pack of countless rats is waiting to tear him
to shreds. It is like a tale; it is never disturbing.

It is all there: there is a becoming-animal not content to proceed by
resemblance and for which resemblance, on the contrary, would represent
an obstacle or stoppage; the proliferation of rats, the pack, brings a

‘becoming-molecular that undermines the great molar powers of family,
career, and conjugality; there is a sinister choice since there is a “favorite”
in the pack with which a kind of contract of alliance, a hideous pact, is
made; there is the institution of an assemblage, a war machine or criminal
machine, which can reach the point of self-destruction; there is a circula-
tion of impersonal affects, an alternate current that disrupts signifying
projects as well as subjective feelings, and constitutes a nonhuman sexual-
ity; and there is an irresistible deterritorialization that forestalls attempts
at professional, conjugal, or Oedipal reterritorialization. (Are there Oedi-
pal animals with which one can “play Oedipus,” play family, my little dog,
my little cat, and then other animals that by contrast draw us into an irre-
sistible becoming? Or another hypothesis: Can the same animal be taken
up by two opposing functions and movements, depending on the case?)

Memories of a Naturalist. One of the main problems, of natural history
was to conceptualize the relationships between animals. It is very different
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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 con-
ceive 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 condi-
tions. Natural history can think only in terms of relationships (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 a is to b as cis 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] . . . Thisis an analogy of pro-
portionality. In the first case, I have resemblances that differ from one
another in a single series, and between series. In the second case, I have dif-
ferences that resemble each other within a single structure, and between
structures. The first form of analogy passes for the most sensible and popu-
lar, and requires imagination; but the kind of imagination 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 (entendement), in order to define equiv-
alent relations by discovering, on the one hand, the independent variables
that can be combined to form a structure and, on the other hand, the corre-
lates that entail one another within each structure. As different as they are,
the two themes of series and structure have always coexisted in natural his-
tory; in appearance contradictory, in practice they have reached a more or
less stable compromise.! In the same way, the two figures of analogy coex-
isted in the minds of the theologians in various equilibriums. This is
because in both cases Nature is conceived as an enormous mimesis: either
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- in the form of a chain of beings perpetually imitating one another, progres-
~ sively 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 scien-
. tific stage, and then lose that status or emigrate to other sciences. Their
pplication and status, even their form and content, may change; yet they
etain something essential throughout the process, across the displace-
“ment, in the distribution of a new domain. Ideas are always reusable,
ecause 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 relationships
etween animals are bound up with the relations between man and ani-
mal, man and woman, man and child, man and the elements, man and the
hysical and microphysical universe. The twofold idea “series-structure”
rosses a scientific threshold at a certain moment; but it did not start
here and it does not stay there, or else crosses over into other sciences,
nimating, for example, the human sciences, serving in the study of
reams, myths, and organizations. The history of ideas should never be
ntinuous; it should be wary of resemblances, but also of descents or
iations; it should be content to mark the thresholds through which an
dea passes, the journeys it takes that change its nature or object. Yet the
bjective relationships between animals have been applied to certain sub-
ective relations between man and animal, from the standpoint of a col-
- lective imagination or a faculty of social understanding.
Jung elaborated a theory of the Archetype as collective unconscious; it
ssigns the animal a particularly important role in dreams, myths, and
luman collectivities. The animal is inseparable from a series exhibiting the
ouble aspect of progression-regression, in which each term plays the role
apossible transformer of the libido (metamorphosis). A whole approach
0 the dream follows from this; given a troubling image, it becomes a ques-
n of integrating it into its archetypal series. That series may include fem-
ne, masculine, or infantile sequences, as well as animal, vegetable, even
mentary or molecular sequences. In contrast to natural history, man is
OW no longer the eminent term of the series; that term may be an ani-
nal for man, the lion, crab, bird of prey, or louse, in relation to a given act
function, in accordance with a given demand of the unconscious.
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Bachelard wrote a fine Jungian book when he elaborated the ramified
series of Lautréamont, taking into account the speed coefficient of the
metamorphoses and the degree of perfection of each term in relation to a
pure aggressiveness as the principle of the series: the serpent’s fang, the
horn of the rhinoceros, the dog’s tooth, the owl’s beak; and higher up, the
claw of the eagle or the vulture, the pincer of the crab, the legs of the louse,
the suckers of the octopus. Throughout Jung’s work a process of mimesis
brings nature and culture together in its net, by means of analogies of pro-
portion in which the series and their terms, and above all the animals occu-
pying a middle position, assure cycles of conversion nature-culture-nature:
archetypes as “analogical representations.”

Is it by chance that structuralism so strongly denounced the prestige
accorded the imagination, the establishment of resemblances in a series,
the imitation pervading the entire series and carrying it to its term, and
the identification with this final term? Nothing is more explicit than
Lévi-Strauss’s famous texts on totemism: transcend external resem-
blances to arrive at internal homologies.® It is no longer a question of
instituting a serial organization of the imaginary, but instead a symbolic
and structural order of understanding. It is no longer a question of gradu-
ating resemblances, ultimately arrivingatan identification between Man
and Animal at the heart of a mystical participation. It is a question of
ordering differences to arrive at a correspondence of relations. The ani-
mal is distributed according to differential relations or distinctive oppo-
sitions between species; the same goes for human beings, accordingto the
groups considered. When analyzing the institution of the totem, we do
not say that this group of people identifies with that animal species. We
say that what group A is to group B, species A’ is to species B'. This method
is profoundly different from the preceding one: given two human groups,
each with its totem animal, we must discover the way in which the two
totems entertain relations analogous to those between the two groups—
the Crow is to the 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 the
young woman, we refrain from establishing an imaginary series tying the
two together; instead, we look for a term effecting an equivalence of rela-
tions. 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 analogy of pro-
portionality; the serialization of resemblances with a structuration of dif-
ferences; the identification of terms with an equality of relations; the
metamorphoses of the imagination with conceptual metaphors; the great
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continuity between nature and culture with a deep rift distributing corre-
spondences without resemblance between the two; the imitation of a pri-
mal model with a mimesis that is itself primary and without a model. A
man can never say: “I am a bull, a wolf . ..” But he can say: “I am to a
woman what the bull is to a cow, [ am to another man what the wolfis 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
mode_:l to the dark domain of sacrifice, which he depicts as illusory, even
devoid of good sense. The serial theme of sacrifice must yield to the stric-
tur_al theme of the institution of the totem, correctly understood. But here

as in natural history, many compromises are reached between archetypai
series and symbolic structures.®

Memaries of a Bergsonian. None of the preceding satisfies us, from our
.restrlct(?d viewpoint. We believe in the existence of very special becom-
mgs—at_urnal traversing human beings and sweeping them away, affecting
the anlma}l no less than the human. “From 1730 to 1735, all we hear about
are va_m_p1res.” 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 a deviation
frhom the true order and pertaining to the adventures of diachrony. Yet in
hls.study of myths, Lévi-Strauss is always encountering these rapid acts by
which a human becomes animal at the same time as the animal becomes
.. .(Becomes what? Human, or something else?). It is always possible to try

- to explain these blocks of becoming by a correspondence between two rela-

tions, but to do so most certainly impoverishes the phenomenon under

: §'tudy. Must it not be 9dmitted that myth as a frame of classification is quite
f incapable of registering these becomings, which are more like fragments of
 tales? Must we not lend credence to Jean Duvignaud’s hypothesis that

!1ere are “anomic” phenomena pervading societies that are not degrada-
ions ofthe mythic order but irreducible dynamisms drawing lines of flight
and 11pp1ying other forms of expression than those of myth, even if myth
€capitulates them in its own terms in order to curb them?¢ Does it not
eem that alongside the two models, sacrifice and series, totem institution
and structure, there is still room for something else, something more secret
more subterranean: t4e sorcerer and becomings (expressed in tales insteaci
of myths or rites)?

A becoming is not a correspondence between relations. But neitherisita
€semblance, an imitation, or, at the limit, an identification. The whole
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structuralist critique of the series seems irrefutable. To become is not to
progress or regress along a series. Above all, becoming does not occurin the
imagination, even when the imagination reaches the highest cosmic or
dynamic level, as in Jung or Bachelard. Becomings-animal are neither
dreams nor phantasies. They are perfectly real. But which reality is at issue
here? For if becoming animal does not consist in playing animal or imitat-
ing an animal, it is clear that the human being does not “really” become an
animal any more than the animal “really” becomes something else. Becom-
ing produces nothing other than itself. We fall into a false alternative if we
say that you either imitate or you are. What is real is the becoming itself, the
block of becoming, not the supposedly fixed terms through which that
which becomes passes. Becoming can and should be qualified as be-
coming-animal even in the absence of a term that would be the animal
become. The becoming-animal of the human being is real, even if the ani-
mal the human being becomes is not; and the 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 becom-
ing of which it is the subject, and which coexists, forms a block, with the
first. This is the principle according to which there is a reality specific to
becoming (the Bergsonian idea of a coexistence of very different “dura-
tions,” superior or inferior to “ours,” all of them in communication).
Finally, becoming is not an evolution, at least not an evolution by
descent and filiation. Becoming produces nothing by filiation; all filiation
is imaginary. Becoming is always of a different order than filiation. It con-
cerns alliance. If evolution includes any veritable becomings, it is in the
domain of symbioses that bring into play beings of totally different scales
and kingdoms, with no possible filiation. There is a block of becoming that
snaps up the wasp and the orchid, but from which no wasp-orchid can ever
descend. There is a block of becoming that takes hold of the cat and
baboon, the alliance between which is effected by a C virus. There isa block
of becoming between young roots and certain microorganisms, the alliance
between which is effected by the materials synthesized in the leaves
(rhizosphere). If there is originality in neoevolutionism, it is attributable in
part to phenomena of this kind in which evolution does not go from some-
thing less differentiated to something 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 evolu-

tion between heterogeneous terms is “involution,” on the condition that -

involution is in no way confused with regression. Becoming is involu-
tionary, involution is creative. To regress is to move in the direction of
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something less differentiated. But 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 populations.
Becoming is a rhizome, not a classificatory or genealogical tree. Becom-
ing is certainly not imitating, or identifying with something; neither is it
regressing-progressing; neither is it corresponding, establishing corre-
sponding relations; neither is it producing, producing a filiation or pro-
ducing through filiation. Becoming is a verb with a consistency all its
own; it does not reduce to, or lead back to, “appearing,” “being,” “equal-
ing,” or “producing.”

Memorvies 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, moreover 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 charac-

teristics to use for classifying people; natural history and science need char-
acteristics in order to classify the animals themselves. Serialism and
structuralism either graduate characteristics according to their resem-
blances, or order them according to their differences. Animal characteris-
tics can be mythic or scientific. But we are not interested in characteristics;

- what interests us are modes of expansion, propagation, occupation, conta-

gion, peopling. I 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 wolfis not fun-

damentally 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 Woolfs experi-
ences 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 evolutionary classifications la Lorenz,

‘ accord@ng 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 characteristics, even if further distinctions within

- these modes are called for. It is at this point that the human being encoun-

~ ters the animal. We do not become animal without a fascination for the
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pack, for multiplicity. A fascination for the _ou‘ts@de? Or is the I:nllll.ltlphgl;.r);
that fascinates us already related to a multiplicity dwelling W}t R1n 1(113 .1 ?
one of his masterpieces, H. P. Lovecraft recounts the story o illn c; ]ft
Carter, who feels his “self” reel and who experiences a fear worse t ar:) ?e
of annihilation; “Carters of forms both human ar}d non-human, velite ;a 4
and invertebrate, conscious and mindle:ss, animal a1.1d veget?blgé bn ;
more, there were Carters having nothing in common with earth g 1 et,e nl]ls
moving outrageously amidst backgrounds pf ott}er planf:ts an _syseace-
and galaxies and cosmic continua. . . . Merging with nothmgﬁess isp e
ful oblivion; but to be aware of existence and yet' to k,I’IOW tf at onl;: 1fthe
longer a definite being distinguished f‘rom other beings, nor rc;‘m a n0 i
becomings running through us, “that is the nameless summit of agi) dy -
dread.”” Hofmannsthal, or rather Lor.d Chandos, bﬁ?corpes fas_cma Et:. v&; i
a “people” of dying rats, and it is in hlm,_through hl.m, in the inters }[g?-ous
his disrupted self that the “soul of the ammal bares its teeth at mons P
fate”:® not pity, but unnatural participat{on._Then a strange 1mgira o
wells up in him: either stop writing, or vynte 111.«3. a rgt O ths ;:’I’l te:r i
sorcerer, it is because writing isa becorpmg, writing is traversed by stra gs.; ;
becomings that are not becomings-writer, but begommgs—rat, beqo.rgmi
insect, becomings-wolf, etc. We will have to expla'm vyhy. Many suici ::s a);
writers are explained by these unnatural partlclpz_a.tlons, these‘ unila u&l 2
nuptials. Writers are sorcerers because they experience 'Fhe_arltnlrr}l?h :.SG b
only population before which they are responsible in prmcu; e.the AN
man preromantic Karl Philipp Molrltz feel's responmb}e not g;‘ i
that die but before the calves that die and give him the incredi T‘ eell gr o
an unknown Nature—affect.® For the affect is not a personal feeling, ;110 R
it a characteristic; it is the effectuation of a power of the pack th_atlt rcg "
the self into upheaval and makes it reel. Who has not know_rn tt}? VI? e?c o
these animal sequences, which uproot one from humam.ty3 if on ythor o
instant, making one scrape at one’s bread }1ke a rqdent or gwmg on;:1 a? g-of
low eyes of a feline? A fearsome ipvolutlon calling us towar f‘un rz e
becomings. These are not regressions, although fragments of reg ;
f regression may enter in. PRI ;
Seq\;znr(;fis? dis%cinguish three kinds of animals. First, 1pdlylduated 231;
mals, family pets, sentimenta],hOedipa‘l arllln}aLsi feazls t‘:;l:-l; gl::sgwcﬁ ;)w -
i “my” cat, “my” dog. These animals in : , .
?11::)0; 3rll’arcigsistic contemplation, and th_ey are the only kind of ammzllli)tst}](e
choanalysis understands, the bettﬁr to dllsc.(;v;rl ;Sd:&c)lgé aa :il;rsl?ignimals
brother behind them (when psychoanalysis ta ’h s
. anyone who likes cats or dogs is a fool. And then there']
lsi?:gr:lfio]:?;lgzlj ;néilmiils with characteristics or attljibutes; geng:s, i:?nsl}f;;i;-
tion, or State animals; animals as they are treated in the great divi 4
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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 animals that form a multiplicity, a
becoming, a population, a tale . .. Or once again, cannot any animal be
treated in all three ways? There is always the possibility that a given animal,
a louse, a cheetah or an elephant, will be treated as a pet, my little beast.
And at the other extreme, it is also possible for any animal to be treated in
the mode of the pack or swarm; that is our way, fellow sorcerers. Even the
cat, even the dog. And the shepherd, the animal trainer, the Devil, may
have a favorite animal in the pack, although not at all in the way we were
just discussing. Yes, any animal is or can be a pack, but to varying degrees
of vocation that make it easier or harder to discover the multiplicity, or
multiplicity-grade, an animal contains (actually or virtually according to

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

they are affects and powers, involutions that grip every animal in a becom-

ing just as powerful as that of the human being with the animal.

Jorge Luis Borges, an author renowned for his excess of culture, botched
at least two books, only the titles of which are nice: first, 4 Universal His-
tory of Infamy, because he did not see the sorcerer’s fundamental distinc-
tion between deception and treason (becomings-animal are there from the
start, on the treason side); second, his Manual de zoologia fantastica, where
he not only adopts a composite and bland image of myth but also elimi-
nates 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 lobizon, the
werewolf, etc.”!® Borges is interested only in characteristics, even the most
fantastic ones, whereas sorcerers know that werewolves are bands, §nd
vampires too, and that bands transform themselves into one another. But
what exactly does that mean, the animal as band or pack? Does a band not
imply a filiation, bringing us back to the reproduction of given characteris-

tics? How can we conceive of a peopling, a propagation, a becoming that is

without filiation or hereditary production? A multiplicity without the

~ unity of an ancestor? It is quite simple; everybody knows it, but it is dis-

Cussed only in secret. We oppose epidemic to filiation, contagion to hered-

: ity, peopling by contagion to sexual reproduction, sexual production.

Bands, human or animal, proliferate by contagion, epidemics, battlefields,
and catastrophes. Like hybrids, which are in themselves sterile, born of a

- S€xual union that will not reproduce itself, but which begins over again
- @very time, gaining that much more ground. Unnatural participations or
nuptials are the true Nature spanning the kingdoms of nature. Propagation

by epidemic, by contagion, has nothing to do with filiation by heredity,

J_ even if the two themes intermingle and require each other. The vampire
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does not filiate, it infects. The difference is that contagion, epidemic,
involves terms that are entirely heterogeneous: for example, a human
being, an animal, and a bacterium, a virus, a molecule, a microorganism.
Or in the case of the truffle, a tree, a fly, and a pig. These combinations are
neither genetic nor structural; they are interkingdoms, unnatural partici-
pations. That is the only way Nature operates—against itself. This is a far
cry from filiative production or hereditary reproduction, in which the only
differences retained are a simple duality between sexes within the same
species, and small modifications across generations. For us, on the other
hand, there are as many sexes as there are terms in symbiosis, as many dif-
ferences as elements contributing to a process of contagion. We know that
many beings pass between a man and a woman; they come from different
worlds, are borne on the wind, form rhizomes around roots; they cannot be
understood in terms of production, only in terms of becoming. The Uni-
verse does not function by filiation. All we are saying is that animals are
packs, and that packs form, develop, and are transformed by contagion.
These multiplicities with heterogeneous terms, cofunctioning by conta-
gion, enter certain assemblages; it is there that human beings effect their
becomings-animal. But we should not confuse these dark assemblages,
which stir what is deepest within us, with organizations such as the institu-
tion of the family and the State apparatus. We could cite hunting societies,
war 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 dif-
ferent from that of families and States; they continually work them from
within and trouble them from without, with other forms of content, other
forms of expression. The pack is simultaneously an animal reality, and the
reality of the becoming-animal of the human being; contagion is simulta-
neously an animal peopling, and the propagation of the animal 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 man of war, but only insofar as he is external to

families and States, insofar as he upsets filiations and classifications. Tl}e
war machine is always exterior to the State, even when the State uses 1t,
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A p?opriates it. The man of war has an entire becoming that implies multi-
plicity, celerity, ubiquity, metamorphosis and treason, the power of affect.
Wolf-men, bear-men, wildcat-men, men of every animality, secret brother-
ods, animate the battlefields. But so do the animal packs used by men in
ttle, or which trail the battles and take advantage of them. And together
ey spread contagion.!! There is a complex aggregate: the becoming-
1ma! of men, packs of animals, elephants and rats, winds and tempests,

cteria sowing contagion. A single Furor. War contained zoological se-
ences before it became bacteriological. It is in war, famine, and epidemic
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

ss between kinds of animals than between the different states according
‘which Fhey are integrated into family institutions, State apparatuses,
T ¥nach1nes, etc. (and what is the relation of the writing machine and the
musical machine to becomings-animal?)

Memories of a Sorcerer, I1. Our first principle was: pack and contagion,
e contagion of the pack, such is the path becoming-animal takes. But a
cond principle seemed to tell us the opposite: wherever there is multipli-
y, you will also find an exceptional individual, and it is with that individ-
lthat an alliance must be made in order to become-animal. There may be
such thing as a lone wolf, but there is a leader of the pack, a master of the
ck, or else the old deposed head of the pack now living alone, there is the
ner, and there is the Demon. Willard has his favorite, the rat Ben, and
ly becomes-rat through his relation with him, in a kind of alliance of
ve, then of hate. Moby-Dick in its entirety is one of the greatest master-
s of becoming; Captain Ahab has an irresistible becoming-whale, but
that bypasses the pack or the school, operating directly through a mon-
us alliance with the Unique, the Leviathan, Moby-Dick. There is
vays a pact with a demon; the demon sometimes appears as the head of
band, sometimes as the Loner on the sidelines of the pack, and some-
sasthe higher Power (Puissance) of the band. The exceptional individ-
.:-hag many possible positions. Kafka, another great author of real
mlngs-an_lmal, sings of mouse society; but Josephine, the mouse
BCr, sometimes holds a privileged position in the pack, sometimes a
t_10n outside the pack, and sometimes slips into and is lost in the ano-
lity of the collective statements of the pack.!? In short, every Animal
S lt's Anlomalous. Let us clarify that: every animal swept up in its pack or
altiplicity has its anomalous. It has been noted that the origin of the word
omal (“anomalous™), an adjective that has fallen into disuse in French

very different from that of anormal (“abnormal®): a-normal, a Latir;
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adjective lacking a noun in French, refers to that which is outside rules or
goes against the rules, whereas an-omalie, a Greek noun that has lost its
adjective, designates the unequal, the coarse, the rough, the cutting edge of
deterritorialization.!? The abnormal can be defined only in terms of char-
acteristics, specific or generic; but the anomalous is a position or set of
positions in relation to a multiplicity. Sorcerers therefore use the old adjec-
tive “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 the aleatory aggre-
gate 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 contradic-
tions are real but that real contradictions are not just for laughs. For the
whole question is this: What exactly is the nature of the anomalous? What
function does it have in relation to the band, to the pack? It is clear that the
anomalous is not simply an exceptional individual; that would be to equate
it with the family animal or pet, the Oedipalized animal as psychoanalysis
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:
“Your tortoises aren’t real!” And he answers: Possibly, but my becoming i‘5,
my becoming is real, even and especially if you have no way of judging it,
because you’re just little house dogs . . .!* The anomalous, the preferential
element in the pack, has nothing to do with the preferred, domestic, apd
psychoanalytic individual. Nor is the anomalous the bearer of a species
presenting specific or generic characteristics in their purest state; norisita
model or unique specimen; nor is it the perfection of a type incarnate; nor

is it the eminent term of a series; nor is it the basis of an absolutely harmo-
nious correspondence. The anomalous is neither an individual nor a spe-
cies; it has only affects, it has neither familiar or subjectified feelings, nor
specific or significant characteristics. Human tenderness is as foreign to it
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as human classifications. Lovecraft applies the term “Outsider” to this
thing or entity, the Thing, which arrives and passes at the edge, which islin-
ear 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 dimen-
sions, 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 envel-
oping 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 characteristics of the pack are only sym-
‘bolic entities; all that counts is the borderline—the anomalous. “To me,
- the white whale is that wall, shoved near to me.” The white wall. “Some-
times I think there is naught beyond. But 'tis enough.”!5 That the anoma-
lous 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 them only as an inferior collective
stage (instead of taking into consideration 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
_’{ rawing 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
il_npossible to tell if the anomalous is still in the band, already outside the
and, or at the shifting boundary of the band. Sometimes each and every
nimal reaches this line or occupies this dynamic position, as in a swarm of
‘mosquitoes, where “each individual moves randomly unless it sees the rest
f(_)f [the swarm] in the same half-space; then it hurries to re-enter the group.
Thus stability is assured in catastrophe by a barrier.”'6 Sometimes it is a
pecific animal that draws and occupies the borderline, as leader of the
ack. Sometimes the borderline is defined or doubled by abeing ofanother
ature that no longer belongs to the pack, or never belonged to it, and that
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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 conju-
gal, familial, or State type, and that make them pass into an entirely differ-
ent form of sociability, replacing pack affects with family feelings or State
intelligibilities. The center, or internal black holes, assumes the principal
role. This is what evolutionism sees as progress, this adventure also befalls
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
fields or woods. They haunt the fringes. They are at the borderline of the
village, or between villages. The important thing is their affinity with alli-
ance, with the pact, which gives them a status opposed to that of filiation.
The relation with the anomalous is one of alliance. The sorcerer has a
relation of alliance with the demon as the power of the anomalous. The
old-time theologians drew 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 alli-
ance inspiring illicit unions or abominable loves. This differs signifi-
cantly from the first in that it tends to prevent procreation; since the
demon does not himself have the ability to procreate, he must adopt indi-
rect means (for example, being the female succubus of a man and then
becoming the male incubus of a woman, to whom he transmits the man’s
semen). It is true that the relations between alliance and filiation come to
be regulated by laws of marriage, but even then alliance retains a danger-
ous and contagious power. Leach was able to demonstrate that despite all
the exceptions that seemingly disprove the rule, the sorcerer belongs first
of all to a group united to the group over which he or she exercises influ-
ence 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 permanence or
assumes political weight.!” In order to produce werewolves in your own
family it is not enough to resemble a wolf, or to live like a wolf: the pact
with the Devil must be coupled with an alliance with another family, and
it is the return of this alliance to the first family, the reaction of this alli-
ance on the first family, that produces werewolves by feedback effect. A
fine tale by Erckmann and Chatrian, Hugues-le-loup, assembles the tradi-
tions concerning this complex situation.!?

The contradiction between the two themes, “contagion through the ani-
mal as pack,” and “pact with the anomalous as exceptional being,” is pro-
gressively fading. It is with good reason that Leach links the two concepts of
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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 witchcraft is contagious rather than heredi-
tary . . . it is associated with affinity, not filiation.”!® Alliance or the pact is
the form of expression foran 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 functions 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) this becoming
itself implies a second alliance, with another human group; (4) this new
borderline between the two groups guides the contagion of animal and
human being within the pack. There is an entire politics of becomings-
animal, as well as a politics of sorcery, which is elaborated in assemblages
that are neither those of the family nor of religion nor of the State. Instead,
they express minoritarian groups, or groups that are oppressed, prohib-
ited, 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 it is accompanied, at its origin as in
its undertaking, by a rupture with the central institutions that have estab-
lished 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 component, 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 anoma-
lous 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 supe-
rior and exterior to the order of families; families have to win from them
the right to regulate their own alliances, to determine them according to
relations of complementary lines of descent, and to domesticate this unbri-
dled power of alliance).?!

The politics of becomings-animal remains, of course, extremely ambig-
uous. For societies, even primitive societies, have always appropriated
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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 be-
comings of the warrior. The Church has always burned sorcerers, or
reintegrated anchorites 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  may even 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, IIl. 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, pos-
sesses a special introductory power; it is not so much that women are
witches, but that sorcery proceeds by way of this becoming-woman). On
the far side, we find becomings-elementary, -cellular, -molecular, and even
becomings-imperceptible. Toward what void does the witch’s broom lead?
And where is Moby-Dick leading Ahab so silently? Lovecraft’s hero
encounters strange animals, but he finally reaches the ultimate regions of a
Continuum inhabited by unnameable waves and unfindable particles. Sci-
ence fiction has gone through a whole evolution taking it from animal, veg-
etable, and mineral becomings to becomings of bacteria, viruses, mole-
cules, and things imperceptible.3 The properly musical content of music is
plied by becomings-woman, becomings-child, becomings-animal; how-
ever, it tends, under all sorts of influences, having to do also with the instru-
ments, to become progressively more molecular in a kind of cosmic
lapping through which the inaudible makes itself heard and the impercep-
tible 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 Castaneda’s
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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
becoming-molecular, microperceptions of water, air, etc. A man totters
from one door to the next and disappears into thin air: “All I can tell you is
that we are fluid, luminous beings made of fibers.”?4 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 ele-
ments and particles.

Thus packs, or multiplicities, continually transform themselves into
each other, cross over into each other. Werewolves become vampires when
they die. This is not surprising, since becoming 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 the number of dimensions it
has; it is not divisible, it cannot lose or gain a dimension without changing
its nature. Since its variations and dimensions are immanent to it, it
amounts to the same thing to say that each multiplicity is already composed
of heterogeneous terms in symbiosis, and that a multiplicity is continually
transforming itself into a string of other multiplicities, according to its
thresholds and doors. For example, the Wolf-Man’s pack of wolves also
becomes a swarm of bees, and a field of anuses, and a collection of small
holes and tiny ulcerations (the theme of contagion): all these heterogene-
ous elements compose “the” mul;iplicity of symbiosis and becoming. If we
imagined the position of a fascinated Self, it was because the multiplicity
toward which it leans, stretching to the breaking point, is the continuation
of another multiplicity that works it and strains it from the inside. In fact,
the self is only a threshold, a door, a becoming between two multiplicities.
Each multiplicity is defined by a borderline functioning as Anomalous, but
there is a string of borderlines, a continuous line of borderlines (fiber) fol-
lowing which the multiplicity changes. And at each threshold or door, a
new pact? A fiber stretches from a human to an animal, from a human or an
animal to molecules, from molecules to particles, and so on to the imper-
ceptible. Every fiber is a Universe fiber. A fiber strung across borderlines
constitutes a line of flight or of deterritorialization. It is evident that the
Anomalous, the Outsider, has several functions: not only does it border
each multiplicity, of which it determines the temporary or local stability
(with the highest number of dimensions possible under the circum-
stances), not only is it the precondition for the alliance necessary to becom-
ing, but it also carries the transformations of becoming or crossings of
multiplicities always farther down the line of flight. Moby-Dick is the
White Wall bordering the pack; he is also the demonic Term of the Alliance;
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finally, he is the terrible Fishing Line with nothing on the other end, the line
that crosses the wall and drags the captain . . . where? Into the void . . .
The error we must guard against is to believe that there is a kind of logi-
cal order to this string, these crossings or transformations. It is already
going too far to postulate an order descending from the animal to the vege-
table, then to molecules, to particles. Each multiplicity is symbiotic; its
becoming ties together animals, plants, microorganisms, mad particles, a
whole galaxy. Nor is there a preformed logical order to these heterogenei-
ties, the Wolf-Man'’s wolves, bees, anuses, little scars. Of course, Sorcery
always codifies certain 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 hair-multiplicity, hair is the borderline.
The man himself takes a position on the wolves’ borderline, as leader of the
pack. Then when he no longer has a single human hair left, a second pact
makes him become-wolf himself; it is an endless becoming since he is only
vulnerable one day in the year. We are aware that between the hair-
multiplicity and the wolf-multiplicity it is always possible to induce an
order of resemblance (red like the fur of a wolf); but the resemblance
remains quite secondary (the wolf of the transformation is black, with one
white hair). In fact, there is a first multiplicity, of hair, taken up in a
becoming-red fur; and a second multiplicity, of wolves, which in turn takes
up the becoming-animal of the man. Between the two, there is threshold
and fiber, symbiosis of or passage between heterogeneities. That is how we
sorcerers operate. Not following a logical order, but following alogical con-
sistencies or compatibilities. The reason is simple. It is because no one, not
even God, can say in advance whether two borderlines will string together
or form a fiber, whether a given multiplicity will or will not cross over into
another given multiplicity, or even if given heterogeneous elements will
enter symbiosis, will form a consistent, or cofunctioning, multiplicity sus-
ceptible to transformation. No one can say where the line of flight will pass:
Willitletitself get bogged down and fall back to the Oedipal family animal,
a mere poodle? Or will it succumb to another danger, for example, turning
into a line of abolition, annihilation, self-destruction, Ahab, Ahab. . . ? We
are all too familiar with the dangers of the line of flight, and with its ambi-
guities. The risks are ever-present, but it is always possible to have the good
fortune of avoiding them. Case by case, we can tell whether the line is con-
sistent, in other words, whether the heterogeneities effectively function in
a multiplicity of symbiosis, whether the multiplicities are effectively trans-
formed through the becomings of passage. Let us take an example as simple
as: x starts practicing piano again. Isit an Oedipal return to childhood? Is it
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a way of dying, in a kind of sonorous abolition? Is it a new borderline, an
active line that will bring other becomings entirely different from becom-
ing or rebecoming a pianist, that will induce a transformation of a_ll of the
preceding assemblages to which x was prisoner? Is it a way out? Is it a pact
with the Devil? Schizoanalysis, or pragmatics, has no other meaning: 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 rhi-
zome, 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 multiplici-
ties are defined and transformed by the borderline that determines 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, form-
inga 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 flar multiplicities—which nonetheless have an increasing or decreas-
ing 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 pres-
ent 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 dimen-
sions, and so on up to the dizzy and reachless heights of archetypal infin-
ity.”?5 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 providing 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 remainsjust 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,” with-
out, however, losing any of the dynamism: he pushes becoming-tortoise all
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the way to 'Ehe plane of consistency.2® Everything becomes imperceptible
everything is becoming-imperceptible on the plane of consistency, which is,
nevertheless precisely where the imperceptible is seen and heard’. It is the
Planomenon, or the Rhizosphere, the Criterium (and still other names, as
the number of dimensions increases). At n dimensions, it is called :che
Hypersphere, the Mechanosphere. It is the abstract Figure, or rather, since
it has no form itself, the abstract Machine of which each concrete a:ssem-
blage isa multiplicity, abecoming, a segment, a vibration. And the abstract
machine is the intersection of them all.
: Waves are vibrations, shifting borderlines inscribed on the plane of con-
sistency as S0 many abstractions. The abstract machine of the waves. In
The W.:_zves, Virginia Woolf—who made all of her life and work a passage, a
becomlqg, all kinds of becomings between ages, sexes, elements, and kin,g~
doms—intermingles seven characters, Bernard, Neville, Louis, J inny,
Rhoda,_ Su;anne, and Percival. But each of these characters, with his or he;
name, its individuality, designates a multiplicity (for example, Bernard
and the school of fish). Each is simultaneously in this multiplicity and at its
efige, and crosses over into the others. Percival is like the ultimate multipli-
city enveloping the greatest number of dimensions. But he is not yet the
plane of c<_msistency. Although Rhoda thinks she sees him rising out of the
sea, 1o, itis 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 cc;n-
§1stenc;y they are a single abstract Wave whose vibration propagates follow-
ing 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 realit’y a local
movement that is properly diabolical. Theology distinguishes two cases
used as modeIs during the Inquisition: that of Ulysses’ companions anci
that of Diomedes’ companions, the imaginary vision and the spell. l,n the
ﬁ}'st, the subject believes him- or herself to be transformed into an animal
pig, oX, or wollf‘, and the observers believe it too; but this is an internal locai
movement bringing sensible images back to the imagination and bouncing
them off external meanings. In the second, the Devil “assumes” real ani-
mal bodle_s, even transporting the accidents and affects befalling them to
other bodies (for example, a cat or a wolf that has been taken over by the
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Devil can receive wounds that are relayed to an exactly corresponding part
of a human body).?¢ This is a way of saying that the human being does not
become animal in reality, but that there is nevertheless a demonic reality of
the becoming-animal of the human being. Therefore it is certain that the
demon performs local transports of all kinds. The Devil is a transporter; he
transports humors, affects, or even bodies (the Inquisition brooks no com-
promises 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 subjects.

There is another, altogether different, problem concerning the laws of
nature that has to do not with demonology but with alchemy, and above all
physics. It is the problem of accidental forms, distinct from both essential
forms and determined subjects. For accidental forms are susceptible to
more and less: more or less charitable, but also more or less white, more or
less warm. A degree of heat is a perfectly individuated warmth distinct
from the substance or the subject that receivesit. A degree of heat can enter
into composition with a degree of whiteness, 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 dayanda
longer day are not, strictly speaking, extensions but degrees proper to
extension, just as there are degrees proper to heat, color, etc. An accidental
form therefore has a “latitude” constituted by a certain number of
composable individuations. A degree, an intensity, is an individual, a
Haecceity that enters into composition with other degrees, other intensi-
ties, to form another individual. Can latitude be explained by the fact that
the subject participates more or less in the accidental form? But do these
degrees of participation not imply a flutter, a vibration in the form itself
that is not reducible to the properties of a subject? Moreover, if intensities
of heat are not composed by addition, it is because one must add their
respective subjects; it is the subjects that prevent the heat of the whole from
increasing. All the more reason to effect distributions of intensity, to estab-
lish latitudes that are “deformedly deformed,” speeds, slownesses, and
degrees of all kinds corresponding to a body or set of bodies taken as longi-
tude: a cartography.?? In short, between substantial forms and determined
subjects, between the two, there is not only a whole operation of demonic
local transports but a natural play of haecceities, degrees, intensities,
events, and accidents that compose individuations totally different from
those of the well-formed subjects that receive them.

Memories of a Spinozist, I. Substantial or essential forms have been cri-
tiqued in many different ways. Spinoza’s approach is radical: Arrive at ele-
ments that no longer have either form or function, that are abstract in this
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sense even though they are perfectly real. They are distinguished solely by
movement and rest, slowness and speed. They are not atoms, in other
words, finite elements still endowed with form. Nor are they indefinitely
divisible. They are infinitely small, ultimate parts of an actual infinity, laid
out on the same plane of consistency or composition. They are not defined
by their number since they always come in infinities. However, depending
on their degree of speed or the relation of movement and rest into which
they enter, they belong to a given Individual, which may itself be part of
another Individual governed by another, more complex, relation, and so
on to infinity. There are thus smaller and larger infinities, not by virtue of
their number, but by virtue of the composition of the relation into which
their parts enter. Thus each 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 immense Abstract Machine,
abstract yet real and individual: its pieces are the various assemblages and
individuals, each of which groups together an infinity of particles entering
into an infinity of more or less interconnected relations. There is therefore
a unity to the plane of nature, which applies equally to the inanimate and
the animate, the artificial and the natural. This plane has nothing to do
with a form or a figure, nor with a design or a function. Its unity has nothing
to do with a ground buried deep within things, nor with an end or a project
in the mind of God. Instead, it is a plane upon which everything is laid out,
and which is like the intersection of all forms, the machine of all functions;
its dimensions, however, increase with those of the multiplicities of indi-
vidualities it cuts across. It is a fixed plane, upon which things are dis-
tinguished from one another only by speed and slowness. A plane of
immanence or univocality opposed to analogy. The One is said with a single
meaning of all the multiple. Being expresses in a single meaning all that
differs. What we are talking about is not the unity of substance but the infinity
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 anal-
0gy 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, there-
fore a transcendent unity that cannot be realized without fragmenting into_
distinct branches, according to irreducible, uncrossable, heterogeneous
compositions. Baer would later add: according to noncommunicating
types of development and differentiation. The plane is a hidden plan(e) of
organization, a structure or genesis. Geoffroy has an entirely different
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Children are Spinozists. When Little Hans talks about a “peepee-
maker,” he is referring not to an organ or an organic function but basically
to a material, in other words, to an aggregate whose elements vary accord-
ing to its connections, its relations of movement and rest, the different
individuated assemblages it enters. Does a girl have a peepee-maker? The
boy says yes, and not by analogy, nor in order to conjure away a fear of cas-
tration. It is obvious that girls have a peepee-maker because they effec-
tively pee: a machinic functioning rather than an organic function. Quite
simply, the same material has different connections, different relations of
movement and rest, enters different assemblages in the case of the boy and
the girl (a girl does not pee standing or into the distance). Does a locomo-
tive have a peepee-maker? Yes, in yet another machinic assemblage. Chairs
don’t have them: but that is because the elements of the chair were not able
to integrate this material into their relations, or decomposed the relation
with that material to the point that it yielded something else, a rung, for
example. It has been noted that for children an organ has “a thousand vicis-
situdes,” that it is “difficult to localize, difficult to identify, it is in turn a
bone, an engine, excrement, the baby, a hand, daddy’sheart . . .” Thisisnot
at all because the organ is experienced as a part-object. It is because the

organ is exactly what its elements make it according to their relation of
movement or rest, and the way in which this relation combines with or
splits off from that of neighboring elements. This is not animism, any more
than it is mechanism; rather, it is universal machinism: a plane of consis-
tency occupied by an immense abstract machine comprising an infinite
number of assemblages. Children’s questions are poorly understood if they
are not seen as question-machines; that is why indefinite articles play so
important a role in these questions (a belly, a child, a horse, a chair, “how is
aperson 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

composition 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 com-
posing, decomposing, or modifying an individual there correspond inten-
sities that affect it, augmenting or diminishing its power to act; these
intensities come from external parts or from the individual’s own parts.
Affects are becomings. Spinoza asks: What can a body do? We call the /ati-
tude of a body the affects of which it is capable at a given degree of power, or
rather within the limits of that degree. Latitude is made up of intensive parts
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falling under a capacity, and longitzfde of ext_en‘sfve parts fallm.g unde: :Srzi'ﬁ;
tion. In the same way that we avoided defln}ng a body by x}:s orgt e
functions, we will avoid defining it by Specxe; or F}enus c a(ll'ac_ er s“ed,
instead we will seek to count its .affect_s. This kind of sg.lhy is :?ace_
ethology, and this is the sense in which Spinoza wrote a true Et f1c:s. i
horse is more different from a workhorse than a workhors?, is roc;n a -Vé
Von Uexkiill, in defining animal world.s, look_s fqr j[he active an 11a551 .
affects of which the animal is capable in the 1nd1v1duate_d asserr}b age c;f
which it is a part. For example, the T_ick, attracted by the light, hoists étfet
up to the tip of a branch; it is sensitive to the srpell‘of ynam_mals,_ an : te:hs
itself fall when one passes beneath the branch; it digs into lts‘skm,ha . ;
least hairy place it can find. Just thref: affects; the rest of the time t e :ﬁe
sleeps, sometimes for years on end, }nfilfferent to all that goes on 1n. e
immense forest. Its degree of power is 1n§ieed bounded by two .lm'ntsi‘the
optimal limit of the feast after which it dies, and the pessimal limit 0 g
fast as it waits. It will be said that the tick’s_three affects assume generican
specific characteristics, organs and functions, legs and snout. Thltf, };i t?'uf:
from the standpoint of physiology, but_ not from tt_le ;:tandp_omt o 1 ics.
Quite the contrary, in Ethics the organic chgracterlstlcs derive from o}?gl-
tude and its relations, from latitude and its degrees. We knov\'r noit‘f ing
about a body until we know what it can do, in _oﬁher v\'zords, whaft;ts a eg&sl
are, how they can or cannot enter into composition with other affects, ‘Zlb
the affects of another body, either to destroy that_body orto be fies}rpye Y
it, either to exchange actions and passions with it or to join with it in com-
i re powerful body. '
PO%I:E:: ;E;)iri i3\«3 turn to children. Note how they .talk about, ammal%, anci
are moved by them. They make a list of affects. Little Hans’s horsel: is nﬁt
representative but affective. Itisnota member of a species butane en}ft: _
or individual in a machinic assemblagf_:: draft h0rs.e:—ommbus—street.f hlS
defined by a list of active and passive affects in the context o ht e
individuated assemblage it is part of: hav1pg eyes _blocked by blinders, 11?““
ing a bit and a bridle, being proud, hav_lng a l?lg peepee—makg_riipu é?cg
heavy loads, being whipped, falling, making a.dlp with its legs, b1 1.ngil ; ;
These affects circulate and are transformed w1.th1_n the assemblz_ige.fw ata
horse “can do.” They indeed have an optimal limit at ﬂ’.le summit 0‘ horse:;
power, but also a pessimal threshold: a hors'e fallsdownin the street! It clz_il}'l
get back on its feet with that heavy load on its bac!(, and t.he excessive wd ip-
ping; a horse is going to die!—this was an ordl‘nary s1g_ht in those_: ?g:
(Nietzsche, Dostoyevsky, Nijinsky _lamented it). $o just whﬁll; 18 e
becoming-horse of Little Hans? Hans is also taken upinan assem agtta. : }i
mother’s bed, the paternal element, the house, the caféacrossthe strqe 3 _ne
nearby warehouse, the street, the right to go out onto the street, the winning




