
GILES	  DELEUZE	  AND	  FELIX	  GUATTARI,	  SELECTIONS	  FROM	  A	  THOUSAND	  
PLATEAUS:	  CAPITALISM	  AND	  SCHIZOPHRENIA	  [1980],	  TRANS.	  BRIAN	  MASSUMI	  
(1987)	  
	  
EXCERPT	  #1	  ON	  RHIZOME	  FROM	  PLATEAU	  #1,	  "INTRODUCTION:	  RHIZOME"	  PP.	  
18-‐25	  
	  
It	  is	  odd	  how	  the	  tree	  has	  dominated	  Western	  reality	  and	  all	  of	  Western	  
thought,	  from	  botany	  to	  biology	  and	  anatomy,	  but	  also	  gnosiology,	  theology,	  
ontology,	  all	  of	  philosophy…:	  the	  root-‐foundation,	  Grund,	  racine,	  
fondement.	  The	  West	  has	  a	  special	  relation	  to	  the	  forest,	  and	  deforestation;	  
the	  fields	  carved	  from	  the	  forest	  are	  populated	  with	  seed	  plants	  produced	  
by	  cultivation	  based	  on	  species	  lineages	  of	  the	  arborescent	  type;	  animal	  
raising,	  carried	  out	  on	  fallow	  fields,	  selects	  lineages	  forming	  an	  entire	  animal	  
arborescence.	  The	  East	  presents	  a	  different	  figure:	  a	  relation	  to	  the	  
steppe	  and	  the	  garden	  (or	  in	  some	  cases,	  the	  desert	  and	  the	  oasis),	  rather	  
than	  forest	  and	  field;	  cultivation	  of	  tubers	  by	  fragmentation	  of	  the	  individual;	  
a	  casting	  aside	  or	  bracketing	  of	  animal	  raising,	  which	  is	  confined	  to	  
closed	  spaces	  or	  pushed	  out	  onto	  the	  steppes	  of	  the	  nomads.	  The	  West:	  agriculture	  
based	  on	  a	  chosen	  lineage	  containing	  a	  large	  number	  of	  variable	  
individuals.	  The	  East:	  horticulture	  based	  on	  a	  small	  number	  of	  individuals	  
derived	  from	  a	  wide	  range	  of	  "clones."	  Does	  not	  the	  East,	  Oceania	  in	  particular,	  
offer	  something	  like	  a	  rhizomatic	  model	  opposed	  in	  every	  respect	  
to	  the	  Western	  model	  of	  the	  tree?	  Andre	  Haudricourt	  even	  sees	  this	  as	  the	  
basis	  for	  the	  opposition	  between	  the	  moralities	  or	  philosophies	  of	  transcendence	  
dear	  to	  the	  West	  and	  the	  immanent	  ones	  of	  the	  East:	  the	  God	  
who	  sows	  and	  reaps,	  as	  opposed	  to	  the	  God	  who	  replants	  and	  unearths	  
(replanting	  of	  offshoots	  versus	  sowing	  of	  seeds).16	  Transcendence:	  a	  specifically	  
European	  disease.	  Neither	  is	  music	  the	  same,	  the	  music	  of	  the	  earth	  is	  
different,	  as	  is	  sexuality:	  seed	  plants,	  even	  those	  with	  two	  sexes	  in	  the	  same	  
plant,	  subjugate	  sexuality	  to	  the	  reproductive	  model;	  the	  rhizome,	  on	  the	  
other	  hand,	  is	  a	  liberation	  of	  sexuality	  not	  only	  from	  reproduction	  but	  also	  
from	  genitality.	  Here	  in	  the	  West,	  the	  tree	  has	  implanted	  itself	  in	  our	  bodies,	  
rigidifying	  and	  stratifying	  even	  the	  sexes.	  We	  have	  lost	  the	  rhizome,	  or	  
the	  grass.	  Henry	  Miller:	  "China	  is	  the	  weed	  in	  the	  human	  cabbage	  patch.	  
...	  The	  weed	  is	  the	  Nemesis	  of	  human	  endeavor....	  Of	  all	  the	  imaginary	  
existences	  we	  attribute	  to	  plant,	  beast	  and	  star	  the	  weed	  leads	  the	  most	  satisfactory	  
life	  of	  all.	  True,	  the	  weed	  produces	  no	  lilies,	  no	  battleships,	  no	  Sermons	  on	  the	  
Mount....	  Eventually	  the	  weed	  gets	  the	  upper	  hand.	  Eventually	  
things	  fall	  back	  into	  a	  state	  of	  China.	  This	  condition	  is	  usually	  referred	  
to	  by	  historians	  as	  the	  Dark	  Age.	  Grass	  is	  the	  only	  way	  out....	  The	  weed	  
exists	  only	  to	  fill	  the	  waste	  spaces	  left	  by	  cultivated	  areas.	  It	  grows	  between,	  
among	  other	  things.	  The	  lily	  is	  beautiful,	  the	  cabbage	  is	  provender,	  the	  
poppy	  is	  maddening—but	  the	  weed	  is	  rank	  growth	  ...:	  it	  points	  a	  
moral."17	  Which	  China	  is	  Miller	  talking	  about?	  The	  old	  China,	  the	  new,	  an	  
imaginary	  one,	  or	  yet	  another	  located	  on	  a	  shifting	  map?	  



	  
America	  is	  a	  special	  case.	  Of	  course	  it	  is	  not	  immune	  from	  domination	  
by	  trees	  or	  the	  search	  for	  roots.	  This	  is	  evident	  even	  in	  the	  literature,	  in	  the	  
quest	  for	  a	  national	  identity	  and	  even	  for	  a	  European	  ancestry	  or	  genealogy	  
(Kerouac	  going	  off	  in	  search	  of	  his	  ancestors).	  Nevertheless,	  everything	  
important	  that	  has	  happened	  or	  is	  happening	  takes	  the	  route	  of	  the	  American	  
rhizome:	  the	  beatniks,	  the	  underground,	  bands	  and	  gangs,	  successive	  
lateral	  offshoots	  in	  immediate	  connection	  with	  an	  outside.	  American	  
books	  are	  different	  from	  European	  books,	  even	  when	  the	  American	  sets	  off	  
in	  pursuit	  of	  trees.	  The	  conception	  of	  the	  book	  is	  different.	  Leaves	  of	  Grass.	  
And	  directions	  in	  America	  are	  different:	  the	  search	  for	  arborescence	  and	  
the	  return	  to	  the	  Old	  World	  occur	  in	  the	  East.	  But	  there	  is	  the	  rhizomatic	  
West,	  with	  its	  Indians	  without	  ancestry,	  its	  ever-‐receding	  limit,	  its	  shifting	  
and	  displaced	  frontiers.	  There	  is	  a	  whole	  American	  "map"	  in	  the	  West,	  
where	  even	  the	  trees	  form	  rhizomes.	  America	  reversed	  the	  directions:	  it	  put	  
its	  Orient	  in	  the	  West,	  as	  if	  it	  were	  precisely	  in	  America	  that	  the	  earth	  came	  
full	  circle;	  its	  West	  is	  the	  edge	  of	  the	  East.18	  (India	  is	  not	  the	  intermediary	  
between	  the	  Occident	  and	  the	  Orient,	  as	  Haudricourt	  believed:	  America	  is	  
the	  pivot	  point	  and	  mechanism	  of	  reversal.)	  The	  American	  singer	  Patti	  
Smith	  sings	  the	  bible	  of	  the	  American	  dentist:	  Don't	  go	  for	  the	  root,	  follow	  
the	  canal...	  
	  
Are	  there	  not	  also	  two	  kinds	  of	  bureaucracy,	  or	  even	  three	  (or	  still	  more)?	  
Western	  bureaucracy:	  its	  agrarian,	  cadastral	  origins;	  roots	  and	  fields;	  trees	  
and	  their	  role	  as	  frontiers;	  the	  great	  census	  of	  William	  the	  Conqueror;	  feudalism;	  
the	  policies	  of	  the	  kings	  of	  France;	  making	  property	  the	  basis	  of	  the	  
State;	  negotiating	  land	  through	  warfare,	  litigation,	  and	  marriages.	  The	  
kings	  of	  France	  chose	  the	  lily	  because	  it	  is	  a	  plant	  with	  deep	  roots	  that	  clings	  
to	  slopes.	  Is	  bureaucracy	  the	  same	  in	  the	  Orient?	  Of	  course	  it	  is	  all	  too	  easy	  
to	  depict	  an	  Orient	  of	  rhizomes	  and	  immanence;	  yet	  it	  is	  true	  that	  in	  the	  
Orient	  the	  State	  does	  not	  act	  following	  a	  schema	  of	  arborescence	  corresponding	  
to	  preestablished,	  arborified,	  and	  rooted	  classes;	  its	  bureaucracy	  
is	  one	  of	  channels,	  for	  example,	  the	  much-‐discussed	  case	  of	  hydraulic	  
power	  with	  "weak	  property,"	  in	  which	  the	  State	  engenders	  channeled	  and	  
channelizing	  classes	  (cf.	  the	  aspects	  of	  Wittfogel's	  work	  that	  have	  not	  been	  
refuted).19	  The	  despot	  acts	  as	  a	  river,	  not	  as	  a	  fountainhead,	  which	  is	  still	  a	  
point,	  a	  tree-‐point	  or	  root;	  he	  flows	  with	  the	  current	  rather	  than	  sitting	  
under	  a	  tree;	  Buddha's	  tree	  itself	  becomes	  a	  rhizome;	  Mao's	  river	  and	  
Louis's	  tree.	  Has	  not	  America	  acted	  as	  an	  intermediary	  here	  as	  well?	  For	  it	  
proceeds	  both	  by	  internal	  exterminations	  and	  liquidations	  (not	  only	  the	  
Indians	  but	  also	  the	  farmers,	  etc.),	  and	  by	  successive	  waves	  of	  immigration	  
from	  the	  outside.	  The	  flow	  of	  capital	  produces	  an	  immense	  channel,	  a	  
quantification	  of	  power	  with	  immediate	  "quanta,"	  where	  each	  person	  
profits	  from	  the	  passage	  of	  the	  money	  flow	  in	  his	  or	  her	  own	  way	  (hence	  the	  
reality-‐myth	  of	  the	  poor	  man	  who	  strikes	  it	  rich	  and	  then	  falls	  into	  poverty	  
again):	  in	  America	  everything	  comes	  together,	  tree	  and	  channel,	  root	  and	  



rhizome.	  There	  is	  no	  universal	  capitalism,	  there	  is	  no	  capitalism	  in	  itself;	  
capitalism	  is	  at	  the	  crossroads	  of	  all	  kinds	  of	  formations,	  it	  is	  neocapitalism	  
by	  nature.	  It	  invents	  its	  eastern	  face	  and	  western	  face,	  and	  reshapes	  them	  
both—all	  for	  the	  worst.	  
	  
At	  the	  same	  time,	  we	  are	  on	  the	  wrong	  track	  with	  all	  these	  geographical	  
distributions.	  An	  impasse.	  So	  much	  the	  better.	  If	  it	  is	  a	  question	  of	  showing	  
that	  rhizomes	  also	  have	  their	  own,	  even	  more	  rigid,	  despotism	  and	  hierarchy,	  
then	  fine	  and	  good:	  for	  there	  is	  no	  dualism,	  no	  ontological	  dualism	  
between	  here	  and	  there,	  no	  axiological	  dualism	  between	  good	  and	  bad,	  no	  
blend	  or	  American	  synthesis.	  There	  are	  knots	  of	  arborescence	  in	  rhizomes,	  
and	  rhizomatic	  offshoots	  in	  roots.	  Moreover,	  there	  are	  despotic	  formations	  
of	  immanence	  and	  channelization	  specific	  to	  rhizomes,	  just	  as	  there	  are	  
anarchic	  deformations	  in	  the	  transcendent	  system	  of	  trees,	  aerial	  roots,	  
and	  subterranean	  stems.	  The	  important	  point	  is	  that	  the	  root-‐tree	  and	  
canal-‐rhizome	  are	  not	  two	  opposed	  models:	  the	  first	  operates	  as	  a	  transcendent	  
model	  and	  tracing,	  even	  if	  it	  engenders	  its	  own	  escapes;	  the	  second	  
operates	  as	  an	  immanent	  process	  that	  overturns	  the	  model	  and	  
outlines	  a	  map,	  even	  if	  it	  constitutes	  its	  own	  hierarchies,	  even	  if	  it	  gives	  rise	  
to	  a	  despotic	  channel.	  It	  is	  not	  a	  question	  of	  this	  or	  that	  place	  on	  earth,	  or	  of	  
a	  given	  moment	  in	  history,	  still	  less	  of	  this	  or	  that	  category	  of	  thought.	  It	  is	  a	  
question	  of	  a	  model	  that	  is	  perpetually	  in	  construction	  or	  collapsing,	  and	  of	  
a	  process	  that	  is	  perpetually	  prolonging	  itself,	  breaking	  off	  and	  starting	  up	  
again.	  No,	  this	  is	  not	  a	  new	  or	  different	  dualism.	  The	  problem	  of	  writing:	  in	  
order	  to	  designate	  something	  exactly,	  anexact	  expressions	  are	  utterly	  
unavoidable.	  Not	  at	  all	  because	  it	  is	  a	  necessary	  step,	  or	  because	  one	  can	  
only	  advance	  by	  approximations:	  anexactitude	  is	  in	  no	  way	  an	  approximation;	  
on	  the	  contrary,	  it	  is	  the	  exact	  passage	  of	  that	  which	  is	  under	  way.	  We	  
invoke	  one	  dualism	  only	  in	  order	  to	  challenge	  another.	  We	  employ	  a	  dualism	  
of	  models	  only	  in	  order	  to	  arrive	  at	  a	  process	  that	  challenges	  all	  models.	  
Each	  time,	  mental	  correctives	  are	  necessary	  to	  undo	  the	  dualisms	  we	  had	  
no	  wish	  to	  construct	  but	  through	  which	  we	  pass.	  Arrive	  at	  the	  magic	  
formula	  we	  all	  seek—PLURALISM	  =	  MONISM—via	  all	  the	  dualisms	  that	  are	  
the	  enemy,	  an	  entirely	  necessary	  enemy,	  the	  furniture	  we	  are	  forever	  
rearranging.	  
	  
Let	  us	  summarize	  the	  principal	  characteristics	  of	  a	  rhizome:	  unlike	  trees	  
or	  their	  roots,	  the	  rhizome	  connects	  any	  point	  to	  any	  other	  point,	  and	  its	  
traits	  are	  not	  necessarily	  linked	  to	  traits	  of	  the	  same	  nature;	  it	  brings	  into	  
play	  very	  different	  regimes	  of	  signs,	  and	  even	  nonsign	  states.	  The	  rhizome	  
is	  reducible	  neither	  to	  the	  One	  nor	  the	  multiple.	  It	  is	  not	  the	  One	  that	  
becomes	  Two	  or	  even	  directly	  three,	  four,	  five,	  etc.	  It	  is	  not	  a	  multiple	  
derived	  from	  the	  One,	  or	  to	  which	  One	  is	  added	  (n	  +	  1).	  It	  is	  composed	  not	  
of	  units	  but	  of	  dimensions,	  or	  rather	  directions	  in	  motion.	  It	  has	  neither	  
beginning	  nor	  end,	  but	  always	  a	  middle	  (milieu)	  from	  which	  it	  grows	  and	  
which	  it	  overspills.	  It	  constitutes	  linear	  multiplicities	  with	  n	  dimensions	  



having	  neither	  subject	  nor	  object,	  which	  can	  be	  laid	  out	  on	  a	  plane	  of	  consistency,	  
and	  from	  which	  the	  One	  is	  always	  subtracted	  (n	  -‐	  1).	  When	  a	  multiplicity	  
of	  this	  kind	  changes	  dimension,	  it	  necessarily	  changes	  in	  nature	  as	  
well,	  undergoes	  a	  metamorphosis.	  Unlike	  a	  structure,	  which	  is	  defined	  by	  a	  
set	  of	  points	  and	  positions,	  with	  binary	  relations	  between	  the	  points	  and	  
biunivocal	  relationships	  between	  the	  positions,	  the	  rhizome	  is	  made	  only	  
of	  lines:	  lines	  of	  segmentarity	  and	  stratification	  as	  its	  dimensions,	  and	  the	  
line	  of	  flight	  or	  deterritorialization	  as	  the	  maximum	  dimension	  after	  
which	  the	  multiplicity	  undergoes	  metamorphosis,	  changes	  in	  nature.	  
These	  lines,	  or	  lineaments,	  should	  not	  be	  confused	  with	  lineages	  of	  the	  
arborescent	  type,	  which	  are	  merely	  localizable	  linkages	  between	  points	  and	  
positions.	  Unlike	  the	  tree,	  the	  rhizome	  is	  not	  the	  object	  of	  reproduction:	  
neither	  external	  reproduction	  as	  image-‐tree	  nor	  internal	  reproduction	  as	  
tree-‐structure.	  The	  rhizome	  is	  an	  antigenealogy.	  It	  is	  a	  short-‐term	  memory,	  
or	  antimemory.	  The	  rhizome	  operates	  by	  variation,	  expansion,	  conquest,	  
capture,	  offshoots.	  Unlike	  the	  graphic	  arts,	  drawing,	  or	  photography,	  
unlike	  tracings,	  the	  rhizome	  pertains	  to	  a	  map	  that	  must	  be	  produced,	  constructed,	  
a	  map	  that	  is	  always	  detachable,	  connectable,	  reversible,	  
modifiable,	  and	  has	  multiple	  entryways	  and	  exits	  and	  its	  own	  lines	  of	  
flight.	  It	  is	  tracings	  that	  must	  be	  put	  on	  the	  map,	  not	  the	  opposite.	  In	  contrast	  
to	  centered	  (even	  polycentric)	  systems	  with	  hierarchical	  modes	  of	  
communication	  and	  preestablished	  paths,	  the	  rhizome	  is	  an	  acentered,	  
nonhierarchical,	  nonsignifying	  system	  without	  a	  General	  and	  without	  an	  
organizing	  memory	  or	  central	  automaton,	  defined	  solely	  by	  a	  circulation	  
of	  states.	  What	  is	  at	  question	  in	  the	  rhizome	  is	  a	  relation	  to	  sexuality—but	  
also	  to	  the	  animal,	  the	  vegetal,	  the	  world,	  politics,	  the	  book,	  things	  natural	  
and	  artificial—that	  is	  totally	  different	  from	  the	  arborescent	  relation:	  all	  
manner	  of	  "becomings."	  
	  
A	  plateau	  is	  always	  in	  the	  middle,	  not	  at	  the	  beginning	  or	  the	  end.	  A	  rhizome	  
is	  made	  of	  plateaus.	  Gregory	  Bateson	  uses	  the	  word	  "plateau"	  to	  
designate	  something	  very	  special:	  a	  continuous,	  self-‐vibrating	  region	  of	  
intensities	  whose	  development	  avoids	  any	  orientation	  toward	  a	  culmination	  
point	  or	  external	  end.	  Bateson	  cites	  Balinese	  culture	  as	  an	  example:	  
mother-‐child	  sexual	  games,	  and	  even	  quarrels	  among	  men,	  undergo	  this	  
bizarre	  intensive	  stabilization.	  "Some	  sort	  of	  continuing	  plateau	  of	  intensity	  
is	  substituted	  for	  [sexual]	  climax,"	  war,	  or	  a	  culmination	  point.	  It	  is	  a	  
regrettable	  characteristic	  of	  the	  Western	  mind	  to	  relate	  expressions	  and	  
actions	  to	  exterior	  or	  transcendent	  ends,	  instead	  of	  evaluating	  them	  on	  a	  
plane	  of	  consistency	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  their	  intrinsic	  value.20	  For	  example,	  a	  
book	  composed	  of	  chapters	  has	  culmination	  and	  termination	  points.	  What	  
takes	  place	  in	  a	  book	  composed	  instead	  of	  plateaus	  that	  communicate	  with	  
one	  another	  across	  microfissures,	  as	  in	  a	  brain?	  We	  call	  a	  "plateau"	  any	  
multiplicity	  connected	  to	  other	  multiplicities	  by	  superficial	  underground	  
stems	  in	  such	  a	  way	  as	  to	  form	  or	  extend	  a	  rhizome.	  We	  are	  writing	  this	  
book	  as	  a	  rhizome.	  It	  is	  composed	  of	  plateaus.	  We	  have	  given	  it	  a	  circular	  



form,	  but	  only	  for	  laughs.	  Each	  morning	  we	  would	  wake	  up,	  and	  each	  of	  us	  
would	  ask	  himself	  what	  plateau	  he	  was	  going	  to	  tackle,	  writing	  five	  lines	  
here,	  ten	  there.	  We	  had	  hallucinatory	  experiences,	  we	  watched	  lines	  leave	  
one	  plateau	  and	  proceed	  to	  another	  like	  columns	  of	  tiny	  ants.	  We	  made	  circles	  
of	  convergence.	  Each	  plateau	  can	  be	  read	  starting	  anywhere	  and	  can	  be	  
related	  to	  any	  other	  plateau.	  	  
	  
[…]	  
	  
Write	  to	  the	  nth	  power,	  the	  n	  -‐	  1	  power,	  write	  with	  slogans:	  Make	  rhizomes,	  
not	  roots,	  never	  plant!	  Don't	  sow,	  grow	  offshoots!	  Don't	  be	  one	  or	  
multiple,	  be	  multiplicities!	  Run	  lines,	  never	  plot	  a	  point!	  Speed	  turns	  the	  
point	  into	  a	  line!24	  Be	  quick,	  even	  when	  standing	  still!	  Line	  of	  chance,	  line	  
of	  hips,	  line	  of	  flight.	  Don't	  bring	  out	  the	  General	  in	  you!	  Don't	  have	  just	  
ideas,	  just	  have	  an	  idea	  (Godard).	  Have	  short-‐term	  ideas.	  Make	  maps,	  not	  
photos	  or	  drawings.	  Be	  the	  Pink	  Panther	  and	  your	  loves	  will	  be	  like	  the	  
wasp	  and	  the	  orchid,	  the	  cat	  and	  the	  baboon.	  As	  they	  say	  about	  old	  man	  
river:	  

He	  don't	  plant	  'tatos	  
Don't	  plant	  cotton	  
Them	  that	  plants	  them	  is	  soon	  forgotten	  
But	  old	  man	  river	  he	  just	  keeps	  rollin'	  along	  

	  
A	  rhizome	  has	  no	  beginning	  or	  end;	  it	  is	  always	  in	  the	  middle,	  between	  
things,	  interbeing,	  intermezzo.	  The	  tree	  is	  filiation,	  but	  the	  rhizome	  is	  alliance,	  
uniquely	  alliance.	  The	  tree	  imposes	  the	  verb	  "to	  be,"	  but	  the	  fabric	  of	  
the	  rhizome	  is	  the	  conjunction,	  "and.	  .	  .	  and..	  .	  and.	  .	  ."	  This	  conjunction	  
carries	  enough	  force	  to	  shake	  and	  uproot	  the	  verb	  "to	  be."	  Where	  are	  you	  
going?	  Where	  are	  you	  coming	  from?	  What	  are	  you	  heading	  for?	  These	  are	  
totally	  useless	  questions.	  Making	  a	  clean	  slate,	  starting	  or	  beginning	  again	  
from	  ground	  zero,	  seeking	  a	  beginning	  or	  a	  foundation—all	  imply	  a	  false	  
conception	  of	  voyage	  and	  movement	  (a	  conception	  that	  is	  methodical,	  pedagogical,	  
initiatory,	  symbolic...).	  But	  Kleist,	  Lenz,	  and	  Biichner	  have	  
another	  way	  of	  traveling	  and	  moving:	  proceeding	  from	  the	  middle,	  through	  
the	  middle,	  coming	  and	  going	  rather	  than	  starting	  and	  finishing.25	  American	  
literature,	  and	  already	  English	  literature,	  manifest	  this	  rhizomatic	  
direction	  to	  an	  even	  greater	  extent;	  they	  know	  how	  to	  move	  between	  things,	  
establish	  a	  logic	  of	  the	  AND,	  overthrow	  ontology,	  do	  away	  with	  foundations,	  
nullify	  endings	  and	  beginnings.	  They	  know	  how	  to	  practice	  pragmatics.	  
The	  middle	  is	  by	  no	  means	  an	  average;	  on	  the	  contrary,	  it	  is	  where	  things	  
pick	  up	  speed.	  Between	  things	  does	  not	  designate	  a	  localizable	  relation	  
going	  from	  one	  thing	  to	  the	  other	  and	  back	  again,	  but	  a	  perpendicular	  
direction,	  a	  transversal	  movement	  that	  sweeps	  one	  and	  the	  other	  away,	  a	  
stream	  without	  beginning	  or	  end	  that	  undermines	  its	  banks	  and	  picks	  up	  
speed	  in	  the	  middle.	  
	  



EXCERPT	  #2	  ON	  BODIES	  WITHOUT	  ORGANS	  FROM	  PLATEAU	  #3:	  "10,000	  B.C.:	  
THE	  GEOLOGY	  OF	  MORALS	  (WHO	  DOES	  THE	  EARTH	  THINK	  IT	  IS?)"	  PP.	  43-‐45	  
	  
He	  used	  the	  term	  matter	  for	  the	  plane	  of	  consistency	  or	  Body	  without	  
Organs,	  in	  other	  words,	  the	  unformed,	  unorganized,	  nonstratified,	  or	  
destratified	  body	  and	  all	  its	  flows:	  subatomic	  and	  submolecular	  particles,	  
pure	  intensities,	  prevital	  and	  prephysical	  free	  singularities.	  He	  used	  the	  
term	  content	  for	  formed	  matters,	  which	  would	  now	  have	  to	  be	  considered	  
from	  two	  points	  of	  view:	  substance,	  insofar	  as	  these	  matters	  are	  "chosen,"	  
and	  form,	  insofar	  as	  they	  are	  chosen	  in	  a	  certain	  order	  {substance	  and	  form	  
of	  content).	  He	  used	  the	  term	  expression	  for	  functional	  structures,	  which	  
would	  also	  have	  to	  be	  considered	  from	  two	  points	  of	  view:	  the	  organization	  
of	  their	  own	  specific	  form,	  and	  substances	  insofar	  as	  they	  form	  compounds	  
(form	  and	  content	  of	  expression).	  A	  stratum	  always	  has	  a	  dimension	  of	  the	  
expressible	  or	  of	  expression	  serving	  as	  the	  basis	  for	  a	  relative	  invariance;	  
for	  example,	  nucleic	  sequences	  are	  inseparable	  from	  a	  relatively	  invariant	  
expression	  by	  means	  of	  which	  they	  determine	  the	  compounds,	  organs,	  and	  
functions	  of	  the	  organism.5	  To	  express	  is	  always	  to	  sing	  the	  glory	  of	  God.	  Every	  
stratum	  is	  a	  judgment	  of	  God;	  not	  only	  do	  plants	  and	  animals,	  
orchids	  and	  wasps,	  sing	  or	  express	  themselves,	  but	  so	  do	  rocks	  and	  even	  rivers,	  
every	  stratified	  thing	  on	  earth.	  The	  first	  articulation	  concerns	  content,	  
the	  second	  expression.	  The	  distinction	  between	  the	  two	  articulations	  is	  not	  
between	  forms	  and	  substances	  but	  between	  content	  and	  expression,	  
expression	  having	  just	  as	  much	  substance	  as	  content	  and	  content	  just	  as	  
much	  form	  as	  expression.	  The	  double	  articulation	  sometimes	  coincides	  
with	  the	  molecular	  and	  the	  molar,	  and	  sometimes	  not;	  this	  is	  because	  content	  
and	  expression	  are	  sometimes	  divided	  along	  those	  lines	  and	  sometimes	  
along	  different	  lines.	  There	  is	  never	  correspondence	  or	  conformity	  
between	  content	  and	  expression,	  only	  isomorphism	  with	  reciprocal	  presupposition.	  
The	  distinction	  between	  content	  and	  expression	  is	  always	  
real,	  in	  various	  ways,	  but	  it	  cannot	  be	  said	  that	  the	  terms	  preexist	  their	  double	  
articulation.	  It	  is	  the	  double	  articulation	  that	  distributes	  them	  according	  
to	  the	  line	  it	  draws	  in	  each	  stratum;	  it	  is	  what	  constitutes	  their	  real	  
distinction.	  (On	  the	  other	  hand,	  there	  is	  no	  real	  distinction	  between	  form	  
and	  substance,	  only	  a	  mental	  or	  modal	  distinction:	  since	  substances	  are	  
nothing	  other	  than	  formed	  matters,	  formless	  substances	  are	  inconceivable,	  
although	  it	  is	  possible	  in	  certain	  instances	  to	  conceive	  of	  substanceless	  
forms.)	  
	  
Even	  though	  there	  is	  a	  real	  distinction	  between	  them,	  content	  and	  
expression	  are	  relative	  terms	  ("first"	  and	  "second"	  articulation	  should	  also	  
be	  understood	  in	  an	  entirely	  relative	  fashion).	  Even	  though	  it	  is	  capable	  of	  
invariance,	  expression	  is	  just	  as	  much	  a	  variable	  as	  content.	  Content	  and	  
expression	  are	  two	  variables	  of	  a	  function	  of	  stratification.	  They	  not	  only	  
vary	  from	  one	  stratum	  to	  another,	  but	  intermingle,	  and	  within	  the	  same	  
stratum	  multiply	  and	  divide	  ad	  infinitum.	  Since	  every	  articulation	  is	  double,	  



there	  is	  not	  an	  articulation	  of	  content	  and	  an	  articulation	  of	  
expression—the	  articulation	  of	  content	  is	  double	  in	  its	  own	  right	  and	  constitutes	  
a	  relative	  expression	  within	  content;	  the	  articulation	  of	  expression	  
is	  also	  double	  and	  constitutes	  a	  relative	  content	  within	  expression.	  For	  this	  
reason,	  there	  exist	  intermediate	  states	  between	  content	  and	  expression,	  
expression	  and	  content:	  the	  levels,	  equilibriums,	  and	  exchanges	  through	  
which	  a	  stratified	  system	  passes.	  In	  short,	  we	  find	  forms	  and	  substances	  of	  
content	  that	  play	  the	  role	  of	  expression	  in	  relation	  to	  other	  forms	  and	  substances,	  
and	  conversely	  for	  expression.	  These	  new	  distinctions	  do	  not,	  
therefore,	  coincide	  with	  the	  distinction	  between	  forms	  and	  substances	  
within	  each	  articulation;	  instead,	  they	  show	  that	  each	  articulation	  is	  
already,	  or	  still,	  double.	  This	  can	  be	  seen	  on	  the	  organic	  stratum:	  proteins	  
of	  content	  have	  two	  forms,	  one	  of	  which	  (the	  infolded	  fiber)	  plays	  the	  role	  
of	  functional	  expression	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  other.	  The	  same	  goes	  for	  the	  
nucleic	  acids	  of	  expression:	  double	  articulations	  cause	  certain	  formal	  and	  
substantial	  elements	  to	  play	  the	  role	  of	  content	  in	  relation	  to	  others;	  not	  
only	  does	  the	  half	  of	  the	  chain	  that	  is	  reproduced	  become	  a	  content,	  but	  the	  
reconstituted	  chain	  itself	  becomes	  a	  content	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  "messenger."	  
There	  are	  double	  pincers	  everywhere	  on	  a	  stratum;	  everywhere	  and	  in	  all	  
directions	  there	  are	  double	  binds	  and	  lobsters,	  a	  multiplicity	  of	  double	  
articulations	  affecting	  both	  expression	  and	  content.	  Through	  all	  of	  this,	  
Hjelmslev's	  warning	  should	  not	  be	  forgotten:	  "The	  terms	  expression	  plane	  
and	  content	  plane	  ...	  are	  chosen	  in	  conformity	  with	  established	  notions	  
and	  are	  quite	  arbitrary.	  Their	  functional	  definition	  provides	  no	  justification	  
for	  calling	  one,	  and	  not	  the	  other,	  of	  these	  entities	  expression,	  or	  one,	  
and	  not	  the	  other,	  content.	  They	  are	  defined	  only	  by	  their	  mutual	  solidarity,	  
and	  neither	  of	  them	  can	  be	  identified	  otherwise.	  They	  are	  defined	  only	  
oppositively	  and	  relatively,	  as	  mutually	  opposed	  functives	  of	  one	  and	  the	  
same	  function."6	  We	  must	  combine	  all	  the	  resources	  of	  real	  distinction,	  
reciprocal	  presupposition,	  and	  general	  relativism.	  
	  
The	  question	  we	  must	  ask	  is	  what	  on	  a	  given	  stratum	  varies	  and	  what	  
does	  not.	  What	  accounts	  for	  the	  unity	  and	  diversity	  of	  a	  stratum?	  Matter,	  
the	  pure	  matter	  of	  the	  plane	  of	  consistency	  (or	  inconsistency)	  lies	  outside	  
the	  strata.	  The	  molecular	  materials	  borrowed	  from	  the	  substrata	  may	  be	  
the	  same	  throughout	  a	  stratum,	  but	  that	  does	  not	  mean	  that	  the	  molecules	  
will	  be	  the	  same.	  The	  substantial	  elements	  may	  be	  the	  same	  throughout	  the	  
stratum	  without	  the	  substances	  being	  the	  same.	  The	  formal	  relations	  or	  
bonds	  may	  be	  the	  same	  without	  the	  forms	  being	  the	  same.	  In	  biochemistry,	  
there	  is	  a	  unity	  of	  composition	  of	  the	  organic	  stratum	  defined	  at	  the	  level	  of	  
materials	  and	  energy,	  substantial	  elements	  or	  radicals,	  bonds	  and	  reactions.	  
But	  there	  is	  a	  variety	  of	  different	  molecules,	  substances,	  and	  forms.	  
	  
EXCERPT	  #3	  ON	  ASSEMBLAGE	  FROM	  PLATEAU	  #3,	  "NOVEMBER	  20,	  1923:	  
POSTULATES	  OF	  LINGUISTICS"	  PP.	  86-‐90	  
	  



Representations	  are	  bodies	  too!	  If	  noncorporeal	  attributes	  
apply	  to	  bodies,	  if	  there	  are	  good	  grounds	  for	  making	  a	  distinction	  
between	  the	  incorporeal	  expressed	  "to	  become	  red"	  and	  the	  corporeal	  
quality	  "red,"	  etc.,	  it	  has	  nothing	  to	  with	  representation.	  We	  cannot	  even	  
say	  that	  the	  body	  or	  state	  of	  things	  is	  the	  "referent"	  of	  the	  sign.	  In	  expressing	  
the	  noncorporeal	  attribute,	  and	  by	  that	  token	  attributing	  it	  to	  the	  body,	  one	  
is	  not	  representing	  or	  referring	  but	  intervening	  in	  a	  way;	  it	  is	  a	  speech	  act.	  
The	  independence	  of	  the	  two	  kinds	  of	  forms,	  forms	  of	  expression	  and	  
forms	  of	  content,	  is	  not	  contradicted	  but	  confirmed	  by	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  
expressions	  or	  expresseds	  are	  inserted	  into	  or	  intervene	  in	  contents,	  not	  to	  
represent	  them	  but	  to	  anticipate	  them	  or	  move	  them	  back,	  slow	  them	  down	  
or	  speed	  them	  up,	  separate	  or	  combine	  them,	  delimit	  them	  in	  a	  different	  
way.	  […]	  The	  independence	  of	  the	  form	  of	  expression	  and	  the	  form	  of	  content	  is	  not	  
the	  basis	  for	  a	  parallelism	  between	  them	  or	  a	  representation	  of	  one	  by	  the	  other,	  
but	  on	  the	  contrary	  a	  parceling	  of	  the	  two,	  a	  manner	  in	  which	  expressions	  
are	  inserted	  into	  contents,	  in	  which	  we	  ceaselessly	  jump	  from	  one	  register	  
to	  another,	  in	  which	  signs	  are	  at	  work	  in	  things	  themselves	  just	  as	  things	  
extend	  into	  or	  are	  deployed	  through	  signs.	  An	  assemblage	  of	  enunciation	  
does	  not	  speak	  "of"	  things;	  it	  speaks	  on	  the	  same	  level	  as	  states	  of	  things	  and	  
states	  of	  content.	  So	  that	  the	  same	  x,	  the	  same	  particle,	  may	  function	  either	  
as	  a	  body	  that	  acts	  and	  undergoes	  actions	  or	  as	  a	  sign	  constituting	  an	  act	  or	  
order-‐word,	  depending	  on	  which	  form	  it	  is	  taken	  up	  by	  (for	  example,	  the	  
theoretico-‐experimental	  aggregate	  of	  physics).	  In	  short,	  the	  functional	  
independence	  of	  the	  two	  forms	  is	  only	  the	  form	  of	  their	  reciprocal	  presupposition,	  
and	  of	  the	  continual	  passage	  from	  one	  to	  the	  other.	  We	  are	  never	  
presented	  with	  an	  interlinkage	  of	  order-‐words	  and	  a	  causality	  of	  contents	  
each	  in	  its	  own	  right;	  nor	  do	  we	  see	  one	  represent	  the	  other,	  with	  the	  second	  
serving	  as	  referent.	  On	  the	  contrary,	  the	  independence	  of	  the	  two	  lines	  is	  
distributive,	  such	  that	  a	  segment	  of	  one	  always	  forms	  a	  relay	  with	  a	  segment	  
of	  the	  other,	  slips	  into,	  introduces	  itself	  into	  the	  other.	  We	  constantly	  pass	  
from	  order-‐words	  to	  the	  "silent	  order"	  of	  things,	  as	  Foucault	  puts	  it,	  and	  
vice	  versa.	  
	  
But	  when	  we	  use	  a	  word	  as	  vague	  as	  "intervene,"	  when	  we	  say	  that	  
expressions	  intervene	  or	  insert	  themselves	  into	  contents,	  are	  we	  not	  still	  
prey	  to	  a	  kind	  of	  idealism	  in	  which	  the	  order-‐word	  instantaneously	  falls	  
from	  the	  sky?	  What	  we	  must	  determine	  is	  not	  an	  origin	  but	  points	  of	  intervention	  
or	  insertion	  in	  the	  framework	  of	  the	  reciprocal	  presupposition	  of	  
the	  two	  forms.	  Both	  forms	  of	  content	  and	  forms	  of	  expression	  are	  inseparable	  
from	  a	  movement	  of	  deterritorialization	  that	  carries	  them	  away.	  Both	  
expression	  and	  content	  are	  more	  or	  less	  deterritorialized,	  relatively	  
deterritorialized,	  according	  to	  the	  particular	  state	  of	  their	  form.	  In	  this	  
respect,	  one	  cannot	  posit	  a	  primacy	  of	  expression	  over	  content,	  or	  content	  
over	  expression.	  Sometimes	  the	  semiotic	  components	  are	  more	  deterritorialized	  
than	  the	  material	  components,	  and	  sometimes	  the	  reverse.	  For	  
example,	  a	  mathematical	  complex	  of	  signs	  may	  be	  more	  deterritorialized	  



than	  a	  set	  of	  particles;	  conversely,	  the	  particles	  may	  have	  experimental	  
effects	  that	  deterritorialize	  the	  semiotic	  system.	  A	  criminal	  action	  may	  be	  
deterritorializing	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  existing	  regime	  of	  signs	  (the	  earth	  cries	  
for	  revenge	  and	  crumbles	  beneath	  my	  feet,	  my	  offense	  is	  too	  great);	  but	  the	  
sign	  that	  expresses	  the	  act	  of	  condemnation	  may	  in	  turn	  be	  deterritorializing	  
in	  relation	  to	  all	  actions	  and	  reactions	  ("a	  fugitive	  and	  a	  
vagabond	  shalt	  thou	  be	  in	  the	  earth"	  [Gen.	  4:12],	  you	  cannot	  even	  be	  
killed).	  In	  short,	  there	  are	  degrees	  of	  deterritorialization	  that	  quantify	  the	  
respective	  forms	  and	  according	  to	  which	  contents	  and	  expression	  are	  
conjugated,	  feed	  into	  each	  other,	  accelerate	  each	  other,	  or	  on	  the	  contrary	  
become	  stabilized	  and	  perform	  a	  reterritorialization.	  […]	  
	  
We	  may	  draw	  some	  general	  conclusions	  on	  the	  nature	  of	  Assemblages	  
from	  this.	  On	  a	  first,	  horizontal,	  axis,	  an	  assemblage	  comprises	  two	  segments,	  
one	  of	  content,	  the	  other	  of	  expression.	  On	  the	  one	  hand	  it	  is	  a	  
machinic	  assemblage	  of	  bodies,	  of	  actions	  and	  passions,	  an	  intermingling	  
of	  bodies	  reacting	  to	  one	  another;	  on	  the	  other	  hand	  it	  is	  a	  collective	  assemblage	  
of	  enunciation,	  of	  acts	  and	  statements,	  of	  incorporeal	  transformations	  
attributed	  to	  bodies.	  Then	  on	  a	  vertical	  axis,	  the	  assemblage	  has	  both	  
territorial	  sides,	  or	  reterritorialized	  sides,	  which	  stabilize	  it,	  and	  cutting	  
edges	  of	  deterritorialization,	  which	  carry	  it	  away.	  No	  one	  is	  better	  than	  
Kafka	  at	  differentiating	  the	  two	  axes	  of	  the	  assemblage	  and	  making	  them	  
function	  together.	  On	  the	  one	  hand,	  the	  ship-‐machine,	  the	  hotel-‐machine,	  
the	  circus-‐machine,	  the	  castle-‐machine,	  the	  court-‐machine,	  each	  with	  its	  
own	  intermingled	  pieces,	  gears,	  processes,	  and	  bodies	  contained	  in	  one	  
another	  or	  bursting	  out	  of	  containment	  (see	  the	  head	  bursting	  through	  the	  
roof)19	  On	  the	  other	  hand,	  the	  regime	  of	  signs	  or	  of	  enunciation:	  each	  
regime	  with	  its	  incorporeal	  transformations,	  acts,	  death	  sentences	  and	  
judgments,	  proceedings,	  "law."	  It	  is	  obvious	  that	  statements	  do	  not	  represent	  
machines:	  the	  Stoker's	  discourse	  does	  not	  describe	  stoking	  as	  a	  body;	  it	  
has	  its	  own	  form,	  and	  a	  development	  without	  resemblance.20	  Yet	  it	  is	  
attributed	  to	  bodies,	  to	  the	  whole	  ship	  as	  a	  body.	  A	  discourse	  of	  submission	  
to	  order-‐words;	  a	  discourse	  of	  discussion,	  claims,	  accusation,	  and	  defense.	  
On	  the	  second	  axis,	  what	  is	  compared	  or	  combined	  of	  the	  two	  aspects,	  what	  
always	  inserts	  one	  into	  the	  other,	  are	  the	  sequenced	  or	  conjugated	  degrees	  
of	  deterritorialization,	  and	  the	  operations	  of	  reterritorialization	  that	  stabilize	  
the	  aggregate	  at	  a	  given	  moment.	  K.,	  the	  K.-‐function,	  designates	  the	  
line	  of	  flight	  or	  deterritorialization	  that	  carries	  away	  all	  of	  the	  assemblages	  
but	  also	  undergoes	  all	  kinds	  of	  reterritorializations	  and	  redundancies—	  
redundancies	  of	  childhood,	  village-‐life,	  love,	  bureaucracy,	  etc.	  
The	  tetravalence	  of	  the	  assemblage.	  Taking	  the	  feudal	  assemblage	  as	  an	  
example,	  we	  would	  have	  to	  consider	  the	  interminglings	  of	  bodies	  defining	  
feudalism:	  the	  body	  of	  the	  earth	  and	  the	  social	  body;	  the	  body	  of	  the	  overlord,	  
vassal,	  and	  serf;	  the	  body	  of	  the	  knight	  and	  the	  horse	  and	  their	  new	  
relation	  to	  the	  stirrup;	  the	  weapons	  and	  tools	  assuring	  a	  symbiosis	  of	  
bodies—a	  whole	  machinic	  assemblage.	  We	  would	  also	  have	  to	  consider	  



statements,	  expressions,	  the	  juridical	  regime	  of	  heraldry,	  all	  of	  the	  incorporeal	  
transformations,	  in	  particular,	  oaths	  and	  their	  variables	  (the	  oath	  of	  
obedience,	  but	  also	  the	  oath	  of	  love,	  etc.):	  the	  collective	  assemblage	  of	  
enunciation.	  On	  the	  other	  axis,	  we	  would	  have	  to	  consider	  the	  feudal	  
territorialities	  and	  reterritorializations,	  and	  at	  the	  same	  time	  the	  line	  of	  
deterritorialization	  that	  carries	  away	  both	  the	  knight	  and	  his	  mount,	  statements	  
and	  acts.	  We	  would	  have	  to	  consider	  how	  all	  this	  combines	  in	  the	  
Crusades.	  
	  
It	  would	  be	  an	  error	  to	  believe	  that	  content	  determines	  expression	  by	  
causal	  action,	  even	  if	  expression	  is	  accorded	  the	  power	  not	  only	  to	  "reflect"	  
content	  but	  to	  react	  upon	  it	  in	  an	  active	  way.	  This	  kind	  of	  ideological	  conception	  
of	  the	  statement,	  which	  subordinates	  it	  to	  a	  primary	  economic	  content,	  
runs	  into	  all	  kinds	  of	  difficulties	  inherent	  to	  dialectics.	  First,	  although	  
it	  may	  be	  possible	  to	  conceive	  of	  a	  causal	  action	  moving	  from	  content	  to	  
expression,	  the	  same	  cannot	  be	  said	  for	  the	  respective	  forms,	  the	  form	  of	  
content	  and	  the	  form	  of	  expression.	  We	  must	  recognize	  that	  expression	  is	  
independent	  and	  that	  this	  is	  precisely	  what	  enables	  it	  to	  react	  upon	  contents.	  
This	  independence,	  however,	  has	  been	  poorly	  conceived.	  If	  contents	  
are	  said	  to	  be	  economic,	  the	  form	  of	  content	  cannot	  be	  said	  to	  be	  economic	  
and	  is	  reduced	  to	  a	  pure	  abstraction,	  namely,	  the	  production	  of	  goods	  and	  
the	  means	  of	  that	  production	  considered	  in	  themselves.	  Similarly,	  if	  expressions	  
are	  said	  to	  be	  ideological,	  the	  form	  of	  expression	  is	  not	  said	  to	  be	  
ideological	  and	  is	  reduced	  to	  language	  as	  abstraction,	  as	  the	  availability	  of	  a	  
good	  shared	  by	  all.	  Those	  who	  take	  this	  approach	  claim	  to	  characterize	  
contents	  and	  expressions	  by	  all	  the	  struggles	  and	  conflicts	  pervading	  them	  
in	  two	  different	  forms,	  but	  these	  forms	  themselves	  are	  exempt	  from	  struggle	  
and	  conflict,	  and	  the	  relation	  between	  them	  remains	  entirely	  indeterminate.	  
21	  The	  only	  way	  to	  define	  the	  relation	  is	  to	  revamp	  the	  theory	  of	  
ideology	  by	  saying	  that	  expressions	  and	  statements	  intervene	  directly	  in	  
productivity,	  in	  the	  form	  of	  a	  production	  of	  meaning	  or	  sign-‐value.	  The	  
category	  of	  production	  doubtless	  has	  the	  advantage	  of	  breaking	  with	  
schemas	  of	  representation,	  information,	  and	  communication.	  But	  is	  it	  any	  
more	  adequate	  than	  these	  schemas?	  Its	  application	  to	  language	  is	  very	  
ambiguous	  in	  that	  it	  appeals	  to	  an	  ongoing	  dialectical	  miracle	  of	  the	  
transformation	  of	  matter	  into	  meaning,	  content	  into	  expression,	  the	  social	  
process	  into	  a	  signifying	  system.	  
	  
We	  think	  the	  material	  or	  machinic	  aspect	  of	  an	  assemblage	  relates	  not	  to	  
the	  production	  of	  goods	  but	  rather	  to	  a	  precise	  state	  of	  intermingling	  of	  
bodies	  in	  a	  society,	  including	  all	  the	  attractions	  and	  repulsions,	  sympathies	  
and	  antipathies,	  alterations,	  amalgamations,	  penetrations,	  and	  expansions	  
that	  affect	  bodies	  of	  all	  kinds	  in	  their	  relations	  to	  one	  another.	  What	  
regulates	  the	  obligatory,	  necessary,	  or	  permitted	  interminglings	  of	  bodies	  
is	  above	  all	  an	  alimentary	  regime	  and	  a	  sexual	  regime.	  Even	  technology	  
makes	  the	  mistake	  of	  considering	  tools	  in	  isolation:	  tools	  exist	  only	  in	  relation	  



to	  the	  interminglings	  they	  make	  possible	  or	  that	  make	  them	  possible.	  
The	  stirrup	  entails	  a	  new	  man-‐horse	  symbiosis	  that	  at	  the	  same	  time	  entails	  
new	  weapons	  and	  new	  instruments.	  Tools	  are	  inseparable	  from	  symbioses	  
or	  amalgamations	  defining	  a	  Nature-‐Society	  machinic	  assemblage.	  They	  
presuppose	  a	  social	  machine	  that	  selects	  them	  and	  takes	  them	  into	  its	  "phylum":	  
a	  society	  is	  defined	  by	  its	  amalgamations,	  not	  by	  its	  tools.	  Similarly,	  
the	  semiotic	  or	  collective	  aspect	  of	  an	  assemblage	  relates	  not	  to	  a	  productivity	  
of	  language	  but	  to	  regimes	  of	  signs,	  to	  a	  machine	  of	  expression	  whose	  
variables	  determine	  the	  usage	  of	  language	  elements.	  These	  elements	  do	  not	  
stand	  on	  their	  own	  any	  more	  than	  tools	  do.	  There	  is	  a	  primacy	  of	  the	  
machinic	  assemblage	  of	  bodies	  over	  tools	  and	  goods,	  a	  primacy	  of	  the	  collective	  
assemblage	  of	  enunciation	  over	  language	  and	  words.	  The	  articulation	  
of	  the	  two	  aspects	  of	  the	  assemblage	  is	  effected	  by	  the	  movements	  of	  
deterritorialization	  that	  quantify	  their	  forms.	  That	  is	  why	  a	  social	  field	  is	  
defined	  less	  by	  its	  conflicts	  and	  contradictions	  than	  by	  the	  lines	  of	  flight	  
running	  through	  it.	  An	  assemblage	  has	  neither	  base	  nor	  superstructure,	  
neither	  deep	  structure	  nor	  superficial	  structure;	  it	  flattens	  all	  of	  its	  dimensions	  
onto	  a	  single	  plane	  of	  consistency	  upon	  which	  reciprocal	  presuppositions	  
and	  mutual	  insertions	  play	  themselves	  out.	  
	  
EXCERPT	  #4	  ON	  INTENSITIES	  FROM	  PLATEAU	  #6,	  "NOVEMBER	  28,	  1947:	  HOW	  DO	  
YOU	  MAKE	  YOURSELF	  A	  BODY	  WITHOUT	  ORGANS?"	  PP.	  153	  
	  
A	  BwO	  is	  made	  in	  such	  a	  way	  that	  it	  can	  be	  occupied,	  populated	  only	  by	  
intensities.	  Only	  intensities	  pass	  and	  circulate.	  Still,	  the	  BwO	  is	  not	  a	  scene,	  
a	  place,	  or	  even	  a	  support	  upon	  which	  something	  comes	  to	  pass.	  It	  has	  nothing	  
to	  do	  with	  phantasy,	  there	  is	  nothing	  to	  interpret.	  The	  BwO	  causes	  
intensities	  to	  pass;	  it	  produces	  and	  distributes	  them	  in	  a	  spatium	  that	  is	  
itself	  intensive,	  lacking	  extension.	  It	  is	  not	  space,	  nor	  is	  it	  in	  space;	  it	  is	  matter	  
that	  occupies	  space	  to	  a	  given	  degree—to	  the	  degree	  corresponding	  to	  
the	  intensities	  produced.	  It	  is	  nonstratified,	  unformed,	  intense	  matter,	  the	  
matrix	  of	  intensity,	  intensity	  =	  0;	  but	  there	  is	  nothing	  negative	  about	  that	  
zero,	  there	  are	  no	  negative	  or	  opposite	  intensities.	  Matter	  equals	  energy.	  
Production	  of	  the	  real	  as	  an	  intensive	  magnitude	  starting	  at	  zero.	  That	  is	  
why	  we	  treat	  the	  BwO	  as	  the	  full	  egg	  before	  the	  extension	  of	  the	  organism	  
and	  the	  organization	  of	  the	  organs,	  before	  the	  formation	  of	  the	  strata;	  as	  the	  
intense	  egg	  defined	  by	  axes	  and	  vectors,	  gradients	  and	  thresholds,	  by	  
dynamic	  tendencies	  involving	  energy	  transformation	  and	  kinematic	  
movements	  involving	  group	  displacement,	  by	  migrations:	  all	  independent	  
of	  accessory	  forms	  because	  the	  organs	  appear	  and	  function	  here	  only	  as	  
pure	  intensities.7	  The	  organ	  changes	  when	  it	  crosses	  a	  threshold,	  when	  it	  
changes	  gradient.	  "No	  organ	  is	  constant	  as	  regards	  either	  function	  or	  position,	  
...	  sex	  organs	  sprout	  anywhere,...	  rectums	  open,	  defecate	  and	  close,	  
...	  the	  entire	  organism	  changes	  color	  and	  consistency	  in	  split-‐second	  
adjustments."8	  The	  tantric	  egg.	  
	  



After	  all,	  is	  not	  Spinoza's	  Ethics	  the	  great	  book	  of	  the	  BwO?	  The	  attributes	  
are	  types	  or	  genuses	  of	  BwO's,	  substances,	  powers,	  zero	  intensities	  as	  
matrices	  of	  production.	  The	  modes	  are	  everything	  that	  comes	  to	  pass:	  
waves	  and	  vibrations,	  migrations,	  thresholds	  and	  gradients,	  intensities	  
produced	  in	  a	  given	  type	  of	  substance	  starting	  from	  a	  given	  matrix.	  	  
	  
EXCERPT	  #5	  ON	  BECOMING-‐ANIMAL	  FROM	  PLATEAU	  #10,	  "1730:	  BECOMING-‐
INTENSE,	  BECOMING-‐ANIMAL,	  BECOMING-‐IMPERCEPTIBLE…"	  PP.	  233-‐309	  
	  
I	  recall	  the	  fine	  film	  Willard	  (1972,	  Daniel	  
Mann).	  A	  "B"	  movie	  perhaps,	  but	  a	  fine	  unpopular	  film:	  unpopular	  because	  
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	  is	  in	  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	  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	  in	  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	  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	  circulation	  
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,	  my	  little	  dog,	  
my	  little	  cat,	  and	  then	  other	  animals	  that	  by	  contrast	  draw	  us	  into	  an	  irresistible	  



becoming?	  Or	  another	  hypothesis:	  Can	  the	  same	  animal	  be	  taken	  
up	  by	  two	  opposing	  functions	  and	  movements,	  depending	  on	  the	  case?)	  
	  
[…]	  
	  
A	  becoming	  is	  not	  a	  correspondence	  between	  relations.	  But	  neither	  is	  it	  a	  
resemblance,	  an	  imitation,	  or,	  at	  the	  limit,	  an	  identification.	  […]	  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	  imitating	  
an	  animal,	  it	  is	  clear	  that	  the	  human	  being	  does	  not	  "really"	  become	  an	  
animal	  any	  more	  than	  the	  animal	  "really"	  becomes	  something	  else.	  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.	  […]	  This	  is	  the	  principle	  according	  to	  which	  there	  is	  a	  reality	  
specific	  to	  becoming	  (the	  Bergsonian	  idea	  of	  a	  coexistence	  of	  very	  different	  
"durations,"	  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	  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	  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.	  […]	  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	  involu-‐tionary,	  involution	  is	  creative.	  To	  regress	  is	  to	  move	  in	  the	  
direction	  of	  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.	  
	  
[…]	  
	  
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	  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.	  I	  am	  legion.	  […]	  We	  do	  not	  wish	  to	  say	  that	  certain	  animals	  live	  in	  packs.	  
We	  want	  nothing	  to	  do	  with	  ridiculous	  evolutionary	  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	  characteristics,	  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.	  […]	  The	  German	  preromantic	  Karl	  Philipp	  Moritz	  feels	  
responsible	  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	  effectuation	  of	  a	  power	  
of	  the	  pack	  that	  throws	  the	  self	  into	  upheaval	  and	  makes	  it	  reel.	  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	  not	  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	  
history,	  "my"	  cat,	  "my"	  dog.	  These	  animals	  invite	  us	  to	  regress,	  draw	  us	  
into	  a	  narcissistic	  contemplation,	  and	  they	  are	  the	  only	  kind	  of	  animal	  
psychoanalysis	  understands,	  the	  better	  to	  discover	  a	  daddy,	  a	  mommy,	  a	  little	  
brother	  behind	  them	  (when	  psychoanalysis	  talks	  about	  animals,	  animals	  
learn	  to	  laugh):	  anyone	  who	  likes	  cats	  or	  dogs	  is	  a	  fool.	  And	  then	  there	  is	  a	  
second	  kind:	  animals	  with	  characteristics	  or	  attributes;	  genus,	  classification,	  
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	  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	  becoming	  
just	  as	  powerful	  as	  that	  of	  the	  human	  being	  with	  the	  animal.	  […]	  
	  
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,	  even	  if	  the	  two	  themes	  intermingle	  and	  
require	  each	  other.	  The	  vampire	  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	  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	  contagion,	  
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.	  […]	  The	  origin	  of	  packs	  is	  entirely	  different	  
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	  simultaneously	  
an	  animal	  peopling,	  and	  the	  propagation	  of	  the	  animal	  peopling	  of	  
the	  human	  being.	  […]	  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.11	  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	  becomings-‐animal?)	  
	  
[…]	  
	  
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,	  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	  it	  is	  
accompanied,	  at	  its	  origin	  as	  in	  its	  undertaking,	  by	  a	  rupture	  with	  the	  
central	  institutions	  that	  have	  established	  themselves	  or	  seek	  to	  become	  
established.	  
	  
[…]	  
	  
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	  distinguished	  
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	  
cephalo-‐pod	  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."30	  Plication.	  It	  is	  no	  longer	  a	  question	  of	  organs	  and	  
functions,	  and	  of	  a	  transcendent	  Plane	  that	  can	  preside	  over	  their	  
organization	  only	  by	  means	  of	  analogical	  relations	  and	  types	  of	  divergent	  
development.	  It	  is	  a	  question	  not	  of	  organization	  but	  of	  composition;	  not	  
of	  development	  or	  differentiation	  but	  of	  movement	  and	  rest,	  speed	  and	  
slowness.	  It	  is	  a	  question	  of	  elements	  and	  particles,	  which	  do	  or	  do	  not	  
arrive	  fast	  enough	  to	  effect	  a	  passage,	  a	  becoming	  or	  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	  irreducibility	  but	  rather	  



because	  there	  are	  always	  elements	  that	  do	  not	  arrive	  on	  time,	  or	  arrive	  
after	  everything	  is	  over;	  thus	  it	  is	  necessary	  to	  pass	  through	  fog,	  to	  cross	  
voids,	  to	  have	  lead	  times	  and	  delays,	  which	  are	  themselves	  part	  of	  the	  
plane	  of	  immanence.	  Even	  the	  failures	  are	  part	  of	  the	  plane.	  We	  must	  try	  to	  
conceive	  of	  this	  world	  in	  which	  a	  single	  fixed	  plane—which	  we	  shall	  call	  a	  
plane	  of	  absolute	  immobility	  or	  absolute	  movement—is	  traversed	  by	  
nonformal	  elements	  of	  relative	  speed	  that	  enter	  this	  or	  that	  individuated	  
assemblage	  depending	  on	  their	  degrees	  of	  speed	  and	  slowness.	  A	  plane	  of	  
consistency	  peopled	  by	  anonymous	  matter,	  by	  infinite	  bits	  of	  impalpable	  
matter	  entering	  into	  varying	  connections.	  
	  
[…]	  
	  
All	  we	  need	  to	  do	  is	  to	  sink	  the	  floating	  plane	  of	  immanence,	  bury	  it	  in	  the	  
depths	  of	  Nature	  instead	  of	  allowing	  it	  to	  play	  freely	  on	  the	  surface,	  for	  it	  to	  
pass	  to	  the	  other	  side	  and	  assume	  the	  role	  of	  a	  ground	  that	  can	  no	  longer	  be	  
anything	  more	  than	  a	  principle	  of	  analogy	  from	  the	  standpoint	  of	  organization,	  
and	  a	  law	  of	  continuity	  from	  the	  standpoint	  of	  development.52	  The	  
plane	  of	  organization	  or	  development	  effectively	  covers	  what	  we	  have	  
called	  stratification:	  Forms	  and	  subjects,	  organs	  and	  functions,	  are	  
"strata"	  or	  relations	  between	  strata.	  The	  plane	  of	  consistency	  or	  immanence,	  on	  the	  
other	  hand,	  implies	  a	  destratification	  of	  all	  of	  Nature,	  by	  
even	  the	  most	  artificial	  of	  means.	  The	  plane	  of	  consistency	  is	  the	  body	  
without	  organs.	  Pure	  relations	  of	  speed	  and	  slowness	  between	  particles	  
imply	  movements	  of	  deterritorialization,	  just	  as	  pure	  affects	  imply	  an	  
enterprise	  of	  desubjectification.	  Moreover,	  the	  plane	  of	  consistency	  does	  
not	  preexist	  the	  movements	  of	  deterritorialization	  that	  unravel	  it,	  the	  lines	  
of	  flight	  that	  draw	  it	  and	  cause	  it	  to	  rise	  to	  the	  surface,	  the	  becomings	  that	  
compose	  it.	  The	  plane	  of	  organization	  is	  constantly	  working	  away	  at	  the	  
plane	  of	  consistency,	  always	  trying	  to	  plug	  the	  lines	  of	  flight,	  stop	  or	  interrupt	  
the	  movements	  of	  deterritorialization,	  weigh	  them	  down,	  restratify	  
them,	  reconstitute	  forms	  and	  subjects	  in	  a	  dimension	  of	  depth.	  Conversely,	  
the	  plane	  of	  consistency	  is	  constantly	  extricating	  itself	  from	  the	  plane	  of	  
organization,	  causing	  particles	  to	  spin	  off	  the	  strata,	  scrambling	  forms	  by	  
dint	  of	  speed	  or	  slowness,	  breaking	  down	  functions	  by	  means	  of	  assemblages	  
or	  microassemblages.	  But	  once	  again,	  so	  much	  caution	  is	  needed	  to	  
prevent	  the	  plane	  of	  consistency	  from	  becoming	  a	  pure	  plane	  of	  abolition	  
or	  death,	  to	  prevent	  the	  involution	  from	  turning	  into	  a	  regression	  to	  the	  
undifferentiated.	  Is	  it	  not	  necessary	  to	  retain	  a	  minimum	  of	  strata,	  a	  minimum	  
of	  forms	  and	  functions,	  a	  minimal	  subject	  from	  which	  to	  extract	  
materials,	  affects,	  and	  assemblages?	  
	  
[…]	  
	  
Yes,	  all	  becomings	  are	  molecular:	  the	  animal,	  flower,	  or	  stone	  one	  
becomes	  are	  molecular	  collectivities,	  haecceities,	  not	  molar	  subjects,	  



objects,	  or	  form	  that	  we	  know	  from	  the	  outside	  and	  recognize	  from	  experience,	  
through	  science,	  or	  by	  habit.	  If	  this	  is	  true,	  then	  we	  must	  say	  the	  same	  
of	  things	  human:	  there	  is	  a	  becoming-‐woman,	  a	  becoming-‐child,	  that	  do	  
not	  resemble	  the	  woman	  or	  the	  child	  as	  clearly	  distinct	  molar	  entities	  (although	  
it	  is	  possible—only	  possible—for	  the	  woman	  or	  child	  to	  occupy	  
privileged	  positions	  in	  relation	  to	  these	  becomings).	  What	  we	  term	  a	  molar	  
entity	  is,	  for	  example,	  the	  woman	  as	  defined	  by	  her	  form,	  endowed	  with	  
organs	  and	  functions	  and	  assigned	  as	  a	  subject.	  Becoming-‐woman	  is	  not	  
imitating	  this	  entity	  or	  even	  transforming	  oneself	  into	  it.	  	  
	  
[…]	  
	  
Although	  all	  becomings	  are	  already	  molecular,	  including	  
becoming-‐woman,	  it	  must	  be	  said	  that	  all	  becomings	  begin	  with	  and	  pass	  
through	  becoming-‐woman.	  It	  is	  the	  key	  to	  all	  the	  other	  becomings.	  When	  
the	  man	  of	  war	  disguises	  himself	  as	  a	  woman,	  flees	  disguised	  as	  a	  girl,	  hides	  
as	  a	  girl,	  it	  is	  not	  a	  shameful,	  transitory	  incident	  in	  his	  life.	  To	  hide,	  to	  
camouflage	  oneself,	  is	  a	  warrior	  function,	  and	  the	  line	  of	  flight	  attracts	  the	  
enemy,	  traverses	  something	  and	  puts	  what	  it	  traverses	  to	  flight;	  the	  
warrior	  arises	  in	  the	  infinity	  of	  a	  line	  of	  flight.	  Although	  the	  femininity	  of	  
the	  man	  of	  war	  is	  not	  accidental,	  it	  should	  not	  be	  thought	  of	  as	  structural,	  
or	  regulated	  by	  a	  
correspondence	  of	  relations.	  It	  is	  difficult	  to	  see	  how	  the	  correspondence	  
between	  the	  two	  relations	  "man-‐war"	  and	  "woman-‐marriage"	  could	  entail	  
an	  equivalence	  between	  the	  warrior	  and	  the	  girl	  as	  a	  woman	  who	  refuses	  to	  
marry.61	  It	  is	  just	  as	  difficult	  to	  see	  how	  the	  general	  bisexuality,	  or	  even	  
homosexuality,	  of	  military	  societies	  could	  explain	  this	  phenomenon,	  
which	  is	  no	  more	  imitative	  than	  it	  is	  structural,	  representing	  instead	  an	  
essential	  anomie	  of	  the	  man	  of	  war.	  This	  phenomenon	  can	  only	  be	  understood	  
in	  terms	  of	  becoming.	  We	  have	  seen	  how	  the	  man	  of	  war,	  by	  virtue	  of	  
his	  furor	  and	  celerity,	  was	  swept	  up	  in	  irresistible	  becomings-‐animal.	  These	  
are	  becomings	  that	  have	  as	  their	  necessary	  condition	  the	  becoming-‐woman	  
of	  the	  warrior,	  or	  his	  alliance	  with	  the	  girl,	  his	  contagion	  with	  her.	  The	  man	  
of	  war	  is	  inseparable	  from	  the	  Amazons.	  The	  union	  of	  the	  girl	  and	  the	  man	  
of	  war	  does	  not	  produce	  animals,	  but	  simultaneously	  produces	  the	  
becoming-‐woman	  of	  the	  latter	  and	  the	  becoming-‐animal	  of	  the	  former,	  in	  a	  
single	  "block"	  in	  which	  the	  warrior	  in	  turn	  becomes	  animal	  by	  contagion	  
with	  the	  girl	  at	  the	  same	  time	  as	  the	  girl	  becomes	  warrior	  by	  contagion	  with	  
the	  animal.	  […]	  Social	  structure	  and	  psychic	  identification	  
leave	  too	  many	  special	  factors	  unaccounted	  for:	  the	  linkage,	  unleashing,	  
and	  communication	  of	  the	  becomings	  triggered	  by	  the	  transvestite;	  the	  
power	  (puissance)	  of	  the	  resultant	  becoming-‐animal;	  and	  above	  all	  the	  participation	  
of	  these	  becomings	  in	  a	  specific	  war	  machine.	  The	  same	  applies	  
for	  sexuality:	  it	  is	  badly	  explained	  by	  the	  binary	  organization	  of	  the	  sexes,	  
and	  just	  as	  badly	  by	  a	  bisexual	  organization	  within	  each	  sex.	  Sexuality	  
brings	  into	  play	  too	  great	  a	  diversity	  of	  conjugated	  becomings;	  these	  are	  



like	  n	  sexes,	  an	  entire	  war	  machine	  through	  which	  love	  passes.	  This	  is	  not	  a	  
return	  to	  those	  appalling	  metaphors	  of	  love	  and	  war,	  seduction	  and	  conquest,	  
the	  battle	  of	  the	  sexes	  and	  the	  domestic	  squabble,	  or	  even	  the	  
Strindberg-‐war:	  it	  is	  only	  after	  love	  is	  done	  with	  and	  sexuality	  has	  dried	  up	  
that	  things	  appear	  this	  way.	  What	  counts	  is	  that	  love	  itself	  is	  a	  war	  machine	  
endowed	  with	  strange	  and	  somewhat	  terrifying	  powers.	  Sexuality	  is	  the	  
production	  of	  a	  thousand	  sexes,	  which	  are	  so	  many	  uncontrollable	  becomings.	  
Sexuality	  proceeds	  by	  way	  of	  the	  becoming-‐woman	  of	  the	  man	  and	  the	  
becoming-‐animal	  of	  the	  human:	  an	  emission	  of	  particles.	  
	  
[…]	  
	  
Why	  are	  there	  so	  many	  
becomings	  of	  man,	  but	  no	  becoming-‐man?	  First	  because	  man	  is	  
major-‐itarian	  par	  excellence,	  whereas	  becomings	  are	  minoritarian;	  all	  
becoming	  is	  a	  becoming-‐minoritarian.	  When	  we	  say	  majority,	  we	  are	  
referring	  not	  to	  a	  greater	  relative	  quantity	  but	  to	  the	  determination	  of	  a	  
state	  or	  standard	  in	  relation	  to	  which	  larger	  quantities,	  as	  well	  as	  the	  
smallest,	  can	  be	  said	  to	  be	  minoritarian:	  white-‐man,	  adult-‐male,	  etc.	  
Majority	  implies	  a	  state	  of	  domination,	  not	  the	  reverse.	  It	  is	  not	  a	  question	  
of	  knowing	  whether	  there	  are	  more	  mosquitoes	  or	  flies	  than	  men,	  but	  of	  
knowing	  how	  "man"	  constituted	  a	  standard	  in	  the	  universe	  in	  relation	  to	  
which	  men	  necessarily	  (analytically)	  form	  a	  majority.	  The	  majority	  in	  a	  
government	  presupposes	  the	  right	  to	  vote,	  and	  not	  only	  is	  established	  
among	  those	  who	  possess	  that	  right	  but	  is	  exercised	  over	  those	  who	  do	  
not,	  however	  great	  their	  numbers;	  similarly,	  the	  majority	  in	  the	  universe	  
assumes	  as	  pregiven	  the	  right	  and	  power	  of	  man.80	  In	  this	  sense	  women,	  
children,	  but	  also	  animals,	  plants,	  and	  molecules,	  are	  minoritarian.	  It	  is	  
perhaps	  the	  special	  situation	  of	  women	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  man-‐standard	  
that	  accounts	  for	  the	  fact	  that	  becomings,	  being	  minoritarian,	  always	  pass	  
through	  a	  becoming-‐woman.	  It	  is	  important	  not	  to	  confuse	  "minoritarian,"	  
as	  a	  becoming	  or	  process,	  with	  a	  "minority",	  as	  an	  aggregate	  or	  a	  state.	  
Jews,	  Gypsies,	  etc.,	  may	  constitute	  minorities	  under	  certain	  conditions,	  
but	  that	  in	  itself	  does	  not	  make	  them	  becomings.	  One	  reterritorializes,	  or	  
allows	  oneself	  to	  be	  reterritorialized,	  on	  a	  minority	  as	  a	  state;	  but	  in	  a	  
becoming,	  one	  is	  deterritorialized.	  Even	  blacks,	  as	  the	  Black	  Panthers	  
said,	  must	  become-‐black.	  Even	  women	  must	  become-‐woman.	  Even	  Jews	  
must	  become-‐Jewish	  (it	  certainly	  takes	  more	  than	  a	  state).	  But	  if	  this	  is	  
the	  case,	  then	  becoming-‐Jewish	  necessarily	  affects	  the	  non-‐Jew	  as	  much	  
as	  the	  Jew.	  Becoming-‐woman	  necessary	  affects	  men	  as	  much	  as	  women.	  In	  
a	  way,	  the	  subject	  in	  a	  becoming	  is	  always	  "man,"	  but	  only	  when	  he	  
enters	  a	  becoming-‐minoritarian	  that	  rends	  him	  from	  his	  major	  identity.	  […]	  
	  
A	  woman	  has	  to	  become-‐woman,	  but	  in	  a	  becoming-‐woman	  of	  all	  man.	  
A	  Jew	  becomes	  Jewish,	  but	  in	  a	  becoming-‐Jewish	  of	  the	  non-‐Jew.	  A	  
becoming-‐minoritarian	  exists	  only	  by	  virtue	  of	  a	  deterritorialized	  medium	  



and	  subject	  that	  are	  like	  its	  elements.	  There	  is	  no	  subject	  of	  the	  becoming	  
except	  as	  a	  deterritorialized	  variable	  of	  the	  majority;	  there	  is	  no	  medium	  of	  
becoming	  except	  as	  a	  deterritorialized	  variable	  of	  a	  minority.	  We	  can	  be	  
thrown	  into	  a	  becoming	  by	  anything	  at	  all,	  by	  the	  most	  unexpected,	  most	  
insignificant	  of	  things.	  You	  don't	  deviate	  from	  the	  majority	  unless	  there	  is	  
a	  little	  detail	  that	  starts	  to	  swell	  and	  carries	  you	  off.	  It	  is	  because	  the	  hero	  of	  
Focus,	  the	  average	  American,	  needs	  glasses	  that	  give	  his	  nose	  a	  vaguely	  
Semitic	  air,	  it	  is	  "because	  of	  the	  glasses"	  that	  he	  is	  thrown	  into	  this	  strange	  
adventure	  of	  the	  becoming-‐Jewish	  of	  the	  non-‐Jew.	  Anything	  at	  all	  can	  do	  
the	  job,	  but	  it	  always	  turns	  out	  to	  be	  a	  political	  affair.	  Becoming-‐minoritarian	  
is	  a	  political	  affair	  and	  necessitates	  a	  labor	  of	  power	  {puissance),	  an	  
active	  micropolitics.	  This	  is	  the	  opposite	  of	  macropolitics,	  and	  even	  of	  History,	  
in	  which	  it	  is	  a	  question	  of	  knowing	  how	  to	  win	  or	  obtain	  a	  majority.	  
As	  Faulkner	  said,	  to	  avoid	  ending	  up	  a	  fascist	  there	  was	  no	  other	  choice	  but	  
to	  become-‐black.81	  Unlike	  history,	  becoming	  cannot	  be	  conceptualized	  in	  
terms	  of	  past	  and	  future.	  Becoming-‐revolutionary	  remains	  indifferent	  to	  
questions	  of	  a	  future	  and	  a	  past	  of	  the	  revolution;	  it	  passes	  between	  the	  two.	  
Every	  becoming	  is	  a	  block	  of	  coexistence.	  The	  so-‐called	  ahistorical	  societies	  
set	  themselves	  outside	  history,	  not	  because	  they	  are	  content	  to	  reproduce	  
immutable	  models	  or	  are	  governed	  by	  a	  fixed	  structure,	  but	  because	  
they	  are	  societies	  of	  becoming	  (war	  societies,	  secret	  societies,	  etc.).	  There	  is	  
no	  history	  but	  of	  the	  majority,	  or	  of	  minorities	  as	  defined	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  
majority.	  And	  yet	  "how	  to	  win	  the	  majority"	  is	  a	  totally	  secondary	  problem	  
in	  relation	  to	  the	  advances	  of	  the	  imperceptible.	  
	  
Let	  us	  try	  to	  say	  it	  another	  way:	  There	  is	  no	  becoming-‐man	  because	  man	  
is	  the	  molar	  entity	  par	  excellence,	  whereas	  becomings	  are	  molecular.	  The	  
faciality	  function	  showed	  us	  the	  form	  under	  which	  man	  constitutes	  the	  
majority,	  or	  rather	  the	  standard	  upon	  which	  the	  majority	  is	  based:	  white,	  
male,	  adult,	  "rational,"	  etc.,	  in	  short,	  the	  average	  European,	  the	  subject	  of	  
enunciation.	  Following	  the	  law	  of	  arborescence,	  it	  is	  this	  central	  Point	  that	  
moves	  across	  all	  of	  space	  or	  the	  entire	  screen,	  and	  at	  every	  turn	  nourishes	  a	  
certain	  distinctive	  opposition,	  depending	  on	  which	  faciality	  trait	  is	  
retained:	  male-‐(female),	  adult-‐(child),	  white-‐(black,	  yellow,	  or	  red);	  
rational-‐(animal).	  […]	  A	  line	  of	  becoming	  is	  not	  defined	  by	  points	  that	  it	  connects,	  or	  
by	  points	  that	  compose	  it;	  on	  the	  contrary,	  it	  passes	  between	  points,	  it	  comes	  up	  
through	  the	  middle,	  it	  runs	  perpendicular	  to	  the	  points	  first	  perceived,	  
transversally	  to	  the	  localizable	  relation	  to	  distant	  or	  contiguous	  points.83	  A	  
point	  is	  always	  a	  point	  of	  origin.	  But	  a	  line	  of	  becoming	  has	  neither	  beginning	  
nor	  end,	  departure	  nor	  arrival,	  origin	  nor	  destination;	  to	  speak	  of	  the	  
absence	  of	  an	  origin,	  to	  make	  the	  absence	  of	  an	  origin	  the	  origin,	  is	  a	  bad	  
play	  on	  words.	  A	  line	  of	  becoming	  has	  only	  a	  middle.	  The	  middle	  is	  not	  an	  
average;	  it	  is	  fast	  motion,	  it	  is	  the	  absolute	  speed	  of	  movement.	  A	  becoming	  
is	  always	  in	  the	  middle;	  one	  can	  only	  get	  it	  by	  the	  middle.	  A	  becoming	  is	  neither	  
one	  nor	  two,	  nor	  the	  relation	  of	  the	  two;	  it	  is	  the	  in-‐between,	  the	  border	  
or	  line	  of	  flight	  or	  descent	  running	  perpendicular	  to	  both.	  If	  becoming	  is	  a	  



block	  (a	  line-‐block),	  it	  is	  because	  it	  constitutes	  a	  zone	  of	  proximity	  and	  
indiscernibility,	  a	  no-‐man's-‐land,	  a	  nonlocalizable	  relation	  sweeping	  up	  
the	  two	  distant	  or	  contiguous	  points,	  carrying	  one	  into	  the	  proximity	  of	  the	  
other—and	  the	  border-‐proximity	  is	  indifferent	  to	  both	  contiguity	  and	  to	  
distance.	  The	  line	  or	  block	  of	  becoming	  that	  unites	  the	  wasp	  and	  the	  orchid	  
produces	  a	  shared	  deterritorialization:	  of	  the	  wasp,	  in	  that	  it	  becomes	  a	  liberated	  
piece	  of	  the	  orchid's	  reproductive	  system,	  but	  also	  of	  the	  orchid,	  in	  
that	  it	  becomes	  the	  object	  of	  an	  orgasm	  in	  the	  wasp,	  also	  liberated	  from	  its	  
own	  reproduction.	  A	  coexistence	  of	  two	  asymmetrical	  movements	  that	  
combine	  to	  form	  a	  block,	  down	  a	  line	  of	  flight	  that	  sweeps	  away	  selective	  
pressures.	  The	  line,	  or	  the	  block,	  does	  not	  link	  the	  wasp	  to	  the	  orchid,	  any	  
more	  than	  it	  conjugates	  or	  mixes	  them:	  it	  passes	  between	  them,	  carrying	  
them	  away	  in	  a	  shared	  proximity	  in	  which	  the	  discernibility	  of	  points	  disappears.	  
	  
EXCERPT	  #6	  ON	  WAR	  MACHINES	  AND	  NOMAD	  FROM	  PLATEAU	  #12,	  "1227:	  
TREATISE	  ON	  NOMADOLOGY	  -‐-‐	  THE	  WAR	  MACHINE"	  PP.	  379-‐387	  AND	  418-‐423.	  
	  
What	  can	  be	  done	  to	  prevent	  the	  theme	  of	  a	  race	  from	  turning	  into	  a	  
racism,	  a	  dominant	  and	  all-‐encompassing	  fascism,	  or	  into	  a	  sect	  and	  a	  
folklore,	  microfascisms?	  And	  what	  can	  be	  done	  to	  prevent	  the	  oriental	  
pole	  from	  becoming	  a	  phantasy	  that	  reactivates	  all	  the	  fascisms	  in	  a	  
different	  way,	  and	  also	  all	  the	  folklores,	  yoga,	  Zen,	  and	  karate?	  It	  is	  
certainly	  not	  enough	  to	  travel	  to	  escape	  phantasy,	  and	  it	  is	  certainly	  not	  by	  
invoking	  a	  past,	  real	  or	  mythical,	  that	  one	  avoids	  racism.	  But	  here	  again,	  
the	  criteria	  for	  making	  the	  distinction	  are	  simple,	  whatever	  the	  de	  facto	  
mixes	  that	  obscure	  them	  at	  a	  given	  level,	  at	  a	  given	  moment.	  The	  race-‐tribe	  
exists	  only	  at	  the	  level	  of	  an	  oppressed	  race,	  and	  in	  the	  name	  of	  the	  
oppression	  it	  suffers:	  there	  is	  no	  race	  but	  inferior,	  minoritarian;	  there	  is	  
no	  dominant	  race;	  a	  race	  is	  defined	  not	  by	  its	  purity	  but	  rather	  by	  the	  
impurity	  conferred	  upon	  it	  by	  a	  system	  of	  domination.	  Bastard	  and	  
mixed-‐blood	  are	  the	  true	  names	  of	  race.	  Rimbaud	  said	  it	  all	  on	  this	  point:	  
only	  he	  or	  she	  can	  invoke	  race	  who	  says,	  "I	  have	  always	  been	  of	  an	  inferior	  
race...	  I	  am	  of	  an	  inferior	  race	  for	  all	  eternity.	  .	  .	  There	  I	  am	  on	  the	  Breton	  
shore	  ...	  I	  am	  a	  beast,	  a	  nigger	  .	  .	  .	  I	  am	  of	  a	  distant	  race:	  my	  ancestors	  were	  
Norsemen."48	  In	  the	  same	  way	  that	  race	  is	  not	  something	  to	  be	  rediscovered,	  
the	  Orient	  is	  not	  something	  to	  be	  imitated:	  it	  only	  exists	  in	  the	  construction	  
of	  a	  smooth	  space,	  just	  as	  race	  only	  exists	  in	  the	  constitution	  of	  a	  tribe	  that	  peoples	  
and	  traverses	  a	  smooth	  space.	  All	  of	  thought	  is	  a	  
becoming,	  a	  double	  becoming,	  rather	  than	  the	  attribute	  of	  a	  Subject	  and	  
the	  representation	  of	  a	  Whole.	  
	  
AXIOM	  II.	  The	  war	  machine	  is	  the	  invention	  of	  the	  nomads	  (insofar	  as	  it	  is	  
exterior	  to	  the	  State	  apparatus	  and	  distinct	  from	  the	  military	  institution).	  
As	  such,	  the	  war	  machine	  has	  three	  aspects,	  a	  spatiogeographic	  
aspect,	  an	  arithmetic	  or	  algebraic	  aspect,	  and	  an	  affective	  aspect.	  
	  



PROPOSITION	  V.	  Nomad	  existence	  necessarily	  effectuates	  the	  conditions	  
of	  the	  war	  machine	  in	  space.	  
	  
The	  nomad	  has	  a	  territory;	  he	  follows	  customary	  paths;	  he	  goes	  from	  
one	  point	  to	  another;	  he	  is	  not	  ignorant	  of	  points	  (water	  points,	  dwelling	  
points,	  assembly	  points,	  etc.).	  But	  the	  question	  is	  what	  in	  nomad	  life	  is	  a	  
principle	  and	  what	  is	  only	  a	  consequence.	  To	  begin	  with,	  although	  the	  
points	  determine	  paths,	  they	  are	  strictly	  subordinated	  to	  the	  paths	  they	  
determine,	  the	  reverse	  of	  what	  happens	  with	  the	  sedentary.	  The	  water	  
point	  is	  reached	  only	  in	  order	  to	  be	  left	  behind;	  every	  point	  is	  a	  relay	  and	  
exists	  only	  as	  a	  relay.	  A	  path	  is	  always	  between	  two	  points,	  but	  the	  in-‐between	  
has	  taken	  on	  all	  the	  consistency	  and	  enjoys	  both	  an	  autonomy	  and	  a	  
direction	  of	  its	  own.	  The	  life	  of	  the	  nomad	  is	  the	  intermezzo.	  Even	  the	  elements	  
of	  his	  dwelling	  are	  conceived	  in	  terms	  of	  the	  trajectory	  that	  is	  forever	  
mobilizing	  them.49	  The	  nomad	  is	  not	  at	  all	  the	  same	  as	  the	  migrant;	  
for	  the	  migrant	  goes	  principally	  from	  one	  point	  to	  another,	  even	  if	  the	  second	  
point	  is	  uncertain,	  unforeseen,	  or	  not	  well	  localized.	  But	  the	  nomad	  
goes	  from	  point	  to	  point	  only	  as	  a	  consequence	  and	  as	  a	  factual	  necessity;	  
in	  principle,	  points	  for	  him	  are	  relays	  along	  a	  trajectory.	  Nomads	  and	  
migrants	  can	  mix	  in	  many	  ways,	  or	  form	  a	  common	  aggregate;	  their	  
causes	  and	  conditions	  are	  no	  less	  distinct	  for	  that	  (for	  example,	  those	  who	  
joined	  Mohammed	  at	  Medina	  had	  a	  choice	  between	  a	  nomadic	  or	  bedouin	  
pledge,	  and	  a	  pledge	  of	  hegira	  or	  emigration).50	  
	  
Second,	  even	  though	  the	  nomadic	  trajectory	  may	  follow	  trails	  or	  customary	  
routes,	  it	  does	  not	  fulfill	  the	  function	  of	  the	  sedentary	  road,	  which	  
is	  to	  parcel	  out	  a	  closed	  space	  to	  people,	  assigning	  each	  person	  a	  share	  and	  
regulating	  the	  communication	  between	  shares.	  The	  nomadic	  trajectory	  
does	  the	  opposite:	  it	  distributes	  people	  (or	  animals)	  in	  an	  open	  space,	  one	  
that	  is	  indefinite	  and	  noncommunicating.	  The	  nomos	  came	  to	  designate	  
the	  law,	  but	  that	  was	  originally	  because	  it	  was	  distribution,	  a	  mode	  of	  distribution.	  
It	  is	  a	  very	  special	  kind	  of	  distribution,	  one	  without	  division	  into	  
shares,	  in	  a	  space	  without	  borders	  or	  enclosure.	  The	  nomos	  is	  the	  consistency	  
of	  a	  fuzzy	  aggregate:	  it	  is	  in	  this	  sense	  that	  it	  stands	  in	  opposition	  to	  
the	  law	  or	  the	  polls,	  as	  the	  backcountry,	  a	  mountainside,	  or	  the	  vague	  
expanse	  around	  a	  city	  ("either	  nomos	  or	  polis").51	  Therefore,	  and	  this	  is	  the	  
third	  point,	  there	  is	  a	  significant	  difference	  between	  the	  spaces:	  sedentary	  
space	  is	  striated,	  by	  walls,	  enclosures,	  and	  roads	  between	  enclosures,	  while	  
nomad	  space	  is	  smooth,	  marked	  only	  by	  "traits"	  that	  are	  effaced	  and	  displaced	  
with	  the	  trajectory.	  Even	  the	  lamellae	  of	  the	  desert	  slide	  over	  each	  
other,	  producing	  an	  inimitable	  sound.	  The	  nomad	  distributes	  himself	  in	  a	  
smooth	  space;	  he	  occupies,	  inhabits,	  holds	  that	  space;	  that	  is	  his	  territorial	  
principle.	  It	  is	  therefore	  false	  to	  define	  the	  nomad	  by	  movement.	  Toynbee	  
is	  profoundly	  right	  to	  suggest	  that	  the	  nomad	  is	  on	  the	  contrary	  he	  who	  does	  
not	  move.	  Whereas	  the	  migrant	  leaves	  behind	  a	  milieu	  that	  has	  become	  
amorphous	  or	  hostile,	  the	  nomad	  is	  one	  who	  does	  not	  depart,	  does	  not	  want	  



to	  depart,	  who	  clings	  to	  the	  smooth	  space	  left	  by	  the	  receding	  forest,	  where	  
the	  steppe	  or	  the	  desert	  advances,	  and	  who	  invents	  nomadism	  as	  a	  response	  
to	  this	  challenge.52	  Of	  course,	  the	  nomad	  moves,	  but	  while	  seated,	  and	  he	  is	  
only	  seated	  while	  moving	  (the	  Bedouin	  galloping,	  knees	  on	  the	  saddle,	  sitting	  
on	  the	  soles	  of	  his	  upturned	  feet,	  "a	  feat	  of	  balance").	  The	  nomad	  
knows	  how	  to	  wait,	  he	  has	  infinite	  patience.	  Immobility	  and	  speed,	  catatonia	  
and	  rush,	  a	  "stationary	  process,"	  station	  as	  process—these	  traits	  of	  
Kleist's	  are	  eminently	  those	  of	  the	  nomad.	  It	  is	  thus	  necessary	  to	  make	  a	  
distinction	  between	  speed	  and	  movement:	  a	  movement	  may	  be	  very	  fast,	  
but	  that	  does	  not	  give	  it	  speed;	  a	  speed	  may	  be	  very	  slow,	  or	  even	  immobile,	  
yet	  it	  is	  still	  speed.	  Movement	  is	  extensive;	  speed	  is	  intensive.	  Movement	  
designates	  the	  relative	  character	  of	  a	  body	  considered	  as	  "one,"	  and	  which	  
goes	  from	  point	  to	  point;	  speed,	  on	  the	  contrary,	  constitutes	  the	  absolute	  
character	  of	  a	  body	  whose	  irreducible	  parts	  (atoms)	  occupy	  or	  fill	  a	  smooth	  
space	  in	  the	  manner	  of	  a	  vortex,	  with	  the	  possibility	  of	  springing	  up	  at	  any	  
point.	  (It	  is	  therefore	  not	  surprising	  that	  reference	  has	  been	  made	  to	  spiritual	  
voyages	  effected	  without	  relative	  movement,	  but	  in	  intensity,	  in	  one	  
place:	  these	  are	  part	  of	  nomadism.)	  In	  short,	  we	  will	  say	  by	  convention	  that	  
only	  nomads	  have	  absolute	  movement,	  in	  other	  words,	  speed;	  vortical	  or	  
swirling	  movement	  is	  an	  essential	  feature	  of	  their	  war	  machine.	  
	  
It	  is	  in	  this	  sense	  that	  nomads	  have	  no	  points,	  paths,	  or	  land,	  even	  though	  
they	  do	  by	  all	  appearances.	  If	  the	  nomad	  can	  be	  called	  the	  Deterritorialized	  
par	  excellence,	  it	  is	  precisely	  because	  there	  is	  no	  reterritorialization	  afterward	  as	  
with	  the	  migrant,	  or	  upon	  something	  else	  as	  with	  the	  sedentary	  (the	  
sedentary's	  relation	  with	  the	  earth	  is	  mediatized	  by	  something	  else,	  a	  property	  
regime,	  a	  State	  apparatus).	  With	  the	  nomad,	  on	  the	  contrary,	  it	  is	  
deterritorialization	  that	  constitutes	  the	  relation	  to	  the	  earth,	  to	  such	  a	  
degree	  that	  the	  nomad	  reterritorializes	  on	  deterritorialization	  itself.	  It	  is	  
the	  earth	  that	  deterritorializes	  itself,	  in	  a	  way	  that	  provides	  the	  nomad	  with	  
a	  territory.	  The	  land	  ceases	  to	  be	  land,	  tending	  to	  become	  simply	  ground	  
(sol)	  or	  support.	  The	  earth	  does	  not	  become	  deterritorialized	  in	  its	  global	  
and	  relative	  movement,	  but	  at	  specific	  locations,	  at	  the	  spot	  where	  the	  forest	  
recedes,	  or	  where	  the	  steppe	  and	  the	  desert	  advance.	  Hubac	  is	  right	  to	  
say	  that	  nomadism	  is	  explainable	  less	  by	  universal	  changes	  in	  climate	  
(which	  relate	  instead	  to	  migrations)	  as	  by	  the	  "divagation	  of	  local	  climates."	  
53	  The	  nomads	  are	  there,	  on	  the	  land,	  wherever	  there	  forms	  a	  
smooth	  space	  that	  gnaws,	  and	  tends	  to	  grow,	  in	  all	  directions.	  The	  nomads	  
inhabit	  these	  places;	  they	  remain	  in	  them,	  and	  they	  themselves	  make	  them	  
grow,	  for	  it	  has	  been	  established	  that	  the	  nomads	  make	  the	  desert	  no	  less	  
than	  they	  are	  made	  by	  it.	  They	  are	  vectors	  of	  deterritorialization.	  They	  add	  
desert	  to	  desert,	  steppe	  to	  steppe,	  by	  a	  series	  of	  local	  operations	  whose	  orientation	  
and	  direction	  endlessly	  vary.54	  The	  sand	  desert	  has	  not	  only	  oases,	  
which	  are	  like	  fixed	  points,	  but	  also	  rhizomatic	  vegetation	  that	  is	  temporary	  
and	  shifts	  location	  according	  to	  local	  rains,	  bringing	  changes	  in	  the	  
direction	  of	  the	  crossings.55	  The	  same	  terms	  are	  used	  to	  describe	  ice	  deserts	  



as	  sand	  deserts:	  there	  is	  no	  line	  separating	  earth	  and	  sky;	  there	  is	  no	  intermediate	  
distance,	  no	  perspective	  or	  contour;	  visibility	  is	  limited;	  and	  yet	  
there	  is	  an	  extraordinarily	  fine	  topology	  that	  relies	  not	  on	  points	  or	  objects	  
but	  rather	  on	  haecceities,	  on	  sets	  of	  relations	  (winds,	  undulations	  of	  snow	  
or	  sand,	  the	  song	  of	  the	  sand	  or	  the	  creaking	  of	  ice,	  the	  tactile	  qualities	  of	  
both).	  It	  is	  a	  tactile	  space,	  or	  rather	  "haptic,"	  a	  sonorous	  much	  more	  than	  a	  
visual	  space.56	  The	  variability,	  the	  polyvocality	  of	  directions,	  is	  an	  essential	  
feature	  of	  smooth	  spaces	  of	  the	  rhizome	  type,	  and	  it	  alters	  their	  cartography.	  
The	  nomad,	  nomad	  space,	  is	  localized	  and	  not	  delimited.	  What	  is	  both	  
limited	  and	  limiting	  is	  striated	  space,	  the	  relative	  global:	  it	  is	  limited	  in	  its	  
parts,	  which	  are	  assigned	  constant	  directions,	  are	  oriented	  in	  relation	  to	  
one	  another,	  divisible	  by	  boundaries,	  and	  can	  interlink;	  what	  is	  limiting	  
{limes	  or	  wall,	  and	  no	  longer	  boundary)	  is	  this	  aggregate	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  
smooth	  spaces	  it	  "contains,"	  whose	  growth	  it	  slows	  or	  prevents,	  and	  which	  
it	  restricts	  or	  places	  outside.	  Even	  when	  the	  nomad	  sustains	  its	  effects,	  he	  
does	  not	  belong	  to	  this	  relative	  global,	  where	  one	  passes	  from	  one	  point	  to	  
another,	  from	  one	  region	  to	  another.	  Rather,	  he	  is	  in	  a	  local	  absolute,	  an	  
absolute	  that	  is	  manifested	  locally,	  and	  engendered	  in	  a	  series	  of	  local	  operations	  
of	  varying	  orientations:	  desert,	  steppe,	  ice,	  sea.	  
	  
Making	  the	  absolute	  appear	  in	  a	  particular	  place—is	  that	  not	  a	  very	  general	  
characteristic	  of	  religion	  (recognizing	  that	  the	  nature	  of	  the	  appearance,	  
and	  the	  legitimacy,	  or	  lack	  thereof,	  of	  the	  images	  that	  reproduce	  it	  are	  
open	  to	  debate)?	  But	  the	  sacred	  place	  of	  religion	  is	  fundamentally	  a	  center	  
that	  repels	  the	  obscure	  nomos.	  The	  absolute	  of	  religion	  is	  essentially	  a	  horizon	  
that	  encompasses,	  and,	  if	  the	  absolute	  itself	  appears	  at	  a	  particular	  
place,	  it	  does	  so	  in	  order	  to	  establish	  a	  solid	  and	  stable	  center	  for	  the	  global.	  
The	  encompassing	  role	  of	  smooth	  spaces	  (desert,	  steppe,	  or	  ocean)	  in	  
monotheism	  has	  been	  frequently	  noted.	  In	  short,	  religion	  converts	  the	  
absolute.	  Religion	  is	  in	  this	  sense	  a	  piece	  in	  the	  State	  apparatus	  (in	  both	  of	  
its	  forms,	  the	  "bond"	  and	  the	  "pact	  or	  alliance"),	  even	  if	  it	  has	  within	  itself	  
the	  power	  to	  elevate	  this	  model	  to	  the	  level	  of	  the	  universal	  or	  to	  constitute	  
an	  absolute	  Imperium.	  But	  for	  the	  nomad	  the	  terms	  of	  the	  question	  are	  
totally	  different:	  locality	  is	  not	  delimited;	  the	  absolute,	  then,	  does	  not	  
appear	  at	  a	  particular	  place	  but	  becomes	  a	  nonlimited	  locality;	  the	  coupling	  
of	  the	  place	  and	  the	  absolute	  is	  achieved	  not	  in	  a	  centered,	  oriented	  
globalization	  or	  universalization	  but	  in	  an	  infinite	  succession	  of	  local	  operations.	  
Limiting	  ourselves	  to	  this	  opposition	  between	  points	  of	  view,	  it	  may	  
be	  observed	  that	  nomads	  do	  not	  provide	  a	  favorable	  terrain	  for	  religion;	  the	  
man	  of	  war	  is	  always	  committing	  an	  offense	  against	  the	  priest	  or	  the	  god.	  
The	  nomads	  have	  a	  vague,	  literally	  vagabond	  "monotheism,"	  and	  content	  
themselves	  with	  that,	  and	  with	  their	  ambulant	  fires.	  The	  nomads	  have	  a	  
sense	  of	  the	  absolute,	  but	  a	  singularly	  atheistic	  one.	  The	  universalist	  religions	  
that	  have	  had	  dealings	  with	  nomads—Moses,	  Mohammed,	  even	  
Christianity	  with	  the	  Nestorian	  heresy—have	  always	  encountered	  problems	  
in	  this	  regard,	  and	  have	  run	  up	  against	  what	  they	  have	  termed	  obstinate	  



impiety.	  These	  religions	  are	  not,	  in	  effect,	  separable	  from	  a	  firm	  and	  
constant	  orientation,	  from	  an	  imperial	  de	  jure	  State,	  even,	  and	  especially,	  
in	  the	  absence	  of	  a	  de	  facto	  State;	  they	  have	  promoted	  an	  ideal	  of	  
sedentari-‐zation	  and	  addressed	  themselves	  more	  to	  the	  migrant	  components	  
than	  the	  nomadic	  ones.	  Even	  early	  Islam	  favored	  the	  theme	  of	  the	  hegira,	  
or	  migration,	  over	  nomadism;	  rather,	  it	  was	  through	  certain	  schisms	  (such	  
as	  the	  Kharijl	  movement)	  that	  it	  won	  over	  the	  Arab	  or	  Berber	  nomads.57	  
	  
However,	  it	  does	  not	  exhaust	  the	  question	  to	  establish	  a	  simple	  opposition	  
between	  two	  points	  of	  view,	  religion-‐nomadism.	  For	  monotheistic	  
religion,	  at	  the	  deepest	  level	  of	  its	  tendency	  to	  project	  a	  universal	  or	  spiritual	  
State	  over	  the	  entire	  ecumenon,	  is	  not	  without	  ambivalence	  or	  fringe	  
areas;	  it	  goes	  beyond	  even	  the	  ideal	  limits	  of	  the	  State,	  even	  the	  imperial	  
State,	  entering	  a	  more	  indistinct	  zone,	  an	  outside	  of	  States	  where	  it	  has	  the	  
possibility	  of	  undergoing	  a	  singular	  mutation	  or	  adaptation.	  We	  are	  referring	  
to	  religion	  as	  an	  element	  in	  a	  war	  machine	  and	  the	  idea	  of	  holy	  war	  as	  
the	  motor	  of	  that	  machine.	  The	  prophet,	  as	  opposed	  to	  the	  state	  personality	  
of	  the	  king	  and	  the	  religious	  personality	  of	  the	  priest,	  directs	  the	  movement	  
by	  which	  a	  religion	  becomes	  a	  war	  machine	  or	  passes	  over	  to	  the	  side	  of	  
such	  a	  machine.	  It	  has	  often	  been	  said	  that	  Islam,	  and	  the	  prophet	  Mohammed,	  
performed	  such	  a	  conversion	  of	  religion	  and	  constituted	  a	  veritable	  
esprit	  de	  corps:	  in	  the	  formula	  of	  Georges	  Bataille,	  "early	  Islam,	  a	  society	  
reduced	  to	  the	  military	  enterprise."	  This	  is	  what	  the	  West	  invokes	  in	  order	  
to	  justify	  its	  antipathy	  toward	  Islam.	  Yet	  the	  Crusades	  were	  a	  properly	  
Christian	  adventure	  of	  this	  type.	  The	  prophets	  may	  very	  well	  condemn	  
nomad	  life;	  the	  war	  machine	  may	  very	  well	  favor	  the	  movement	  of	  
migration	  and	  the	  ideal	  of	  establishment;	  religion	  in	  general	  may	  very	  well	  
compensate	  for	  its	  specific	  deterritorialization	  with	  a	  spiritual	  and	  even	  
physical	  reterritorialization,	  which	  in	  the	  case	  of	  the	  holy	  war	  assumes	  the	  
well-‐directed	  character	  of	  a	  conquest	  of	  the	  holy	  lands	  as	  the	  center	  of	  the	  
world.	  Despite	  all	  that,	  when	  religion	  sets	  itself	  up	  as	  a	  war	  machine,	  it	  
mobilizes	  and	  liberates	  a	  formidable	  charge	  of	  nomadism	  or	  absolute	  
deterritorialization;	  it	  doubles	  the	  migrant	  with	  an	  accompanying	  nomad,	  
or	  with	  the	  potential	  nomad	  the	  migrant	  is	  in	  the	  process	  of	  becoming;	  and	  
finally,	  it	  turns	  its	  dream	  of	  an	  absolute	  State	  back	  against	  the	  State-‐form.58	  
And	  this	  turning-‐against	  is	  no	  less	  a	  part	  of	  the	  "essence"	  of	  religion	  than	  
that	  dream.	  The	  history	  of	  the	  Crusades	  is	  marked	  by	  the	  most	  astonishing	  
series	  of	  directional	  changes:	  the	  firm	  orientation	  toward	  the	  Holy	  Land	  as	  
a	  center	  to	  reach	  often	  seems	  nothing	  more	  than	  a	  pretext.	  But	  it	  would	  be	  
wrong	  to	  say	  that	  the	  play	  of	  self-‐interest,	  or	  economic,	  commercial,	  or	  
political	  factors,	  diverted	  the	  crusade	  from	  its	  pure	  path.	  The	  idea	  of	  the	  
crusade	  in	  itself	  implies	  this	  variability	  of	  directions,	  broken	  and	  changing,	  
and	  intrinsically	  possesses	  all	  these	  factors	  or	  all	  these	  variables	  from	  the	  
moment	  it	  turns	  religion	  into	  a	  war	  machine	  and	  simultaneously	  utilizes	  
and	  gives	  rise	  to	  the	  corresponding	  nomadism.59	  The	  necessity	  of	  maintaining	  
the	  most	  rigorous	  of	  distinctions	  between	  sedentaries,	  migrants,	  



and	  nomads	  does	  not	  preclude	  de	  facto	  mixes;	  on	  the	  contrary,	  it	  makes	  
them	  all	  the	  more	  necessary	  in	  turn.	  And	  it	  is	  impossible	  to	  think	  of	  the	  general	  
process	  of	  sedentarization	  that	  vanquished	  the	  nomads	  without	  also	  
envisioning	  the	  gusts	  of	  local	  nomadization	  that	  carried	  off	  sedentaries	  
and	  doubled	  migrants	  (notably,	  to	  the	  benefit	  of	  religion).	  
	  
Smooth	  or	  nomad	  space	  lies	  between	  two	  striated	  spaces:	  that	  of	  the	  forest,	  
with	  its	  gravitational	  verticals,	  and	  that	  of	  agriculture,	  with	  its	  grids	  
and	  generalized	  parallels,	  its	  now	  independent	  arborescence,	  its	  art	  of	  
extracting	  the	  tree	  and	  wood	  from	  the	  forest.	  But	  being	  "between"	  also	  
means	  that	  smooth	  space	  is	  controlled	  by	  these	  two	  flanks,	  which	  limit	  it,	  
oppose	  its	  development,	  and	  assign	  it	  as	  much	  as	  possible	  a	  
communica-‐tional	  role;	  or,	  on	  the	  contrary,	  it	  means	  that	  it	  turns	  against	  
them,	  gnawing	  away	  at	  the	  forest	  on	  one	  side,	  on	  the	  other	  side	  gaining	  
ground	  on	  the	  cultivated	  lands,	  affirming	  a	  noncommunicating	  force	  or	  a	  
force	  of	  divergence	  like	  a	  "wedge"	  digging	  in.	  The	  nomads	  turn	  first	  
against	  the	  forest	  and	  the	  mountain	  dwellers,	  then	  descend	  upon	  the	  
farmers.	  What	  we	  have	  here	  is	  something	  like	  the	  flipside	  or	  the	  outside	  
of	  the	  State-‐form—but	  in	  what	  sense?	  This	  form,	  as	  a	  global	  and	  relative	  
space,	  implies	  a	  certain	  number	  of	  components:	  forest-‐clearing	  of	  fields;	  
agriculture-‐grid	  laying;	  animal	  raising	  subordinated	  to	  agricultural	  work	  
and	  sedentary	  food	  production;	  commerce	  based	  on	  a	  constellation	  of	  
town-‐country	  (polis-‐nomos)	  communications.	  When	  historians	  inquire	  
into	  the	  reasons	  for	  the	  victory	  of	  the	  West	  over	  the	  Orient,	  they	  primarily	  
mention	  the	  following	  characteristics,	  which	  put	  the	  Orient	  in	  general	  at	  a	  
disadvantage:	  deforestation	  rather	  than	  clearing	  for	  planting,	  making	  it	  extremely	  
difficult	  to	  extract	  or	  even	  to	  find	  wood;	  cultivation	  of	  the	  type	  "rice	  paddy	  and	  
garden"	  rather	  than	  arborescence	  and	  field;	  animal	  raising	  for	  the	  most	  part	  outside	  
the	  control	  of	  the	  sedentaries,	  with	  the	  result	  that	  they	  lacked	  animal	  power	  and	  
meat	  foods;	  the	  low	  communication	  content	  of	  the	  town-‐country	  relation,	  making	  
commerce	  far	  less	  flexible.60	  The	  conclusion	  is	  not	  that	  the	  State-‐form	  
is	  absent	  in	  the	  Orient.	  Quite	  to	  the	  contrary,	  a	  more	  rigid	  agency	  becomes	  
necessary	  in	  order	  to	  retain	  and	  reunite	  the	  various	  components	  plied	  by	  
escape	  vectors.	  States	  always	  have	  the	  same	  composition;	  if	  there	  is	  even	  
one	  truth	  in	  the	  political	  philosophy	  of	  Hegel,	  it	  is	  that	  every	  State	  carries	  
within	  itself	  the	  essential	  moments	  of	  its	  existence.	  States	  are	  made	  up	  not	  
only	  of	  people	  but	  also	  of	  wood,	  fields,	  gardens,	  animals,	  and	  commodities.	  
There	  is	  a	  unity	  of	  composition	  of	  all	  States,	  but	  States	  have	  neither	  the	  
same	  development	  nor	  the	  same	  organization.	  In	  the	  Orient,	  the	  components	  
are	  much	  more	  disconnected,	  disjointed,	  necessitating	  a	  great	  immutable	  
Form	  to	  hold	  them	  together:	  "despotic	  formations,"	  Asian	  or	  African,	  
are	  rocked	  by	  incessant	  revolts,	  by	  secessions	  and	  dynastic	  changes,	  which	  
nevertheless	  do	  not	  affect	  the	  immutability	  of	  the	  form.	  In	  the	  West,	  on	  the	  
other	  hand,	  the	  interconnectedness	  of	  the	  components	  makes	  possible	  
transformations	  of	  the	  State-‐form	  through	  revolution.	  It	  is	  true	  that	  the	  
idea	  of	  revolution	  itself	  is	  ambiguous;	  it	  is	  Western	  insofar	  as	  it	  relates	  to	  a	  



transformation	  of	  the	  State,	  but	  Eastern	  insofar	  as	  it	  envisions	  the	  destruction,	  
the	  abolition	  of	  the	  State.61	  The	  great	  empires	  of	  the	  Orient,	  Africa,	  
and	  America	  run	  up	  against	  wide-‐open	  smooth	  spaces	  that	  penetrate	  them	  
and	  maintain	  gaps	  between	  their	  components	  (the	  nomos	  does	  not	  become	  
countryside,	  the	  countryside	  does	  not	  communicate	  with	  the	  town,	  
large-‐scale	  animal	  raising	  is	  the	  affair	  of	  the	  nomads,	  etc.):	  the	  oriental	  
State	  is	  in	  direct	  confrontation	  with	  a	  nomad	  war	  machine.	  This	  war	  
machine	  may	  fall	  back	  to	  the	  road	  of	  integration	  and	  proceed	  solely	  by	  
revolt	  and	  dynastic	  change;	  nevertheless,	  it	  is	  the	  war	  machine,	  as	  nomad,	  
that	  invents	  the	  abolitionist	  dream	  and	  reality.	  Western	  States	  are	  much	  
more	  sheltered	  in	  their	  striated	  space	  and	  consequently	  have	  much	  more	  
latitude	  in	  holding	  their	  components	  together;	  they	  confront	  the	  nomads	  
only	  indirectly,	  through	  the	  intermediary	  of	  the	  migrations	  the	  nomads	  
trigger	  or	  adopt	  as	  their	  stance.62	  
	  
One	  of	  the	  fundamental	  tasks	  of	  the	  State	  is	  to	  striate	  the	  space	  over	  
which	  it	  reigns,	  or	  to	  utilize	  smooth	  spaces	  as	  a	  means	  of	  communication	  in	  
the	  service	  of	  striated	  space.	  It	  is	  a	  vital	  concern	  of	  every	  State	  not	  only	  to	  
vanquish	  nomadism	  but	  to	  control	  migrations	  and,	  more	  generally,	  to	  
establish	  a	  zone	  of	  rights	  over	  an	  entire	  "exterior,"	  over	  all	  of	  the	  flows	  
traversing	  the	  ecumenon.	  If	  it	  can	  help	  it,	  the	  State	  does	  not	  dissociate	  itself	  
from	  a	  process	  of	  capture	  of	  flows	  of	  all	  kinds,	  populations,	  commodities	  
or	  commerce,	  money	  or	  capital,	  etc.	  There	  is	  still	  a	  need	  for	  fixed	  paths	  in	  
well-‐defined	  directions,	  which	  restrict	  speed,	  regulate	  circulation,	  
relativize	  movement,	  and	  measure	  in	  detail	  the	  relative	  movements	  of	  subjects	  
and	  objects.	  That	  is	  why	  Paul	  Virilio's	  thesis	  is	  important,	  when	  he	  
shows	  that	  "the	  political	  power	  of	  the	  State	  is	  polis,	  police,	  that	  is,	  management	  
of	  the	  public	  ways,"	  and	  that	  "the	  gates	  of	  the	  city,	  its	  levies	  and	  
duties,	  are	  barriers,	  filters	  against	  the	  fluidity	  of	  the	  masses,	  against	  the	  
penetration	  power	  of	  migratory	  packs,"	  people,	  animals,	  and	  goods.63	  
Gravity,	  gravitas,	  such	  is	  the	  essence	  of	  the	  State.	  It	  is	  not	  at	  all	  that	  the	  
State	  knows	  nothing	  of	  speed;	  but	  it	  requires	  that	  movement,	  even	  the	  fastest,	  
cease	  to	  be	  the	  absolute	  state	  of	  a	  moving	  body	  occupying	  a	  smooth	  
space,	  to	  become	  the	  relative	  characteristic	  of	  a	  "moved	  body"	  going	  from	  
one	  point	  to	  another	  in	  a	  striated	  space.	  In	  this	  sense,	  the	  State	  never	  ceases	  
to	  decompose,	  recompose,	  and	  transform	  movement,	  or	  to	  regulate	  speed.	  
The	  State	  as	  town	  surveyor,	  converter,	  or	  highway	  interchange:	  the	  role	  of	  
the	  engineer	  from	  this	  point	  of	  view.	  Speed	  and	  absolute	  movement	  are	  not	  
without	  their	  laws,	  but	  they	  are	  the	  laws	  of	  the	  nomos,	  of	  the	  smooth	  space	  
that	  deploys	  it,	  of	  the	  war	  machine	  that	  populates	  it.	  If	  the	  nomads	  formed	  
the	  war	  machine,	  it	  was	  by	  inventing	  absolute	  speed,	  by	  being	  "synonymous"	  
with	  speed.	  And	  each	  time	  there	  is	  an	  operation	  against	  the	  State—	  
insubordination,	  rioting,	  guerrilla	  warfare,	  or	  revolution	  as	  act—it	  can	  be	  
said	  that	  a	  war	  machine	  has	  revived,	  that	  a	  new	  nomadic	  potential	  has	  
appeared,	  accompanied	  by	  the	  reconstitution	  of	  a	  smooth	  space	  or	  a	  manner	  
of	  being	  in	  space	  as	  though	  it	  were	  smooth	  (Virilio	  discusses	  the	  importance	  



of	  the	  riot	  or	  revolutionary	  theme	  of	  "holding	  the	  street").	  It	  is	  in	  this	  
sense	  that	  the	  response	  of	  the	  State	  against	  all	  that	  threatens	  to	  move	  
beyond	  it	  is	  to	  striate	  space.	  The	  State	  does	  not	  appropriate	  the	  war	  
machine	  without	  giving	  even	  it	  the	  form	  of	  relative	  movement:	  this	  was	  the	  
case	  with	  the	  model	  of	  the	  fortress	  as	  a	  regulator	  of	  movement,	  which	  was	  
precisely	  the	  obstacle	  the	  nomads	  came	  up	  against,	  the	  stumbling	  block	  
and	  parry	  by	  which	  absolute	  vortical	  movement	  was	  broken.	  Conversely,	  
when	  a	  State	  does	  not	  succeed	  in	  striating	  its	  interior	  or	  neighboring	  space,	  
the	  flows	  traversing	  that	  State	  necessarily	  adopt	  the	  stance	  of	  a	  war	  
machine	  directed	  against	  it,	  deployed	  in	  a	  hostile	  or	  rebellious	  smooth	  
space	  (even	  if	  other	  States	  are	  able	  to	  slip	  their	  striations	  in).	  This	  was	  the	  
adventure	  of	  China:	  toward	  the	  end	  of	  the	  fourteenth	  century,	  and	  in	  spite	  
of	  its	  very	  high	  level	  of	  technology	  in	  ships	  and	  navigation,	  it	  turned	  its	  
back	  on	  its	  huge	  maritime	  space,	  saw	  its	  commercial	  flows	  turn	  against	  it	  
and	  ally	  themselves	  with	  piracy,	  and	  was	  unable	  to	  react	  except	  by	  a	  politics	  
of	  immobility,	  of	  the	  massive	  restriction	  of	  commerce,	  which	  only	  
reinforced	  the	  connection	  between	  commerce	  and	  the	  war	  machine.64	  
	  
The	  situation	  is	  much	  more	  complicated	  than	  we	  have	  let	  on.	  The	  sea	  is	  
perhaps	  principal	  among	  smooth	  spaces,	  the	  hydraulic	  model	  par	  excellence.	  
But	  the	  sea	  is	  also,	  of	  all	  smooth	  spaces,	  the	  first	  one	  attempts	  were	  
made	  to	  striate,	  to	  transform	  into	  a	  dependency	  of	  the	  land,	  with	  its	  fixed	  
routes,	  constant	  directions,	  relative	  movements,	  a	  whole	  counterhydraulic	  
of	  channels	  and	  conduits.	  One	  of	  the	  reasons	  for	  the	  hegemony	  of	  the	  West	  
was	  the	  power	  of	  its	  State	  apparatuses	  to	  striate	  the	  sea	  by	  combining	  the	  
technologies	  of	  the	  North	  and	  the	  Mediterranean	  and	  by	  annexing	  the	  
Atlantic.	  But	  this	  undertaking	  had	  the	  most	  unexpected	  result:	  the	  multiplication	  
of	  relative	  movements,	  the	  intensification	  of	  relative	  speeds	  in	  
striated	  space,	  ended	  up	  reconstituting	  a	  smooth	  space	  or	  absolute	  movement.	  
As	  Virilio	  emphasizes,	  the	  sea	  became	  the	  place	  of	  the	  fleet	  in	  being,	  
where	  one	  no	  longer	  goes	  from	  one	  point	  to	  another,	  but	  rather	  holds	  space	  
beginning	  from	  any	  point:	  instead	  of	  striating	  space,	  one	  occupies	  it	  with	  a	  
vector	  of	  deterritorialization	  in	  perpetual	  motion.	  This	  modern	  strategy	  
was	  communicated	  from	  the	  sea	  to	  the	  air,	  as	  the	  new	  smooth	  space,	  but	  
also	  to	  the	  entire	  Earth	  considered	  as	  desert	  or	  sea.	  As	  converter	  and	  
capturer,	  the	  State	  does	  not	  just	  relativize	  movement,	  it	  reimparts	  absolute	  
movement.	  It	  does	  not	  just	  go	  from	  the	  smooth	  to	  the	  striated,	  it	  reconstitutes	  
smooth	  space;	  it	  reimparts	  smooth	  in	  the	  wake	  of	  the	  striated.	  It	  is	  
true	  that	  this	  new	  nomadism	  accompanies	  a	  worldwide	  war	  machine	  
whose	  organization	  exceeds	  the	  State	  apparatuses	  and	  passes	  into	  energy,	  
military-‐industrial,	  and	  multinational	  complexes.	  We	  say	  this	  as	  a	  
reminder	  that	  smooth	  space	  and	  the	  form	  of	  exteriority	  do	  not	  have	  an	  irresistible	  
revolutionary	  calling	  but	  change	  meaning	  drastically	  depending	  on	  
the	  interactions	  they	  are	  part	  of	  and	  the	  concrete	  conditions	  of	  their	  exercise	  
or	  establishment	  (for	  example,	  the	  way	  in	  which	  total	  war	  and	  popular	  
war,	  and	  even	  guerrilla	  warfare,	  borrow	  one	  another's	  methods).65	  



	  
[…]	  
	  
This	  question	  of	  appropriation	  is	  so	  varied	  historically	  that	  it	  is	  necessary	  
to	  distinguish	  between	  several	  kinds	  of	  problems.	  The	  first	  concerns	  
the	  possibility	  of	  the	  operation:	  it	  is	  precisely	  because	  war	  is	  only	  the	  
supplementary	  or	  synthetic	  object	  of	  the	  nomad	  war	  machine	  that	  it	  experiences	  
the	  hesitation	  that	  proves	  fatal	  to	  it,	  and	  that	  the	  State	  apparatus	  for	  
its	  part	  is	  able	  to	  lay	  hold	  of	  war	  and	  thus	  turn	  the	  war	  machine	  back	  against	  
the	  nomads.	  The	  hesitation	  of	  the	  nomad	  is	  legendary:	  What	  is	  to	  be	  done	  
with	  the	  lands	  conquered	  and	  crossed?	  Return	  them	  to	  the	  desert,	  to	  the	  
steppe,	  to	  open	  pastureland?	  Or	  let	  a	  State	  apparatus	  survive	  that	  is	  capable	  
of	  exploiting	  them	  directly,	  at	  the	  risk	  of	  becoming,	  sooner	  or	  later,	  simply	  
a	  new	  dynasty	  of	  that	  apparatus:	  sooner	  or	  later	  because	  Genghis	  Khan	  
and	  his	  followers	  were	  able	  to	  hold	  out	  for	  a	  long	  time	  by	  partially	  integrating	  
themselves	  into	  the	  conquered	  empires,	  while	  at	  the	  same	  time	  maintaining	  
a	  smooth	  space	  on	  the	  steppes	  to	  which	  the	  imperial	  centers	  were	  
subordinated.	  That	  was	  their	  genius,	  the	  Pax	  Mongolica.	  It	  remains	  the	  
case	  that	  the	  integration	  of	  the	  nomads	  into	  the	  conquered	  empires	  was	  one	  
of	  the	  most	  powerful	  factors	  of	  appropriation	  of	  the	  war	  machine	  by	  the	  
State	  apparatus:	  the	  inevitable	  danger	  to	  which	  the	  nomads	  succumbed.	  
But	  there	  is	  another	  danger	  as	  well,	  the	  one	  threatening	  the	  State	  when	  it	  
appropriates	  the	  war	  machine	  (all	  States	  have	  felt	  the	  weight	  of	  this	  danger,	  
as	  well	  as	  the	  risks	  this	  appropriation	  represents	  for	  them).	  Tamerlane	  is	  
the	  extreme	  example.	  He	  was	  not	  Genghis	  Khan's	  successor	  but	  his	  exact	  
opposite:	  it	  was	  Tamerlane	  who	  constructed	  a	  fantastic	  war	  machine	  
turned	  back	  against	  the	  nomads,	  but	  who,	  by	  that	  very	  fact,	  was	  obliged	  to	  
erect	  a	  State	  apparatus	  all	  the	  heavier	  and	  more	  unproductive	  since	  it	  
existed	  only	  as	  the	  empty	  form	  of	  appropriation	  of	  that	  machine.105	  Turning	  
the	  war	  machine	  back	  against	  the	  nomads	  may	  constitute	  for	  the	  State	  a	  
danger	  as	  great	  as	  that	  presented	  by	  nomads	  directing	  the	  war	  machine	  
against	  States.	  
	  
A	  second	  type	  of	  problem	  concerns	  the	  concrete	  forms	  the	  appropriation	  
of	  the	  war	  machine	  takes:	  Mercenary	  or	  territorial?	  A	  professional	  
army	  or	  a	  conscripted	  army?	  A	  special	  body	  or	  national	  recruiting?	  Not	  
only	  are	  these	  formulas	  not	  equivalent,	  but	  there	  are	  all	  the	  possible	  mixes	  
between	  them.	  Perhaps	  the	  most	  relevant	  distinction	  to	  make,	  or	  the	  most	  
general	  one,	  would	  be:	  Is	  there	  merely	  "encastment"	  of	  the	  war	  machine,	  
or	  "appropriation"	  proper?	  The	  capture	  of	  the	  war	  machine	  by	  the	  State	  
apparatus	  took	  place	  following	  two	  paths,	  by	  encasting	  a	  society	  of	  warriors	  
(who	  arrived	  from	  without	  or	  arose	  from	  within),	  or	  on	  the	  contrary	  
by	  constituting	  it	  in	  accordance	  with	  rules	  corresponding	  to	  civil	  society	  
as	  a	  whole.	  Once	  again,	  there	  is	  passage	  and	  transition	  from	  one	  formula	  
to	  another.	  Last,	  the	  third	  type	  of	  problem	  concerns	  the	  means	  of	  appropriation.	  
We	  must	  consider	  from	  this	  standpoint	  the	  various	  data	  pertaining	  



to	  the	  fundamental	  aspects	  of	  the	  State	  apparatus:	  territoriality,	  work	  
or	  public	  works,	  taxation.	  The	  constitution	  of	  a	  military	  institution	  or	  an	  
army	  necessarily	  implies	  a	  territorialization	  of	  the	  war	  machine,	  in	  other	  
words,	  the	  granting	  of	  land	  ("colonial"	  or	  domestic),	  which	  can	  take	  very	  
diverse	  forms.	  But	  at	  the	  same	  time,	  fiscal	  regimes	  determine	  both	  the	  
nature	  of	  the	  services	  and	  taxes	  owed	  by	  the	  beneficiary	  warriors,	  and	  
especially	  the	  kind	  of	  civil	  tax	  to	  which	  all	  or	  part	  of	  society	  is	  subject	  for	  
the	  maintenance	  of	  the	  army.	  And	  the	  State	  enterprise	  of	  public	  works	  
must	  be	  reorganized	  along	  the	  lines	  of	  a	  "laying	  out	  of	  the	  territory"	  in	  
which	  the	  army	  plays	  a	  determining	  role,	  not	  only	  in	  the	  case	  of	  fortresses	  
and	  fortified	  cities,	  but	  also	  in	  strategic	  communication,	  the	  logistical	  
structure,	  the	  industrial	  infrastructure,	  etc.	  (the	  role	  and	  function	  of	  the	  
Engineer	  in	  this	  form	  of	  appropriation).106	  
	  
Let	  us	  compare	  this	  hypothesis	  as	  a	  whole	  with	  Clausewitz's	  formula:	  
"War	  is	  the	  continuation	  of	  politics	  by	  other	  means."	  As	  we	  know,	  this	  formula	  
is	  itself	  extracted	  from	  a	  theoretical	  and	  practical,	  historic	  and	  
transhistoric,	  aggregate	  whose	  parts	  are	  interconnected.	  (1)	  There	  is	  a	  pure	  
concept	  of	  war	  as	  absolute,	  unconditioned	  war,	  an	  Idea	  not	  given	  in	  experience	  
(bring	  down	  or	  "upset"	  the	  enemy,	  who	  is	  assumed	  to	  have	  no	  other	  
determination,	  with	  no	  political,	  economic,	  or	  social	  considerations	  
entering	  in).	  (2)	  What	  is	  given	  are	  real	  wars	  as	  submitted	  to	  State	  aims;	  
States	  are	  better	  or	  worse	  "conductors"	  in	  relation	  to	  absolute	  war,	  and	  in	  
any	  case	  condition	  its	  realization	  in	  experience.	  (3)	  Real	  wars	  swing	  
between	  two	  poles,	  both	  subject	  to	  State	  politics:	  the	  war	  of	  annihilation,	  
which	  can	  escalate	  to	  total	  war	  (depending	  on	  the	  objectives	  of	  the	  annihilation)	  
and	  tends	  to	  approach	  the	  unconditioned	  concept	  via	  an	  ascent	  to	  
extremes;	  and	  limited	  war,	  which	  is	  no	  "less"	  a	  war,	  but	  one	  that	  effects	  a	  
descent	  toward	  limiting	  conditions,	  and	  can	  de-‐escalate	  to	  mere	  "armed	  
observation."107	  
	  
In	  the	  first	  place,	  the	  distinction	  between	  absolute	  war	  as	  Idea	  and	  real	  
wars	  seems	  to	  us	  to	  be	  of	  great	  importance,	  but	  only	  if	  a	  different	  criterion	  
than	  that	  of	  Clausewitz	  is	  applied.	  The	  pure	  Idea	  is	  not	  that	  of	  the	  abstract	  
elimination	  of	  the	  adversary	  but	  that	  of	  a	  war	  machine	  that	  does	  not	  have	  
war	  as	  its	  object	  and	  that	  only	  entertains	  a	  potential	  or	  supplementary	  synthetic	  
relation	  with	  war.	  Thus	  the	  nomad	  war	  machine	  does	  not	  appear	  to	  
us	  to	  be	  one	  case	  of	  real	  war	  among	  others,	  as	  in	  Clausewitz,	  but	  on	  the	  contrary	  
the	  content	  adequate	  to	  the	  Idea,	  the	  invention	  of	  the	  Idea,	  with	  its	  
own	  objects,	  space,	  and	  composition	  of	  the	  nomos.	  Nevertheless	  it	  is	  still	  
an	  Idea,	  and	  it	  is	  necessary	  to	  retain	  the	  concept	  of	  the	  pure	  Idea,	  even	  
though	  this	  war	  machine	  was	  realized	  by	  the	  nomads.	  It	  is	  the	  nomads,	  
rather,	  who	  remain	  an	  abstraction,	  an	  Idea,	  something	  real	  and	  nonactual,	  
and	  for	  several	  reasons:	  first,	  because	  the	  elements	  of	  nomadism,	  as	  we	  
have	  seen,	  enter	  into	  de	  facto	  mixes	  with	  elements	  of	  migration,	  itinerancy,	  
and	  transhumance;	  this	  does	  not	  affect	  the	  purity	  of	  the	  concept,	  but	  introduces	  



always	  mixed	  objects,	  or	  combinations	  of	  space	  and	  composition,	  
which	  react	  back	  upon	  the	  war	  machine	  from	  the	  beginning.	  Second,	  even	  
in	  the	  purity	  of	  its	  concept,	  the	  nomad	  war	  machine	  necessarily	  effectuates	  
its	  synthetic	  relation	  with	  war	  as	  supplement,	  uncovered	  and	  developed	  in	  
opposition	  to	  the	  State-‐form,	  the	  destruction	  of	  which	  is	  at	  issue.	  But	  that	  is	  
exactly	  it;	  it	  does	  not	  effectuate	  this	  supplementary	  object	  or	  this	  synthetic	  
relation	  without	  the	  State,	  for	  its	  part,	  finding	  the	  opportunity	  to	  appropriate	  
the	  war	  machine,	  and	  the	  means	  of	  making	  war	  the	  direct	  object	  of	  this	  
turned-‐around	  machine	  (thus	  the	  integration	  of	  the	  nomad	  into	  the	  State	  is	  
a	  vector	  traversing	  nomadism	  from	  the	  very	  beginning,	  from	  the	  first	  act	  of	  
war	  against	  the	  State).	  
	  
The	  question	  is	  therefore	  less	  the	  realization	  of	  war	  than	  the	  appropriation	  
of	  the	  war	  machine.	  It	  is	  at	  the	  same	  time	  that	  the	  State	  apparatus	  
appropriates	  the	  war	  machine,	  subordinates	  it	  to	  its	  "political"	  aims,	  and	  
gives	  it	  war	  as	  its	  direct	  object.	  And	  it	  is	  one	  and	  the	  same	  historical	  tendency	  that	  
causes	  State	  to	  evolve	  from	  a	  triple	  point	  of	  view:	  going	  from	  figures	  
of	  encastment	  to	  forms	  of	  appropriation	  proper,	  going	  from	  limited	  
war	  to	  so-‐called	  total	  war,	  and	  transforming	  the	  relation	  between	  aim	  and	  
object.	  The	  factors	  that	  make	  State	  war	  total	  war	  are	  closely	  connected	  to	  
capitalism:	  it	  has	  to	  do	  with	  the	  investment	  of	  constant	  capital	  in	  equipment,	  
industry,	  and	  the	  war	  economy,	  and	  the	  investment	  of	  variable	  capital	  
in	  the	  population	  in	  its	  physical	  and	  mental	  aspects	  (both	  as	  warmaker	  
and	  as	  victim	  of	  war).108	  Total	  war	  is	  not	  only	  a	  war	  of	  annihilation	  but	  
arises	  when	  annihilation	  takes	  as	  its	  "center"	  not	  only	  the	  enemy	  army,	  or	  
the	  enemy	  State,	  but	  the	  entire	  population	  and	  its	  economy.	  The	  fact	  that	  
this	  double	  investment	  can	  be	  made	  only	  under	  prior	  conditions	  of	  limited	  
war	  illustrates	  the	  irresistible	  character	  of	  the	  capitalist	  tendency	  to	  
develop	  total	  war.109	  It	  is	  therefore	  true	  that	  total	  war	  remains	  subordinated	  
to	  State	  political	  aims	  and	  merely	  realizes	  the	  maximal	  conditions	  of	  the	  
appropriation	  of	  the	  war	  machine	  by	  the	  State	  apparatus.	  But	  it	  is	  also	  true	  
that	  when	  total	  war	  becomes	  the	  object	  of	  the	  appropriated	  war	  machine,	  
then	  at	  this	  level	  in	  the	  set	  of	  all	  possible	  conditions,	  the	  object	  and	  the	  aim	  
enter	  into	  new	  relations	  that	  can	  reach	  the	  point	  of	  contradiction.	  This	  
explains	  Clausewitz's	  vacillation	  when	  he	  asserts	  at	  one	  point	  that	  total	  war	  
remains	  a	  war	  conditioned	  by	  the	  political	  aim	  of	  States,	  and	  at	  another	  
that	  it	  tends	  to	  effectuate	  the	  Idea	  of	  unconditioned	  war.	  In	  effect,	  the	  aim	  
remains	  essentially	  political	  and	  determined	  as	  such	  by	  the	  State,	  but	  the	  
object	  itself	  has	  become	  unlimited.	  We	  could	  say	  that	  the	  appropriation	  
has	  changed	  direction,	  or	  rather	  that	  States	  tend	  to	  unleash,	  reconstitute,	  
an	  immense	  war	  machine	  of	  which	  they	  are	  no	  longer	  anything	  more	  than	  
the	  opposable	  or	  apposed	  parts.	  This	  worldwide	  war	  machine,	  which	  in	  a	  
way	  "reissues"	  from	  the	  States,	  displays	  two	  successive	  figures:	  first,	  that	  of	  
fascism,	  which	  makes	  war	  an	  unlimited	  movement	  with	  no	  other	  aim	  than	  
itself;	  but	  fascism	  is	  only	  a	  rough	  sketch,	  and	  the	  second,	  postfascist,	  figure	  
is	  that	  of	  a	  war	  machine	  that	  takes	  peace	  as	  its	  object	  directly,	  as	  the	  peace	  of	  



Terror	  or	  Survival.	  The	  war	  machine	  reforms	  a	  smooth	  space	  that	  now	  
claims	  to	  control,	  to	  surround	  the	  entire	  earth.	  Total	  war	  itself	  is	  surpassed,	  
toward	  a	  form	  of	  peace	  more	  terrifying	  still.	  The	  war	  machine	  has	  taken	  
charge	  of	  the	  aim,	  worldwide	  order,	  and	  the	  States	  are	  now	  no	  more	  than	  
objects	  or	  means	  adapted	  to	  that	  machine.	  This	  is	  the	  point	  at	  which	  
Clausewitz's	  formula	  is	  effectively	  reversed;	  to	  be	  entitled	  to	  say	  that	  politics	  
is	  the	  continuation	  of	  war	  by	  other	  means,	  it	  is	  not	  enough	  to	  invert	  the	  
order	  of	  the	  words	  as	  if	  they	  could	  be	  spoken	  in	  either	  direction;	  it	  is	  necessary	  
to	  follow	  the	  real	  movement	  at	  the	  conclusion	  of	  which	  the	  States,	  having	  
appropriated	  a	  war	  machine,	  and	  having	  adapted	  it	  to	  their	  aims,	  
reimpart	  a	  war	  machine	  that	  takes	  charge	  of	  the	  aim,	  appropriates	  the	  
States,	  and	  assumes	  increasingly	  wider	  political	  functions.	  
	  
Doubtless,	  the	  present	  situation	  is	  highly	  discouraging.	  We	  have	  
watched	  the	  war	  machine	  grow	  stronger	  and	  stronger,	  as	  in	  a	  science	  fiction	  
story;	  we	  have	  seen	  it	  assign	  as	  its	  objective	  a	  peace	  still	  more	  terrifying	  
than	  fascist	  death;	  we	  have	  seen	  it	  maintain	  or	  instigate	  the	  most	  terrible	  of	  
local	  wars	  as	  parts	  of	  itself;	  we	  have	  seen	  it	  set	  its	  sights	  on	  a	  new	  type	  of	  
enemy,	  no	  longer	  another	  State,	  or	  even	  another	  regime,	  but	  the	  "unspecified	  
enemy";	  we	  have	  seen	  it	  put	  its	  counterguerrilla	  elements	  into	  place,	  so	  
that	  it	  can	  be	  caught	  by	  surprise	  once,	  but	  not	  twice.	  Yet	  the	  very	  conditions	  
that	  make	  the	  State	  or	  World	  war	  machine	  possible,	  in	  other	  words,	  constant	  
capital	  (resources	  and	  equipment)	  and	  human	  variable	  capital,	  
continually	  recreate	  unexpected	  possibilities	  for	  counterattack,	  unforeseen	  
initiatives	  determining	  revolutionary,	  popular,	  minority,	  mutant	  
machines.	  The	  definition	  of	  the	  Unspecified	  Enemy	  testifies	  to	  this:	  "multiform,	  
maneuvering	  and	  omnipresent...	  of	  the	  moral,	  political,	  subversive	  
or	  economic	  order,	  etc.,"	  the	  unassignable	  material	  Saboteur	  or	  human	  
Deserter	  assuming	  the	  most	  diverse	  forms."'	  The	  first	  theoretical	  element	  
of	  importance	  is	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  war	  machine	  has	  many	  varied	  meanings,	  
and	  this	  is	  precisely	  because	  the	  war	  machine	  has	  an	  extremely	  variable	  
relation	  to	  war	  itself.	  The	  war	  machine	  is	  not	  uniformly	  defined,	  and	  
comprises	  something	  other	  than	  increasing	  quantities	  of	  force.	  We	  have	  
tried	  to	  define	  two	  poles	  of	  the	  war	  machine:	  at	  one	  pole,	  it	  takes	  war	  for	  its	  
object	  and	  forms	  a	  line	  of	  destruction	  prolongable	  to	  the	  limits	  of	  the	  
universe.	  But	  in	  all	  of	  the	  shapes	  it	  assumes	  here—limited	  war,	  total	  war,	  
worldwide	  organization—war	  represents	  not	  at	  all	  the	  supposed	  essence	  of	  
the	  war	  machine	  but	  only,	  whatever	  the	  machine's	  power,	  either	  the	  set	  of	  
conditions	  under	  which	  the	  States	  appropriate	  the	  machine,	  even	  going	  so	  
far	  as	  to	  project	  it	  as	  the	  horizon	  of	  the	  world,	  or	  the	  dominant	  order	  of	  
which	  the	  States	  themselves	  are	  now	  only	  parts.	  The	  other	  pole	  seemed	  to	  be	  
the	  essence;	  it	  is	  when	  the	  war	  machine,	  with	  infinitely	  lower	  "quantities,"	  
has	  as	  its	  object	  not	  war	  but	  the	  drawing	  of	  a	  creative	  line	  of	  flight,	  the	  composition	  
of	  a	  smooth	  space	  and	  of	  the	  movement	  of	  people	  in	  that	  space.	  At	  
this	  other	  pole,	  the	  machine	  does	  indeed	  encounter	  war,	  but	  as	  its	  supplementary	  
or	  synthetic	  object,	  now	  directed	  against	  the	  State	  and	  against	  the	  



worldwide	  axiomatic	  expressed	  by	  States.	  
	  
We	  thought	  it	  possible	  to	  assign	  the	  invention	  of	  the	  war	  machine	  to	  the	  
nomads.	  This	  was	  done	  only	  in	  the	  historical	  interest	  of	  demonstrating	  that	  
the	  war	  machine	  as	  such	  was	  invented,	  even	  if	  it	  displayed	  from	  the	  beginning	  
all	  of	  the	  ambiguity	  that	  caused	  it	  to	  enter	  into	  composition	  with	  the	  
other	  pole,	  and	  swing	  toward	  it	  from	  the	  start.	  However,	  in	  conformity	  with	  
the	  essence,	  the	  nomads	  do	  not	  hold	  the	  secret:	  an	  "ideological,"	  scientific,	  
or	  artistic	  movement	  can	  be	  a	  potential	  war	  machine,	  to	  the	  precise	  extent	  
to	  which	  it	  draws,	  in	  relation	  to	  aphylum,	  a	  plane	  of	  consistency,	  a	  creative	  
line	  of	  flight,	  a	  smooth	  space	  of	  displacement.	  It	  is	  not	  the	  nomad	  who	  
defines	  this	  constellation	  of	  characteristics;	  it	  is	  this	  constellation	  that	  
defines	  the	  nomad,	  and	  at	  the	  same	  time	  the	  essence	  of	  the	  war	  machine.	  If	  
guerrilla	  warfare,	  minority	  warfare,	  revolutionary	  and	  popular	  war	  are	  in	  
conformity	  with	  the	  essence,	  it	  is	  because	  they	  take	  war	  as	  an	  object	  all	  the	  
more	  necessary	  for	  being	  merely	  "supplementary":	  they	  can	  make	  war	  only	  
on	  the	  condition	  that	  they	  simultaneously	  create	  something	  else,	  if	  only	  new	  
nonorganic	  social	  relations.	  The	  difference	  between	  the	  two	  poles	  is	  great,	  
even,	  and	  especially,	  from	  the	  point	  of	  view	  of	  death:	  the	  line	  of	  flight	  that	  
creates,	  or	  turns	  into	  a	  line	  of	  destruction;	  the	  plane	  of	  consistency	  that	  
constitutes	  itself,	  even	  piece	  by	  piece,	  or	  turns	  into	  a	  plan(e)	  of	  organization	  
and	  domination.	  We	  are	  constantly	  reminded	  that	  there	  is	  communication	  
between	  these	  two	  lines	  or	  planes,	  that	  each	  takes	  nourishment	  from	  
the	  other,	  borrows	  from	  the	  other:	  the	  worst	  of	  the	  world	  war	  machines	  
reconstitutes	  a	  smooth	  space	  to	  surround	  and	  enclose	  the	  earth.	  But	  the	  
earth	  asserts	  its	  own	  powers	  of	  deterritorialization,	  its	  lines	  of	  flight,	  its	  
smooth	  spaces	  that	  live	  and	  blaze	  their	  way	  for	  a	  new	  earth.	  The	  question	  is	  
not	  one	  of	  quantities	  but	  of	  the	  incommensurable	  character	  of	  the	  quantities	  
that	  confront	  one	  another	  in	  the	  two	  kinds	  of	  war	  machine,	  according	  
to	  the	  two	  poles.	  War	  machines	  take	  shape	  against	  the	  apparatuses	  that	  
appropriate	  the	  machine	  and	  make	  war	  their	  affair	  and	  their	  object:	  they	  
bring	  connections	  to	  bear	  against	  the	  great	  conjunction	  of	  the	  apparatuses	  
of	  capture	  or	  domination.	  
	  
	  


