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Two Regimes of Madness

1. Guattari talked about a formalism of power. As agreed, I now
interrupt him, but in order to say much the same thing. Our,
question is not the same old question that was still being asked only
a few years ago. Today, we're not asking what the nature of power is,
but rather, along with Foucault, how power exerts itself, where it
takes shape, and why it is everywhere.

Let’s begin with an example: the puppeteer. He has a certain
power, to work the puppets, but also the power he exerts over the
children. Kleist wrote an admirable text on the subject.' One could’
say that there are three lines. The puppeteer does not operate
according to movements that already represent the figures to be
achieved. He makes his puppet move according to a vertical line,
wherein the puppet’s center of gravity, or rather, center of levity, is
displaced. It is a perfectly abstract line, not in the least figurative, and
no more symbolic than figurative. The line is mutant because it is
made up of as many singularities as stopping points, and yet these do
not break up the line. There is never any binary relationship or bi-uni-
vocal relations between this vertical, abstract line—which is for this
reason all the more real—and the concrete movements of the puppet.

In the second place, there are movements of an entirely different
kind: tangible, representative curves, an arm that rounds itself out, a

head that tilts. This line is no longer made up of singularities but



rather of very supple segments—one gesture, then another gesture.
Finally, there is a third line, one of a much harder segmentarity which
corresponds to the moments of the story represented by the play of
the puppets. The binary relationships and bi-univocal relations that
the Structuralists tell us about might form in and between segmen-
tarizable lines. But the power of the puppeteer himself arises more
at the point of conversion between the abstract, non-figurative line,
on the one hand, and the two lines of segmentarity, on the other.
Or take the example of a banker, banking-power in capitalism, it’s
almost the same thing. It is well known that there are two forms of
money, but they are sometimes impropetly identified. There is money
as financing structure, or even as monetary creation and destruction: a
non-realizable quantity, an abstract or mutant line with its singulari-
ties. And then a second, completely different line, concrete, made of
tangible curves: money as means of payment, capable of being seg-
mented, allocated for salaries, profit, interest, etc. And this money as
means of payment will carry in turn a third segmentarized line: all
goods produced as a whole in a given period, all the equipment, and
all the consumption (the work of Bernard Schmitt, Suzanne de Brun-
hoff;? etc.). Banking-power occurs at the level of conversion between
the abstract line, the financing structure, and the concrete lines, means
of payment-goods produced. The conversion occurs on the level of
central banks, the gold standard, the current role of the dollar, etc.
Another example. Clausewitz speaks of a flow which he calls
“absolute war,” which would never have existed in a pure state, but
which would nonetheless have crossed through history, irresolvable,
singular, mutant, abstract.’ Perhaps this war flow has, in fact, existed
as the unique invention of nomads, a war machine independent of
states. In fact, it’s striking that the great states, the great despotic

apparatuses don’t seem to have based their power on a war machine,
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but rather on bureaucracy and the police. The wafr machmed-ls
always something that comes from the outside and is of noma .;c
origin: a great abstract line of mutations. Bl.lt, for Teasons easily
understood, states will have to appropriate this machine for the.m-
selves. They will put together armies, conduct wars, w.alrs serving
their politics. War ceases to be absolute (abstracf line), in order to
become something that is no more amusing; limited war, total war,
etc., (second line, this time segmentarizable). And th?s‘e wars take
this or that form depending on the political necessities and the
nature of the States that conduct them, that impose their ends an-d‘
their limits upon them (third segmentarized line). Again,. what is ,
called the power of war resides in the conversion of t}?ese lines. .
Many more examples could be given. The three lines ha\./e r%el-
ther the same pace, nor the same speeds, neither the same territories,
nor the same deterritorializations. One of the principle goals of
schizoanalysis would be to look in each one of us for the cTossing
lines that are those of desire itself: non-figurative abstract lines of '
escape, that is, deterritorialization; lines of segmentz.lrities, whether
supple or hard, in which one gets entangled, or which one evades,
moving beneath the horizon of one’s abstract line; and how conver-

sions happen from one line to the others.

2. Guattari is in the process of plotting a chart of semiotic regimes;
would like to give an example, one that could just as easily be ca-lled
pathological as historical. An important case of two regimes of signs
was present in the psychiatry of the latter part of the 19th century, btft
this case also extends well beyond psychiatry to concern all of semi-
otics. One can conceive of a first regime of signs that functions in a
very complex way, but in a way nonetheless easily understood: one

i i i ill other signs, t0
sign defers to other signs, and these other signs to still gns,

Tivo Regimes of Madness 1 13



infinity (irradiation, an ever extending circularity). Someone goes out to
the street, he notices that his concierge is glaring at him, he slips, a small
child sticks its tongue out at him, etc. In the end, it’s the same thing to
say that each sign is doubly articulated, i.e. that a sign always refers to
another sign, indefinitely, and that the supposedly infinite ensemble of
signs itself refers to a greater signifier. Such is the pannoid regime of
the sign, but one could just as well call it despotic or imperial.

And then there is a completely different regime. This time, a
sign, or a small group, a little bundle of signs, begins to flow, to
follow a certain line. We no longer have a vast circular formation in
perpetual extension, but rather a linear network. Instead of signs
that defer themselves to one another, there is a sign that defers to a
subject: the delirium comes about in a localized fashion, it is more
a delirium of action than of idea, one line must be maneuvered to
the end before another line can be initiated (quibbling delirium,
what the Germans called “quarrelsome delirium”). It is in this way
that a psychiatrist like Clérambault distinguished between two large
groups of delirium: paranoid and passional.*

It could be that one of the major reasons for the crisis in psy-
chiatry had been this meshing between completely different signs in
this regime. The man of paranoid delirium, one can always lock him
up, he presents all the signs of madness, but otherwise he is not mad
at all, his reasoning is impeccable. The man of passional desire

shows no signs of madness, except on certain points that are diffi-
cult to discern, and nonetheless he is mad, his madness manifests
itself in a rash acting out (for example, the assassin). Here again,
Foucault has defined profoundly both the difference and the com-
plimentarity of the two cases. I mention them in order to give an
idea of the plurality of semiotics, that is to say, of the clusters whose

signs have neither the same regime nor the same function.
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i i i inical or
3. It matters little whether a regime of signs receives a cli

i i imes of signs
cal name. Not that it’s the same thing, but reg gn

histori the same | o e
over very different «sratifications.” Just now, I was talking
cross

i i i regime.
clinical terms about the paranmd regime and the passnonal o
: i y erors
Now let’s talk about social formations. I wouldn't say that emp
0 - - . .
iacs, nor the reverse. But in the great imperial formations,
3

ano fon
e there is the great signifier, the

ic or even ancient,
whether archaic o - the. e
.onifier of the despot; and beneath it the infinite network of sig f
- Its 0
that refer themselves to one another. But you also need all so

e . o
i iali hose iob it is to circulate these signs,
categories of specialized people whose |

, 5 3 he
\" " at € mean (0] I € hem (o} thel’eby freeze

signifier: priests, bureaucrats, mMessENEErs, etc.. It ‘15 the co;plmg1 ::f
meaning and interpretation. And then there is still somc?t ing e h.
there still must be subjects who receive the message, wh.o listen to the
interpretation and obey, carrying out thi tedious a,smgnmer,ltsl\—;easi
Kafka says in “The Great Wall of China,” or ‘The Empero-rs ; 's
sage.” And each time, one could say that l.lavmg reflched its limit,
the signified generates more meaning, allowing the circle t}c: gro.w.
Any social formation always appears to work .well. There is no
reason for it not to work well, for it not to function. N(.)netheless,
there is always one side through which it escapes, undoes itself. One
never knows if the messenger will arrive. And the closer one gets to
the periphery of the system, the more subjects find themeflve's caught
in a kind of temptation: whether to submit oneself to s;gfuﬁers, to
obey the orders of the bureaucrat and follow the interpretation c;f the
high priest—or rather to be carried off elsewhere, the beyon ,1'on
a crazy vector, a tangent of deterritorialization—to fcrl?ow a mcel
of escape, to set off as a nomad, to emit what Guattari just calle
a-signifying particles, Takea belated example like that of the R.oman
Empire: the Germans are quite taken by the two-fold temptation to
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Renetrate and integrate themselves into the empire—but at the same
time pressured by the Huns to form a nomadic line of escape, a war
machine of a new variety, marginal and non-assimilable.
Let’s take an entirely different regime of signs, namely capital-
ism. Capitalism, too, appears to function very well, there js no
reason for it not to. Furthermore, it belongs to what we just referred
to as passional delitium. Contrary to what happens in paranoid
imperialist formations, bundles of signs, both large and small, set off
along lines on which all sorts of things appear: the movement of
money-capital; the erection of subjects as agents of capital and of
work; unequal distribution of goods and means of payment to these
agents. One tells the subject that the more he obeys, the more he
commands, since he obeys only himself. Perpetually one falls back
from the commanding subject onto the obeying subject in the name
of the law of capital. And without a doubr this sign system is very
different from the imperialist system: its advantage is that it fills in
the gaps, while carrying the peripheral subject toward the center and
freezing nomadism in its tracks. For example, in the history of
philosophy, we are all too familiar with the famous revolution that
moved discourse from the imperial stage, where the sign perpetually
referred to the sign, on to the stage of subjectivity as a properly
passional delirium that always threw subject back onto subject. And
yet even there, the better it works, the more leaks on all sides
Money-capital’s lines of subjectivization never cease emitting junc-
tions, oblique lines, transversals, marginal subjectivities, lines of
deterritorialization that threaten their planes. An internal
nomadism, a new type of deterritorialized flow, a-signifying parti-
cles that come to compromise any given detail, and the whole
configuration. The Watergate affair, global inflation,

16 / Tiwo Regimes of Madness

Schizophrenia and Society

The Two Poles of Schizophrenia

o

Organ-Machines
This theme, i.e. the machine, does not mean that the schizophrenic

lives like a machine in a global way. He or she lives traversed by
machines. The schizophrenic lives in machines, alongside machines,
or the machines are in him, in her. The schizophrenic’s organs are
not provisional machines but function only as machine parts, ran-
dom components connected up with other external components
(a tree, a star, a light-bulb, a motor). Once the organs have been
connected to a power source, once they have been plugged into
flows, the organs then comprise larger, complex machines. It has
nothing to do with the idea of mechanism. 7his machinery is totally
disparate. The schizophrenic reveals the unconscious for what it
truly is: a factory. This is the picture Bruno Bettelheim gives us of
little Joey, the machine-child who lives, eats, defecates, breathes and
sleeps only when he is plugged into motors, carburetors, steering
wheels, lamps, and electric circuits, whether they are real, contrived
or imaginary: “He had to establish these imaginary electric con-
nections before being able to eat, because it was the current that
made his digestive tract work. This ritual was performed with such

17



dexterity, that we had to check more than once to verify there were
no wires or outlets.”" A journey or just a walk in the park forms a
circuit for the schizophrenic, who ceaselessly flows, fleeing along
machinic lines. Even the schizophrenic’s utterances seem not to be
the combinations of signs, but the product of machine assemblages.
Connect-I-Cut! cries little Joey. Here is how Louis Wolfson explains
the language machine which he invented: a finger in one ear, a
head-phone in the other, a foreign book in one hand, growling in
his throat, etc. He invented it to flee his mother tongue, to put it to
flight, to make it flow and spring a leak, to be able to translate each
sentence into a mixture of sounds and words resembling him, but
which were at the same time borrowed from foreign languages.

The peculiar character of schizophrenic machines derives from
their putting elements in play that are totally disparate and foreign
to one another. Schizophrenic machines are aggregates. And yet they
work. But their function is to put something or someone to flight, to
make a flow, to spring a leak. We cannot even say that the schizo-
phrenic machine is comprised of the parts and elements of various
pre-existing machines. Essentially, the schizophrenic is a functional
machine making use of left-over elements that no longer function in
any context, and that will enter into relation with each other precisely
by having no relation—as if the concrete distinction, the disparity of
the different parts became a reason in itself to group them together
and put them to work, according to what chemists call a non-local-
izable relation. Psychoanalyst Serge Leclaire says the ultimate
elements of the unconscious have not been reached as long as pure

singularities have not been observed; they are fused or stuck together
“precisely by an absence of connection,” they are disparate and
irreducible elements connected only by a non-localizable relation,

such as “the very force of desire.” This suggests the need to rethink
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damental assumptions of psychoanalysis regarding the

the funde f ideas, including both relations and structures. The

izophrenic Lincor)lscious is an unconscious of left-over ele'm‘ents
o e 2 machine simply by being irreducible and truly distnct.

o ?ompnse the sequences of Beckett’s characters: pebble-pocket-

i:ul:}l:[:z;ie—a pipe stem-a small indetcrminat? pouch-a b.icyclj\ b(?li
lid-a half crutch. An infernal machine preparing for action. As 1

i hose recipe is an
i Im, the hero prepares a dish w is
2 W Fieds machines, establishing

association 0

CXCI‘CiSC PIOgIEI.IIl. a ShOIt-Cll’Cuit thWCCn two )
i i S1vE

noll‘loca_lizable Iela[ion Of Clements tha[ Wlll mate an € P

a anl at X l() 1V

y i i - S€.
machine a generﬂlizﬁd ﬁ()w, a pr()perl Schlzophrenlc non-sen
]

The Organless Body

i 1 i is another
In the necessary description of schizophrenia, there is an .
. - - an

theme besides the organ-machlne, with its flows, vibrations,

breakdowns. There is the theme of the organless body, 2 body

deprived of organs: eyes shut, nostrils plugged, anus blocked, stom-

ach rotten, throat ripped out, “no mouth, no tongue, no ”taeeth, r:io
throat, no esophagus, no stomach, no 'mtestines', no anus.Thf'\ bo :i
swollen like a giant molecule or an undifferentla'ted egfg.d is c::l t
tonic stupor has often been described. The machines gnil t? a ” ;
and the schizophrenic is frozen in rigid poses that can astb 0:ks };f
or years. And what characterizes catatonic sta.tes and outbre
delirium is not simply their periodic alternation. Rather, at ev‘erly
moment, a struggle seems to be taking place between two poles: ')
the exacerbated workings of the machines, ar-ld 2) the catatonic
stasis of the organless body. All the phases 'of this struggl‘e arehtranis.C
lated in the type of anxiety which is specific t? th-e SChlZOI; rex: O.f
There is always some stimulus or impulse stealing into the hear

i igi is are forever
the catatonic stupor; and vice versa, stupor and rigid stasis ar
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creeping over the swarming machines, as though the organless body
were perpetually shutting down machinic connections, and organ-
machines were ceaselessly erupting on the organless body.

The organs themselves, however, are not the real enemy of the
organless body. Organism is the enemy, in other words, any orga-
nization which imposes on the organs a regime of totalization,
collaboration, synergy, integration, inhibition and disjunction. Only
in this sense are the organs indeed the enemy of the organless body,
which exerts a repulsive action on them and treats them like instru-
ments of persecution. On the other hand, the organless body attracts
the organs, appropriates them for itself, and makes them function in a
regime other than the one imposed by the organism, in such a way that
each organ is the whole body—all the more so, given that the organ
functions for itself and includes the functions of all the others. The
organs ate thus “miraculously” born on the organless body, obeying a
machinic regime that should not be confused either with organic
mechanism or with the organization of the organism. For example, the
mouth-anus-lung of the anorexic. Or certain drug-induced schizoid
states, as William Burroughs describes them in relation to the organ-
less body: “The human organism, what a scandal, it’s so inefhicient.
Rather than a mouth and an anus, both constantly in danger of
infection, why don’t we have a single orifice for nourishment and
defecation? We could plug our mouth and nose, fill in the stomach,

and pierce an air-hole directly into the lungs—which should have been
done from the beginning.™ Artaud himself describes the ferocious
struggle of the organless body against the organism, and against God,
master of organisms and organization. President Schreber describes the
alternating attraction and repulsion that ensues according to whether
the organless body repudiates the organization of the organs or, on

the contrary, appropriates the organs in a non-organic regime.
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An Intensive Relation |
One can say that the two poles of schizophrenia (the catatonic state

of the organless body, and the non-organic functioning of the
organ-machines) are never isolated from one another. Together they
produce forms where sometimes repulsion has the upper hand (the
paranoid form), and sometimes attraction (the miraculous or fan-
castic form of schizophrenia). If we think of the organless body as'a
solid egg, it follows that, beneath the organizat‘ion -that it wllll
assume, that will develop, the egg does not present itself as an undif-
ferentiated milieu: it is traversed by axes and gradients, by poles and\
potentials, by thresholds and zones destined later to produce one o‘r .
another organic part. For the time being, however, the egg’s organi-
zation is intensive. It’s as if a flow of variable intensity permeated the
egg. It is in this sense that the organless body ignores and repudiates
the organism, in other words, the organization of extended or.gans,
and instead forms a matrix of intensity that appropriates the inten-
sive organs. It seems that the various proportions of attraction and
repulsion on the body without schizophrenic organs produces var-
ious intensive states through which the schizophrenic passes. The
schizophrenic journey can be stationary; but even i.n motion, it
happens on the organless body—it is an intensive journey. The
organless body is at zero-degrees intensity, but is env?loped. t.)y the
production of intensive quantities. From zero, these intensities are
effectively produced as that which will fill up space to this or that
degree. Thus the organ-machines are like the direct ?owers of the
organless body. The organless body is the pure intensive rr.mtter, or
the stationary motor, whose organ-machines will constitute the
working parts and the appropriate powers. And this is .conﬁrmed by
schizophrenic delirium: beneath the sensory hallucinations, beneath

even the delirium of thought, there is something more profound, a
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feeling of intensity, i.e. a becoming or a passage. A gradient is
crossed, a threshold traversed, forward or backward. A migration is
under way: / fee/ that I am becoming a woman, I fée/ that | am
becoming god, that I am becoming clairvoyant, that I am becoming
pure matter... Schizophrenic delirium can be grasped only at the
level of this ‘I feel’ which every moment records the intensive rela-
tionship between the organless body and the machine-organs.

This is why pharmacology in the most general sense promises to
be so extremely important for practical and theoretical research on
schizophrenia. The study of the metabolism of schizophrenics opens
up a vast fleld of research in which molecular biology has a crucial
role to play. A chemistry at once intensive and experiential seems able
to go beyond the traditional organic/psychic duality, at least in two
directions: 1) the experimental schizoid states induced through
mescaline, bulbocapnine, LSD, etc.; 2) the therapeutic initiative to
calm the anxiety of schizophrenics, while dismantling their cataton-
ic shell in order to jump-start the schizophrenic machines and get

them running again (the use of “major tranquilizers” or even LSD).

Schizophrenia as a Process

Psychoanalysis and the ‘Schizogenetic’ Family

The problem is twofold: at once the indeterminate extension of
schizophrenia, and the nature of the symptoms that constitute
schizophrenia as a whole. The very nature of the symptoms makes
them difficult to systematize, to combine in a coherent and readily
localizable entity. They come apart at the seams. Schizophrenia is a
syndrome in disarray at every point, ceaselessly retreating from itself.

Emil Kraepelin formulated his concept of dementia praecox using

two main poles: 1) hebephrenia as a post-pubescent psychosis
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exhibiting phenomena of disaggregatio'n,' and 2) catatonia as ; lf:lrlr:
of stupor with problems in muscular activity. In 1911, Eugene e
coined the term schizophrenia, which stresses a fragm.entauon or. n;

tional dislocation of associations. The primary dlsturban(fl:e is t-:
absence of any relation among them. But these fragmente ass;):'n -
tions are also the ﬁip—side of a dissociation of the person, ‘a sc 1s.m
with reality, a certain priority or autonomy grarfted” to af1 mneir life
gid and closed-in on itself (the “autism which Bleuler
“I would almost say that the original disturbance

that is t
i ingly stresses: :
:)C;f:s p%iifnarily to the life of the instincts.”.) I't appears tha; pS)[rchilI:
try, in its present state, has had little succe‘ss in its efforts to etesmm -
a comprehensive unity for schizophrer.ua in terms of ca'uses or yhof;
toms, having sought it instead in the disturbed personality as aw ;
which each symptom €xpresses in its own way. More‘pmfmsmg ar
the efforts of Eugene Minkowski and especially Ludvn:% B.ms“.fani:r,
who have sought this unity in the psychotic forms“of be:nﬁ-z;. e;
world,” its spatialization and temporalization (“leaps, ' e C:c:s,h1
“shrinkage,” “stagnation”). Nor should we neglect to n.lentlon 1s.eal
Pankow, who locates it in the image of the body, usxlng a pra;t'lc
method of spatial and temporal restructuring to exorcise the s; l 1zct)
phrenic phenomena of dissociation and rend:er t.hem a‘lccesm ;th(::
psychoanalysis (“to repair the zones of destruction in the image o
body and gain access to the familial structure”).’ -
However, the real difficulty is to give an account of schizop re.-
nia as something with positive traits, and as such, not to reduce it
to the lacunal or destructive traits it engenders in a per?on. Tlllese
negative traits include the deficits and dissociations which schlzg—
phrenia causes to appear in 2 hypothetical structure. ?t cannot. e
said that psychoanalysis offers us a way out of this essentially negative

. . oo
perspective because psychoanalysis has an ambiguous relationship
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schizophrenia. On the one hand, psychoanalysis realizes that its
clinical material derives from psychosis (this is the case for Freud in
Zurich, and it is also the case for Melanie Klein and Jacques Lacang
paranoia attracts psychoanalysis more than schizophrenia ). On the
other hand, because the method of psychoanalysis has been tailored
to the phenomena of neurosis, it has experienced serious difficulty
in discovering a satisfactory gateway to psychosis (if only because of
the dislocation of associations). Freud proposed a simple distinction
between neurosis and psychosis: in neurosis, the reality principle is
safeguarded in exchange for a repression of the “complex,” whereas
in psychosis, the complex shows up in consciousness in exchange for
a destruction of reality caused by the libido turning away from the
external world. Lacan’s research posits a distinction between neu-
rotic repression, involving the “signified,” and psychotic foreclosure,
which operates in the symbolic order at the very level of the “signi-
fier,” a kind of hole in the structure, an empty place, which causes
whatever is foreclosed in the symbolic to reappear as hallucination
in the real. The schizophrenic now appears as someone who cannot
recognize or place his or her own desire. The negative perspective is
reinforced to the extent that psychoanalysis asks: What is missing
from the schizophrenic that would allow the psychoanalytic mech-
anism to “take hold” of him or her?

Could it be that whatever the schizophrenic lacks is something
in Qedipus? Could it be a disfigurement, from the earliest age, of
the maternal role in combination with an annihilation of the father,
both of which would explain the existence of a lacuna in the Oedipal
structure? Following Lacan, Maud Mannoni points to “an initial
foreclosure of the signifier of the father,” such that “the Oedipal
characters are in place but, in the play of permutations that results,

there is something like an empty place. This place remains enigmatic
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ire elicits.”™ it is not
to the anxiety which desire elicits. However, it :
P hich is undeniably familial is a goo

reai a structure W .
certain that ! o
wal Lire for schizophrenia, even if the structure 1s exten

i [hl_' Y i . ThC Cﬁb[t to
V! €C generations b includmg the grandparents
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which this lack can be located. In fact, the phenomenon of delirium
does not reproduce, even in an imaginary way, a family story orga-
nized around a lack. On the contrary, delirium is an overflowing Qf,
history; it is universal history set adrift. Races, civilizations, cultures;
continents, kingdoms, powers, wars, classes, and revolutions are all
mixed together. To be delirious in this sense requires no advanced
learning. In delirium you always find a Black, a Jew, a Chinese, a
Great Mongol, an Aryan. Delirium is composed of politics and eco-
nomics. And there is no reason to believe that what delirium expresses
is merely its manifest content. What delirium expresses is the way in
which desire invests a whole social field that is historical, and the way
in which unconscious desire embraces its irreducible objects. Even
when delirium traffics in familial themes, the holes, cuts, and flows
that traverse the family and constitute it as schizogenetic are extra-
familial in nature, causing the whole social field in its unconscious
determinations to be brought in. As Marcel Jaeger has put it so well:
“Despite what the gurus of psychiatry think, the things that mental
patients say do not merely express the opacity of their individual
psychic disorders. The discourse of madness, in all its articulations,
joins up with another discourse, the discourse of history—political,
social, and religious—which speaks in each of them.” Delirium is not
constructed around the name-of-the-father, but on the names of his-
tory: proper names. It’s as if the zones, the thresholds or the gradients
of intensity which the schizophrenic traverses on the organless body
(I feel that I am becoming...) are designated by the proper names of
races, continents, classes, persons. Not that the schizophrenic identi-
fies with persons. Rather, the schizophrenic identifies domains and
zones located on the organless body by these proper names.
Hence schizophrenia needs to be described in positive terms.

“Dissociation,” “autism,” and “loss of reality” are convenient terms
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the schizophrenic; the paranoid combination of signs, and the
machinic assemblages of schizophrenia; the massive wholes of para-
noia, and the tiny multiplicities of schizophrenia; paranoia’s vagg
territories of reactive integration, and schizophrenia’s active lines of
flight. If schizophrenia seems like the sickness of today’s society, we
should not look to generalizations about our way of life, but to very
precise mechanisms of a social, political, and economic nature. Our
societies no longer function on the basis of codes and territories.
Quite the opposite. They function on the basis of a widespread
decoding and deterritorialization. Unlike the paranoid whose
delirium consists of restoring codes and reinventing tetritories, the
schizophrenic never ceases to go one more step in a movement of
self-decoding and self-deterritorialization (this is the schizophrenic
break-through, the voyage or trip, the process). The schizophrenic is
like the limit of our society, but an abhorred limit, always sup-
pressed, always cast out. Laing grasped the real problem of
schizophrenia: What can we do so the break-through does not
become a break-down? How can we prevent the organless body
from shutting down in a catatonic stupor? How can the acute state
of delirium overcome its attendant anxiety, and yet not give way to
a chronic state of exhaustion which, as we too often see in the
hospital, ends in a state of total break-down? In this respect, the
conditions that prevail in the hospital, as well as those that prevail
in the family, are less than satisfactory. It would seem that hospi-
talization, and familialization, too often produce the major
symptoms of autism and the loss of reality. How can the power of
a lived chemistry be combined with a schizological analysis in such
a way that the schizophrenic process does not turn into its oppo-
site, i.e. the production of a schizophrenic ready to be locked-up?
And in what type of group, what kind of collectivity?
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accompany it) can only elicit ideas of research and not research
itself. Therefore, Proust’s text is excellent material for critical desire.
It is a true object of desire for criticism, since everything is spent in
the fantasy of research, in the idea of searching for something in
Proust, thereby making the idea of an end for that research seem
illusory. Proust is unique to the extent that all he leaves us to do is

rewrite him, which is the exact contrary of exhausting him.

Gilles Deleuze: For my part, I would simply like to pose a problem
in Proust that has occurred to me relatively recently. I have the
impression that there is in this book a very important, very trou-
bling presence of madness. This does not mean that Proust was
mad, of course, but that in the Search itself there is a very vivid, very
widespread presence of madness. Starting with two key characters.
The presence of madness, as always in Proust, is very skillfully dis-
tributed. It is obvious from the start that Charlus is mad. As soon as
you meet Charlus, you say: “Hey, he’s mad.” And the narrator tells
us it is so. For Albertine, the reverse happens; it takes place at the
end. It is not an immediate conviction; it is a doubt, a possibility.
Maybe she was mad, maybe she had always been mad. This is what
Andrée suggests at the end. So who is mad? Charlus, certainly.
Albertine, maybe. But isn't there someone even more deranged?
Someone hidden everywhere and who controls the certainty that
Charlus is mad and the possibility Albertine might be too? Isn'
there a ringleader? Everyone knows who this ringleader is: the nar-
rator. How is the narrator mad? He is a very bizarre narrator. Totally
bizarre. How is he presented? He has no organs, he can’t see, he does
not understand anything, he does not observe anything, he knows
nothing; when something is shown to him, he looks but does not

see it; when someone makes him feel something, they say: but look
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how beautiful this is, he looks and then when so.mcone says: heire,
ake a Jook-—something echoes in his head, he thinks of something
l:315,3, something that interests him, something that is not on the level
of perception, not on the level of intellection. H.e has no o;g:{n;, ;10
sensations, no perceptions: he has nothing. He is like ’a nake ;) Y,
a vast undifferentiated body. Someone who doesn' see,> fee | 011;
understand anything. What sort of activity could he ha've. I th1f1
that someone who is in that state can only respond.to sngns, tc:i s’:-g-
nals. In other words, the narrator is a spider. A spider 1;1 g.oof c:lrt
nothing. It doesn't understand anything; you. can put a fly fm ro ‘
of it and it won't budge. But as soon as the slightest edge o' its we
starts vibrating, it moves its heavy body. It has no ?ercepuons, no
sensations. It responds to signals, nothing else. Just hke. the ‘narre%tor.
He also spins a web—his work—and responds to its v1brat1§ns
while spinning it. A spider-madness, narrator-mai\dne-ss fh'at un erd
stands nothing, doesn’t want to understand anything, isnt intereste
in anything except the little sign back in the background. Both fhe
certain madness of Charlus and the possible madness of Albertine
emanate from him. He projects his opaque, blind presence throu'gh—
out the four corners of the web that he is constantl?f makmg,
undoing, redoing. It is an even greater metamorphosis than. in
Kafka, since the narrator has already undergone a transformation
before the story begins. . s
What do you see when you don’t see anything? What is striking
for me in the Search is that it is always the same thing, but alvsc? extra-
ordinarily diverse. If we tried to transcribe the narratot’s vision the
way biologists transcribe the vision of a fly, it would be 2 nebula
with little bright points here and there. For example:. the Charlus
nebula. What does the narrator see, this narrator who is not Proust,

of course? He sees two eyes, two blinking, asymmetrical eyes and he
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vaguely hears a voice. Two singularities in the round-bellied nebula
known as Charlus. In the case of Albertine, it is not an individual
nebula, but a collective one—a distinction that is of no importance
at all. It is the nebula of “young girls” with singularities, one of
which is Albertine. It always happens the same way in Proust. The
first, global vision is a kind of cloud with small points. There is a
second moment that is no more reassuring. Depending on the sin-
gularities contained by the nebula, a kind of series is formed: for
example Charlus’s speeches, three long speeches built according to
the same type, and whose rhythms are so similar that in each of the
three cases, Charlus begins with an operation that would be called
denial today: “No, you do not interest me,” he tells the narrator.
The second moment is opposition: there is so much difference
between you and me that it cannot be overcome, and you are less
than nothing compared to me. The third moment is madness:
Charlus’s speech, which until then is completely controlled, starts to
go off-track. A surprising phenomenon that takes place in each of
the three speeches. In the same way, you would have to show how
there is an Albertine series and in fact multiple Albertine series that
emerge from the nebula of young girls. These series are marked by
eruptions of sadomasochism; they are abominable series, punctuated
by profanation and sequestration; they are vast, cruel series born of
myopic vision. And it does not stop there. There is a moment when,
at the end of these series and like an ultimate third phase, everything
dissolves, everything scatters, everything bursts apart—and ends—
in a cluster of small boxes. There is no more Albertine. There are a
hundred little Albertine boxes, spread out, no longer able to com-
municate with each other, aligned in a very curious dimension that
is a transversal dimension. And I think it is there, in this final

moment, that the theme of madness truly appears. It appears with
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in a plant-like compartmentalization.

ind of vegetal innocence, -
j[‘:mmost typical text in this regard, the one that best displays the
e

ganization of the vision of the spider-narrator is his first k%ss
with Albertine. One can easily distinguish the three essential
moments (although you could find many others). First, the nebula
of the face with a bright, moving dot. Then the narrator comes
closer: “In the short path from my lips to her cheek, I. saw ten
Albertines.” Lastly, the great final moment comes when his mouth
reaches the cheek and he is nothing more than a blind body grap-
pling with Albertine’s breaking up, her dispersion: “I...] sudde.nly,
my eyes stopped seeing, then my nose, crushed, no longer perceived
any odors, and without knowing for all that more about the taste of
the desired rose, [ learned, from these detestable signs, that I was
finally kissing Albertine’s cheek.”

This is what interests me now in the Search: the presence, the

immanence of madness in a work that is not a dress, not a cathedral,

triple or.

but a spider web woven before our eyes.

Gérard Genette: What I will say is inspired both by the work of this
colloquium and by a retrospective glance on my own Wtf)rk ?n
Proust, past and present. It seems to me that Proust’s work, gl.ven its
scope and complexity, and also given its evolving character, with the
uninterrupted succession of diverse stazes of a single text, from Plea-
sures and Days to Time Regained, presents criticism with a difficulty
that is also, in my eyes, an opportunity: to impose the passage from
classical hermeneutics, which was paradigmatic (or metaphorical),
to a new hermeneutics that would be syntagmatic, or metonymical,
if you prefer. I mean that it is no longer sufficient, where Proust is
concerned, to note the recurrence of morifs and to establish on the

basis of these repetitions, once they have been collected and verified,
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certain thematic objects whose ideal network we could then establish
using the method which Charles Mauron has made famous, and
which is the basis of all thematic criticism. The effects of distances,
and proximity, of the place in the text, between the various elements
of the content must also be taken into account.
Of course these elements of disposition have always attracted
the attention of analysts of narrative or stylistic technique. Jean
Rousset, for example, told us of the sporadic aspect of the presenta-
tion of character in the Search and Leo Bersani spoke of what he
called the “centrifugal force” or “horizontal transcendence” of style
in the Search that distinguishes it from the style of Jean Santeuil. But
what is pertinent to formal analysis is equally pertinent, I believe,
indeed paramount, to the thematic analysis and interpretation of
Proust. Let me cite only two or three examples which I have dealt
with elsewhere. It should not be overlooked that from the first pages
of Combray, the themes of alcohol and sexuality appear together,
which supports (at least) their later relations of metaphorical
equivalency. Conversely, I find the effects of displacement or delay
significant when applied to the love between Marcel and his myste-
rious little cousin. It takes place in Combray but is only mentioned
retrospectively much later, when Aunt Léonie’s sofa is sold to
Rachel’s bordello. Or again, a thematic object like the Roussainville
keep: it appears (twice) in Combray as witness and confidant of the
protagonist’s solitary erotic exultation, and then returns in 7ime
Regained with a new erotic signification that resonates with the first
meaning and modifies it after the fact, when we learn that the keep
was the scene of Gilberte’s orgies with the children of the village.
There is an effect of variation here, a difference in identity that is as
important as identity itself. It is not enough for interpretation to

superimpose the two occurrences; that which resists superimposition
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even in its most elementary form. It would be pleasant to think that

the role of the critic, like the musician, is to interpret variations.

Serge Doubrovsky: I think the three interventions we have just
heard and that at first glance have nothing in common are caught
in the same spider’s web, precisely the one described by Deleuze.
And wasn'’t that in fact typical of Proust, both this fragmentation,

this total isolation and then, in the end, this communication, this
reunion?

Roland Barthes: I would simply like to say to Genette that if, in
analyzing variations, one seeks a theme, one is entirely within a
hermeneutic, for then one is following a vertical climb to a central
object. However, and here I think Genette is right, if one postu-
lates a description or simply a writing of variation, a variation of
variations, then it is no longer a hermeneutic, it is simply a semi-
ology. At least that is how I would define the word “semiology”

taking up an opposition Foucault posed between “hermeneutics”
and “semiology.”

Jean-Pierre Richard: I would like to add a few words to what
Gérard Genette said earlier. I certainly agree with the conception he
developed of the theme as the sum or series of its modulations. I also
think it is a good idea to undertake a contextual thematics. But I
would like to mark a slight difference in the definition which has
been provided or suggested. It seems to me, for example, that the

Roussainville keep, at least in Genette’s analysis, cannot truly appear
as a theme...

Gérard Genette: I called it a “thematic object.”
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less its ability to be repeated, to be reproduced as a whole, identi-
cal or varied, in various places, close or far apart, in the text, than
its ability to spontaneously divide, to be abstractly, categoricaliy:
distributed towards all other objects of fiction in a way that estab-
lishes a network of implicit solidarity—or if you prefer, this
metaphor is apparently an obsession with us this evening—an abil-
ity to weave them, in the anticipatory and memorial space of
reading, into a kind of vast signifying spider web. Themes are then
read as the main lines of this infinite redistribution: series, yes, but
always broken series, continually reencountered or traversed.

And this notion of traversing leads me to want to question Gilles
Deleuze who did so well to evoke, at the end of his book on Proust,
the importance of zransversals in Proust’s work. Perhaps the Rous-
sainville keep provides us with an excellent example: remember the
young boy who leads a visit to the Combray crypt where the mur-
dered little girl was found, as Doubrovsky mentioned yesterday. But
he is also one of the actors in the erotic games played out in the keep
in which Gilberte takes part. Here, confirmed by the relay of a key
character, we have a clear connection between two modalities of the
Proustian underground, two of our spatio-libidinal series. My ques-

tion for Deleuze about this is how exactly he conceives of the
meaning of this notion of #ransversality in Proust. Why is it privi-
leged by him in relation to all of the other structuring relationships

in Proustian space (e.g. focality, symmetry and laterality)? And how
is it specifically connected to an experience of madness?

Gilles Deleuze: I think we can call a dimension transversal that is
neither horizontal nor vertical, supposing of course that it is ques-
tion of a plane. I am not asking whether a dimension of this sort

appears in Proust’s work. I am asking what it is used for. And if
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this type of crossing, of convergence between the evolution of the
tion of the insect, a contemporary biologist!
has spoken of an aparallel evolution, which s exactly what [ megp
by aberrant communication.

The train scene where the narrator runs from one window to
the other, going from the right landscape to the left and vice versa
provides another example of the same phenomenon. Nothing com-
municates: it is a kind of great exploded world. The unity is not in
what is seen. The only possible unity has to be sought in the narra-
tor, in his spider behavior weaving his web from one window to the
other. I think all the critics have said the same thing: the Search, as
a work, is entirely made in this dimension, haunted by the narrator
alone. The other characters, all of the other characters,

are only
boxes, mediocre or splendid boxes,

Serge Doubrovsky: Could [ ask you this question then: what is
Time Regained in this perspective?

Gilles Deleuze: Time Regained is not the moment when the nar-
rator understands, nor the moment when he knows (I am using
the wrong words bur it’s for the sake of time); it is the moment
when he knows what he has been doing from the beginning. He
didn’t know. It is the moment he knows he is 3 spider, the moment
he knows that madness has been present from the beginning, the
moment he knows that his work s 5 web and at that moment he
is fully affirmed. Time Regained is the transversal dimension par
excellence. In this kind of explosion, of triumph at the end, one
could say that this spider has understood everything, It has under-

stood it was making a web, and thar i was prodigious feat to
understand it.
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Doubrovsky: What do you make of the major psychological

(4] .

Scrgethat the narrator brings in throughout the story al.ld sc:tters

lt;ws ghout the text? Do you see them as symptoms of his madness
rou

or analyses of human behavior?

Gilles Deleuze: Neither. I think they are very localized. AshGleniiel
id, there are very important problems of topolo’gy. Psycholog
s always laws of series. And series, in Proust’s work, are ne\fer
1::131:: word. There is always something. dccl:per th.an thesehsi:;:s
organized according to a vertical axis or w1tl.1 u?creasmg :ept . :
series of planes that we see crossed by Albertine s‘facte le; sl tot sv::::d 3
thing else, something much more important which is ; ; as y th‘;
The same applies to the series marked by the lav\ts of lies ;n ™
laws of jealousy. That is why as soon as Proust manl?ulates the .s:
a dimension of humor intervenes that I see as essential ar'ld that rz: :
es a problem of interpretation, a real problem. Interpreting a t}(lsx ,is
think, always comes back to evaluating its humor. A great :3.uth 0;
someone who laughs a lot. In one of his first ap})carances, Char ui
says something to the narrator like: “You dor}t care albmft y(:;-
grandma, do you, you little devil.” You migh.t t%lmk C%lar us 1ls<j m )
ing a vulgar joke. But perhaps Charlus is m. reality mahngor
prediction, precisely that the narrator’s love for his gra.ndm(?t er,th
for his mother, the whole series is not at all the last \fvord, since hc
last word is: you don't care, etc. And this is why I think that all t ;
methods that have been invoked so far find themselves faced wit

i istics.

this need to take into account not only a rhetoric, but a humoris
ela-

Question from the audience: Mr. Barthes, you suggested a r

’ Id be
tionship between the Search and Mallarmé’s Book. Could you

- a1
ici i i ionship, or is it only an idea?
more explicit concerning this relationship,
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Roland Barthes: It is a projected connection; a metaphor, if you
will. Mallarmé’s Book is a space for permutation between a text that
is read and the spectators who change places at each moment. I
would simply suggest that Proust’s book, the space of reading of this
Proustian book, throughout the story, might be this Mallarmean
Book, this book that only exists in a kind of non-hysterical, purely
permutative theatricality founded on permutations of places. That
is all I wanted to say.

Serge Doubrovsky: I would like to take advantage of this brief pause
to respond to Genette. I will be in complete agreement with what
he said before. All of the scenes of the Search are relived, but each
time there is a qualitative difference that comes from the evolution
of the book, of the text as such. And that is why, in order to avoid
any misunderstanding, I did not present my own commentary as
the final stage of my research but as an effort to establish the land-
marks that will then allow the establishment of a network of
differences. As for what Deleuze said earlier, I would not have used
the same words. But the more I read Proust, the more I am sure, not
that he was mad bur—forgive the expression—a little “loony.” To
remain at this level, there are sentences that appear perfectly logical,
but when you look closer, they do not hold up to scrutiny. If T used
the language of psychoanalysis yesterday to describe this type of
phenomenon, it was because psychoanalysis is the ideal language of
the madman, it is madness codified. I therefore used a handy sys-
tem, though maybe only to reassure myself.

Jean Ricardou: The various statements being exchanged here can be

more or less easily connected. For example, what I would like to for-

mulate combines best with what Gérard Genette discussed. I will
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cherefore ask Genette if he considers this separation or dispersion
chat currently inspires his critical desire as specific to Proust. As for
me, I have the impression that his phenomenon (I would willingly
call it the “Osiriac arrangement”) is characteristic of every text. [ am
thinking in particular of a contemporary of Proust (but who is
unfortunately much less mentioned): Roussel. He operates in per-
haps a similar way, in the sense that some of his texts, like the Nezw
Impressions of Afyica, are composed of a legible proliferation of
parentheses inside parentheses separating the themes, dispersing
them more and more. It is apparent in the composition of other
texts by Roussel. Moreover, what worries me a little is that the phe-
nomenon of dispersion could lead one to believe, perhaps, that
there is first of all a presence of unity and that this unity is then dis-
persed. In other words, the Osiriac arrangement presupposes, before
its dislocation, the presence of an original body, the body of Osiris.
For me, it seems necessary to correct this arrangement with anoth-
er notion: the notion of the “impossible puzzle.” In it, there is a
group of pieces separated from one another by the act of constantly
putting them between new parentheses. At the same time, however,
if you attempt to recompose a supposedly broken unity from the
dispersed pieces, you would realize, through the impossible puzzle
effect, that the pieces do not fit well together, do not have a com-
patible geometry. What interests me, in the end, is to aggravate the
case of unity: not only (as you show) space and dispersion, but also

impossible reunification. There is no original unity.

Gérard Genette: The relationship berween Proust and Roussel is
obviously too difficult to be dealt with quickly. There is, however,
one element large enough for us to mention. As far as I know,

Roussel had a certain way of mastering his arrangement and the
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characteristic of the Proustian arrangement is that its author never
quite mastered it. One could say he did not master it because he
died too soon but naturally that is a joke. Even if he were still alive,
I am sure he still would not have mastered it because it is infinite.
The other question is: Is this phenomenon specific to Proust’s work
or a general phenomenon? I think this is a false problem in fact
because, for me in any case, I can sense a phenomenon characteris-
tic of Proust, and starting from this phenomenon, I am tempted to
reread all other texts in this light. But from another point of view,
one could say that these phenomena of distance, separation, etc. are

the very definition of any text.

Roland Barthes: I see we are still turning around this form of
theme and variation. In music, there is the academic and canon-
ical form of the theme and variation, for example Brahms’
variations on a theme by Haydn. The theme is given first and
then ten, twelve or fifteen variations follow. But we must not for-
get that in the history of music, there is a great work that
pretends to use the “theme and variations” structure but it fact
undoes it: Beethoven’s variations on a waltz by Diabelli, at least as
they are admirably explained and described by Stockhausen in
Boucourechliev’s little book on Beethoven. You can see that we are
dealing with thirty-three variations without a theme. And there is
a theme that is given at the beginning, which is a very silly theme,
but one that is given precisely, to some extent, for the sake of
derision. I would say that Beethoven’s variations here function a
little like Proust’s work. The theme is diffracted entirely in the
variations and there is no longer a varied treatment of a theme.
This means that in a way the metaphor (for every idea of variation

is paradigmatic) is destroyed. Or, in any case, the origin of the
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etaphor is destroyed. It is a metaphor, but without an origin. I
m

chink that is what should be said.

Another question from the audience: I would like to ask a ques-
tion that will be a little like a pebble in the pond. In other words,
I expect diverse responses that will give me a better idea of what

you are all searching for in Proust. This is my question: Does the

narrator have a method?

Gilles Deleuze: I think the narrator has a method; he does not
know it at the beginning, he learns it by following different
rthythms, on very different occasions, and this method, literally, is

the spider strategy.

Serge Doubrovsky: The narrator’s method? Well, there are several.
The narrator is both someone who claims to live and someone
who writes. This raises all kinds of problems. And it leads me back
to the origins of metaphor: the original relationship, the relation-
ship with the mother, with the body, with this “I” that is an other
and that one eternally seeks to reconstitute—but can one really do

so?—using various methods of writing.

Gérard Genette: When referring to the narrator of the Search, you
have to state whether you are using the term in the strict sense or in
the larger sense, which is ambiguous. Do you mean the one who is
telling the story, or the protagonist? Concerning the protagonist’s
method, I can only repeat what Deleuze has written: he learns a
method of deciphering, etc. That is the protagonist’s method, and
you could say it develops little by little. As for the method of the

narrator as such, it is obviously outside the scope of the question asked.
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Same interlocutor: If you say that the protagonist’s method, in
other words, the narrator in the broadest sense, develops little by
lictle, then aren’t you in disagreement with Gilles Deleuze?
Because, if I understand you correctly, Mr. Deleuze, your idea is
that this method is only discovered at the end. There would have
been a kind of instinctive approach, an approach that is only
understood, reviewed and analyzed in 7ime Regained.

Gérard Genette: I just said how I agreed with Deleuze.

Gilles Deleuze: Yes, I do not see where you see an opposition in

what we have said.

Same interlocutor: I see an opposition between the idea of a
method that is developed little by little and the idea that it is only
revealed at the end.

Gilles Deleuze: I'm sorry, but I see them as the same thing. To say
a method is locally constituted is to highlight that there is first,
here and there, a fragment of content that is taken into a fragment
of method. For the narrator to say at the end: “Ah, that’s it!” does
not mean that suddenly everything is reunited. The bits and pieces
remain bits and pieces; the boxes are still boxes. But he grasps at
the end that it is precisely these pieces that, with no reference to a
superior unity, constitute the work as such. I therefore see no
opposition between this local constitution of fragments of method

and the final revelation.

Same interlocutor: I would like to return to a word you used in

your first communication. You said at one point: But what does the
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. b
narrator do? He doesn’t see anything, he doesn’t understand any-

thing. And you added: He doesn’t want to understand anything,

Gilles Deleuze: It does not interest him. That is what I should

have said.

Same interlocutor: Well, I wonder if the will not to understand is
not part of the method. The idea of rejection: I reject things because
they do not interest me. By instinct, I know that it does not inter-
est me. Consequently, there is a method from the beginning, which
would be to rely on a certain instinct. What is discovered at the end

is that this method was the right one.

Gilles Deleuze: It is not that this method was the right one, but that
this method functioned well. But it is not universal. You thus cannot
say: it was the right method. You should say: it was the only method

capable of functioning in such a way that this work was produced.

Same interlocutor: But doesn’t the ambiguity come from the fact
that, precisely, if the narrator has a method in the beginning, it is a
method that does not postulate the goal towards which it is reach-

ing? No goal is set; it only becomes apparent at the end.

Gilles Deleuze: But nothing is set. The method isn’t either. Not only
is the goal of the method not set, but the method itself is not set.

Same interlocutor: It may be, if not set, then at least evoked.

Gilles Deleuze: Is it evoked? I will take a simple example: the

madeleine. It gives rise to an effort from the narrator that is explicitly
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presented as a methodical effort. That is truly a scrap of method
in practice. We learn, hundreds of pages later, that what was found
at that moment was radically insufficient and that something else
needs to be found, more searching is necessary. Thus, I do not at
all believe—and it seems to me that you are now contradicting
yourself—that the method is set first. It is not set; it functions here
and there, with mistakes that are an integral part of the work and
even when it has worked, it has to be taken up again in another
mode. And that continues until the end, where a... a kind... how
should T put it?... a kind of revelation intervenes. At the end, the
narrator offers a glimpse of his method: to be open to what con-
strains him, to be open to what hurts him. That is a method. We

can in any case call it that,

Another question from the audience: Gilles Deleuze, I would like
to return to your spider image, which is very striking, to ask you
a question: What do you do then with the notion of belief, which
is so prevalent in Proust? You said that the spider did not see any-
thing; and Proust often says that such or such spectacle is bathed
in a belief, in other words in a certain impression prior to the spec-
tacle itself, for example the hawthorns, the impression felt on the

morning at mass.

Gilles Deleuze: Once again, there is no opposition. What is
opposed, if you will, is the world of perception or intellection, on
the one hand, and the world of signals on the other. Each time
there is belief, it means a signal has been received and that there is
a reaction to this signal. In this sense, the spider believes, but it
only believes in the vibrations of its web. The signal is what makes

the web vibrate. Until the fly is in the web, the spider absolutely
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does not believe in the existence of a fly. It does not believe it. It
does not believe in flies. However, it believes in any movement of

the web, no matter how small, and it believes in it as in a fly. Even

if it is something else.

Same interlocutor: In other words, an object only exists if it is

caught in the web...

Gilles Deleuze: ... if it emits a signal that moves the web, that
moves it in the state that it is in at that moment. Because it is a
web that is made, that is built, just like with spiders, and it does
not wait until it is done for there to be prey, in other words things

that make the web move.

Same interlocutor: But he is the one who secretes this prey,

because he makes it become prey.
Gilles Deleuze: No. He secretes the web. There is an outside
object, but it does not intervene as an object, it intervenes as an

emitter of signals.

Same interlocutor: Caught in the web he is in the process of

secreting.
Gilles Deleuze: That’s right.
Same interlocutor: And it only exists at that moment.

Gilles Deleuze: That’s right.
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Another question from the audience: I would like to ask a question
to Mr. Deleuze and Mr. Doubrovsky. Mr. Deleuze, you used the
word madness several times. Could you define your use of this
word? Also, Mr. Doubrovsky, you stated that the narrator is not

mad but “loony.” That requires an explanation.

Gilles Deleuze: I started with the use Proust himself made of the
word “madness.” There is an excellent page in The Prisoner on this
theme: what worries people is not crime, not misdeeds, it is some-
thing worse, it is madness. And these words, as if by chance,
describe Charlus and the mother of a family who discovered, or
sensed-—she also happens to be very stupid—that Charlus was mad,
and that when he stroked the cheek of her boys and pulled their
ears, there was something more than homosexuality, something
incredible that was on the order of madness. And Proust tells us that
this is worrisome.

As for determining what madness is and what it consists of, I
believe that one could speak of schizophrenia. This universe of
closed boxes that I tried to describe, with its aberrant communica-

tions, is a fundamentally schizoid universe.

Serge Doubrovsky: If T used the word “loony,” it is because I believe
it is not exactly a question of madness. I do not think the narrator
is completely mad, even though we could add to the texts cited by
Deleuze the passage where Vinteuil is said to have died a madman.
The narrator struggles with madness; otherwise, you can be sure, he
would not have written his book. I wanted to introduce, through
the use of a slang term, some of the humor Deleuze had requested.

I will not repeat what I said yesterday about neurosis. What

strikes me, staying at the level of writing alone, is that the same
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__. . che same characters, the same situations reappear constantly
Ej'slight variation each time. This phenomenon, which Genette
',‘fcmgi to earlier, was very well analyzed by Leo Bersani in his book
en Proust. Things are repeated obsessively, the coincidences are too
great. Everything happens as if the story were becoming more and
more fantastical. We no longer have any sort of narrative realism,
but a delirium that presents itself as narration. This should be
ghown through a series of examples. Limiting ourselves to the main
Proustian maxims alone, which could have been gathered into a
collection, the effect, when read one after the other, is quite extra-
ordinary: the narrator deploys his treasures of ingeniousness to

justify behavior that is fundamentally aberrant.

Another question from the audience: Roland Barthes, I would like
to ask a question that I will have some difficulty formulating since
it calls on a text I have had some difficulty understanding: the pref-
ace to your Sade, Fourier, Loyola. There you speak of the “pleasure
of the text” in terms that evoke Proust rather clearly. You also speak
of a kind of critical activity considered as subversion or redirection,
which is not without resemblance to the interpretation of variations
of which Genette spoke. This seems rather ambiguous to the extent
that the interpretation of variations is not far from a certain form of

pastiche that threatens to lead to the worst critical indulgence.
Roland Barthes: I do not see the ambiguity of the pastiche.

Same interlocutor: I would like to talk about the interpretation of
variations, which you seem to ascribe to as a critical activity, and

that I would relate to the pleasure of the text you describe. I would
like to know how that is situated.
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Roland Barthes: The pleasure of the text has no direct relationship
with the object of this colloquium, although Proust is a great source
of pleasure for me personally. I even spoke earlier of critical desire.
The pleasure of the text is a sort of claim I made, but it must now
be taken to a more theoretical level. I will simply say, in a word, that
it may now be time, given the evolution of textual theory, to ques-
tion the economy or economies of pleasure in the text. How does a
text please? What is the pleasure limit (plus-a-jouir) of a text, where
is it situated, is it the same for everyone? Certainly not. Where then
does that lead us methodologically? We could for example start with
the observation that for millennia, there was an undisputed pleasure
in narration, anecdotes, stories, tales. If we now produce texts that
are no longer narrative, what substitutive economy controls plea-
sure? There has to be a displacement of pleasure, a displacement of
the pleasure limit (plus-2-jouir), and that is when we should seek a
kind of extension of the theory of text. I ask the question, and I have
nothing further to offer at the moment. It is something one could
consider working on collectively, in a research seminar, for example.

As for the second question concerning the interpretation of
variations, I would say that a critic is not at all like a pianist who
simply interprets, executes the variations that are written. In reality,
the critic at least temporarily reaches a destructuration of the
Proustian text; he or she reacts against the rhetorical structuring
(the “outline”) that has until now been prevalent in Proust studies.
At that point, the critic is not at all like a traditional pianist per-
forming variations that are indeed in the text, but he or she
becomes more like the operator of a part as in post-serial music. It
is the same difference there would be between the interpreter of a
romantic concerto and the musician, the operator in a formation

(the word orchestra is no longer used) capable of playing completely
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contemporary music, according to a written canvas that has nothing
to do with old-fashioned notation. At that moment, the Proustian
text becomes, little by little, through the sort of Heracliteanism
chat critics are caught up in, a type of sheet music full of holes with
which one will be able to operate variations instead of performing
them. This would lead us back to the problem that was raised in a
much more concrete, and in a sense, much more serious debate that
took place this afternoon, by those of us who referred to the prob-
lems of the Proustian text, in the material sense of the word “text.”
Perhaps at that point we would need these Proustian papers, not
only for the literality of the sentences they would provide us but for
the type, I would say, of graphic configuration, of graphic explo-
sion they represent. That is in a way how I see a certain future,
not of Proustian criticism (its future is of no interest: criticism will
always remain an institution, one can always move outside or

beyond it), but of reading and therefore of pleasure.

Jean-Pierre Richard: Following Roland Barthes’ remarks, I would
like to say that for me there seems to exist a rather fundamental
agreement or at least a convergence between everyone around this
table: everyone has described Proust’s writing practices for us from
the perspective of dispersal, fragmentation, and discontinuity. It
seems obvious to me, however, in reading Proust’s text, that there
is a Proustian ideology of the work that goes against all of these
descriptions, a very explicit, insistent, even heavy-handed ideolo-
gy, which on the contrary values echoes, lines of resemblance,
reminders, repercussions, the division into ways, the symmetries,
the points of view, the “stars,” and which ends in the well-known
passages of Time Regained with the appearance of a character who

ties together all of the threads that until then were separate. It

Proust Round Table | 53



therefore seems that there is a disparity between the explicit Prous-
tian ideology of the text and the descriptions you have made of it.
I therefore ask you simply this: If this disparity exists, what place
do you give this Proustian ideology in the practice of the text?
How do you explain this contradiction between what he says and

the way he says it?

Roland Barthes: Personally, I see the ideology you describe. It

comes out more at the end...
Jean-Pierre Richard: Not all along?

Roland Barthes: ... more like a Proustian imaginary, in the Lacan-
ian sense; this imaginary is iz the text, it takes its place there as in
a box but, I would add, a Japanese box in which there is only
another box, and so on. And in that way, the text’s misunderstand-
ing of itself ends up being figured in the text itself. That is how I
would see this theory of writing rather than this ideology, which is

in the Proustian text.

Jean-Pierre Richard: This theory also, however, structures the text.
It sometimes resembles a practice. Deleuze quoted earlier, for exam-
ple, and quite appropriately, the example of the madeleine, saying
that the main character only understood its meaning much later.
But during the first experience, Proust already says: I had to post-
pone until much later my understanding of the meaning of what
happened to me that day. There is thus indeed a theoretical presup-
position and certainty of what is the value of the experience to be
interpreted later. It seems difficult to say here that it is only at the

end, by an after-the-fact effect, that the web is woven or undone.
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Jean Ricardou: I do not completely agree with the idea of a Prous-
tian ideology of the work. I would say: the ideology of Proust’s
work. This ideology, which is internal for the most part, has two
functions, depending on whether it conforms or not with the text’s
functioning. In the first case, one of the effects of this self-repre-
sentation I already mentioned in my presentation and I won't
insist. But this is not to say—to add some nuance to my previous
remarks—that any ideology within the text necessarily agrees with
the text’s functioning. They may very well be opposed. With this
reverse self-representation, the relationship between fiction and
narration would no longer be similitude, as in strict self-represen-
tation, but opposition. Not a metaphor, but an antithesis. In this
case, it could be a strategy of deception. The ideology of the work
would draw all the more attention to unification, to gathering
together because the best way to grasp dispersion is the desire for
gathering together. It could also be the indication of a dual opera-
tion. In my presentation, I put the accent on the analogical
comparison, but it is only possible through separation and distinc-
tion. Deleuze and Genette have both insisted on this
complimentary operation. Using this insistence, one might find a
contradictory ideology in the Search. This time, it is not the other
becoming the same (Swann’s way joining Guermantes’ way) but the
same becoming other: deaths, separations, exclusions, transforma-
tions (everything tending to become its opposite). There would
thus be self-representation of the contradictory functioning of the
text through a conflict of ideologies of the text.

Gérard Genette: A word on what Jean-Pierre Richard was just

saying. I believe that in Proust, as in many other writers, theory lags
behind practice. To put it simply, one could say he is a writer of the
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20th century with an aesthetic and literary ideology of the 19th cen-
tury. But we are and we must be 20th century critics, and we have
to read him as such, not as he read himself. Moreover, his literary
theory is nevertheless more subtle than the grand finale and closing
synthesis of Time Regained. In his theory of reading and in reading
his own book, when he states for example that his readers will have
to be readers of themselves, there is something that in part subverts
the idea of a final closure of the work, and therefore the (classical-
romantic) idea of the work itself. Then there is a third element.
Proust’s text is no longer what it was, say, in 1939 when only the
Search was known along with two or three works considered minor.
In my opinion, the major event in Proust criticism over the last few
years is not that we can write or have written about Proust, but that
he has, I dare say, continued to write himself. It is the discovery of
the mass of pre-texts and para-texts that have opened the Search
more than it was before when it was read in isolation. I mean that
not only does it open from the end, as we have always known, in the
sense that its circularity prevents it from ending by stopping, but
that it is also open at the beginning, in the sense that not only does
it not end, but in a sense it never begins, because Proust was always
already working on this work. And in a way, he is still working on
it. We do not yet have all of Proust’s text. Everything we are saying
now will in part be invalid when we have the whole text. Luckily,

for him and for us, we will never have the whole text.

Another question from the audience: I find that among the things
that have been said, there were two rather disturbing things. One
from Deleuze and the other from Doubrovsky. They each spoke of
madness. It is one thing to say with Deleuze that the theme of mad-

ness is present throughout Proust’s work. It is another thing to point
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a finger and say, “Look, Charlus is mad. Albertine is mad.” One
might as well say that anyone is mad: Sade, Lautréamont or Mal-
doror. Why is Charlus mad?

Gilles Deleuze: Listen, I am not the one who says it; Proust does.
Proust says it from the start: Charlus is mad. Proust makes Andrée
write: Maybe Albertine was mad. It is in the text. As for the ques-
tion of whether Proust was mad or not, you will admit that I did
not ask that question. I am like you; it does not interest me. I sim-
ply asked whether madness was present in this work and what was

the function of this presence.

Same interlocutor: OK. But then Doubrovsky continues by saying
that madness, which this time is the writer’s madness, appears in
the novel when the coincidences start to pile up towards the end.
Is this compatible with a non-psychological view of Proust’s work?
Isn’t what happens then just an acceleration in the recurrence of
themes? Are these coincidences, or what you call coincidences,

proof of madness?

Serge Doubrovsky: Personally, I think the narrator has a strategy—
and I mean the writer writing the book—which consists of
attributing homosexuality to others, attributing madness to Charlus
or Albertine. He reserves “nervosism” for himself, and it is easy to
recognize all the aspects of a psychosomatic illness in it.

What I mean is that the entire work seems to be a kind of game
through which a writer is trying to build a universe, to tell a story
we can read, that has been read as a story. Jean-Pierre Richard was
right to highlight the presence of a structuring ideology in the work.
Proust, man of the 19th century. But the more we read the Search,
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the more we realize we are in a mental universe, a psychical one, if
you prefer, or better yet an unconscious one—I don’t know—but a
textual universe in any case. This plays off two completely opposed
views: a story is being told, but as it is being told, it is being
destroyed.

Same interlocutor: Do you mean that as soon as a story is no longer

“realist,” it becomes madness?

Serge Doubrovsky: I think that a certain feeling of the derealization
of the text leads one to ask questions about madness. But, again, I
do not like this word. I would simply add that the loss of the reali-
ty principle seems to me to be one of the major discoveries of

modern writing.

Another question from the audience: I would like to ask two ques-
tions: one to Barthes and the other to Deleuze.

When you, Roland Barthes, say that an economy must be
reintroduced into the theory of the text as it has been practiced
until now, you choose pleasure as the anchor of this new dimen-
sion. But whose pleasure? You say: the reader’s pleasure, the critic’s
pleasure. But is it possible to take pleasure in someone like Proust
who writes beyond the pleasure principle? And, more generally
speaking, isn't it finally time to locate the economic investments
on the side of the writer instead of the reader, something no critic

has succeeded in doing?
Roland Barthes: Perhaps in looking around the theme of pleasure,

I am posing the question in a somewhat naive, alienated way at first.

Maybe one day it will lead me to the affirmation you suggest. You
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asked a question but in fact you gave a response that I might only
gind months from now; in other words, that this notion of the plea-
sure of the text might not hold. But I would like, at least once, to
take this notion from the start, simply and naively, even if the path
I must take will destroy me, dissipate me as a subject of pleasure and
dissipate the pleasure in me. Maybe there will no longer be any

pleasure; maybe there will only be desire, the pleasure of fantasy.

Same interlocutor: Yes, of course, it is called fantasy, but there is
something else: a kind of pleasure caught in a dead desire. And that

) L .
may precisely be what defines the critic’s viewpoint.

Roland Barthes: You show no qualms about making my pleasure

in Proust seem guilty, in any case. I would not have had it for

long, I think.

Same interlocutor: Now for my question to Deleuze. You said that
Proust opened himself to violence towards himself. But what does
violence to Proust, what does he discover, in the end, that does vio-

lence to him?

Gilles Deleuze: Proust always defines the world of violence as part
of the world of signals and signs. Every signal, no matter what it is,

does violence.

Same interlocutor: But isn’t there another possible reading of
Proust? I am thinking of a text by Blanchot where he talks of
inscriptions instead of signs. A spider spins its web without method
or aim. Granted. But there are nonetheless a certain number of texts

that are inscribed somewhere. I am thinking of the famous sentence
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that says that the two sexes will each die separately. Here there is
something that does not refer solely to the world of signs, but to a
much more secret and much less reassuring series, a series that

would connect, among other things, with sexuality.

Gilles Deleuze: Maybe the world of signs is a reassuring world for

you. It was not for Proust. And I do not see the need to distinguish.

between that world and the world of sexuality when, for Proust,

sexuality is entirely caught up in the world of signs.

Same interlocutor: Yes, but at a first level. It is also inscribed some-

where else.

Gilles Deleuze: But what type of inscription are we talking about?
The sentence you mentioned on the two sexes is a prediction. It is
the language of prophets, not the “logos.” Prophets emit signs or
signals. And moreover, they need a sign to guarantee their word.
There is no rhetoric, no logic here. The world of signals is not a
reassuring one at all, nor is it asexual. On the contrary, it is the
world of the hermaphrodite, of a hermaphrodite that does not

communicate with itself: it is the world of violence.
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On the Vincennes Department

of Psychoanalysis

The recent happenings in the Department of Psychoanalysis at the
University of Vincennes are very simple in appearance: a certain
number of lecturers have been excluded in the name of pedagogi-
cal and administrative reorganization. In an article for Le Monde,
however, Roger-Pol Droit asks if such reorganization is not a
Vichy-style purge. The procedures for dismissal, the selection of
instructors, the treatment of dissenters, the immediate nomination
of replacements would also suggest—all things being equal—a
Stalinist operation. Stalinism is not exclusive to Communist par-
ties; it has also infected leftist groups and spread into
psychoanalytic associations. The fact that the excluded instructors
themselves or their allies have not shown great resistance would
tend to confirm this hypothesis. They did not actively participate
in their own indictment, but it seems possible a second wave of
purges would lead to that sort of progress.

The question is not one of doctrine but concerns the organiza-
tion of power. Those in charge of the Department of
Psychoanalysis who organized these expulsions have declared in
their official statements that they were acting on the instructions of
Dr. Lacan. He is the inspiration behind the new statutes. It is to

him that applicants will eventually have to submit their candidacies.
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And he is the one calling for a return to order in the name of a mys-
terious matheme of psychoanalysis. It is the first time a private
individual of any stature has granted himself the right to intervene
in a university in a sovereign manner in order to carry out, or have
carried out, a reorganization involving dismissals and nominations
of teaching personnel. Even if the Department of Psychoanalysis
were to consent, it would not change a thing in this affair, nor
would it alter the threat which such a move conceals. The Freudi-
an School of Paris is not only a group with a leader; it is a very
centralized association with a clientele, in all meanings of the word.
It is hard to imagine that a university department would submit to
an organization of this type.

The knowledge to which psychoanalysis lays claim is insepara-
ble from a kind of terrorism, an intellectual and emotional
terrorism made to break down a resistance which psychoanalysis
deems unhealthy. It is already troublesome when this operation
occurs among psychoanalysts, or between psychoanalysts and
patients, for a goal they call therapy. But it is a much greater cause
for concern when the same operation aims to break resistance of
another nature altogether in a segment of the teaching profession
that itself claims to have no intention to “treat” or to “train” psy-
choanalysts. This is nothing less than blackmail of the unconscious
of the opposition by using the prestige and the presence of Dr.
Lacan to impose decisions without any possible discussion (it is
“take it or leave it,” and if you leave it “the disappearance of the
department would be necessary from the point of view of analyti-
cal theory as well as from the point of view of the university...,” 2
disappearance decided by whom? For whom?) All terrorism involves
some kind of washing: in this case, unconscious-washing is no less

authoritarian and frightening than brainwashing.
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Author’s Note for the Italian
Edition of Logic of Sense

It is difficult for an author to reflect on a book written several
years ago. One is tempted to act clever, or to feign indifference, or
even worse, to become the commentator of oneself. Not that the
book has necessarily been surpassed; but even if it remains
relevent, it is an “adjacent” relevance. What is needed is a benevo-
lent reader who will give back to the book its relevance and its
continuity. Logic of Sense is a book I still like because for me it con-
tinues to represent a turning point: it was the first time I sought,
however tentatively, a form that was not in keeping with tradi-
tional philosophy. And it is a cheerful book in many passages
despite the fact that I wrote it during a period of illness. There is
nothing I would change.

It would be better for me to ask myself why I needed Lewis
Carroll so much, and his three great books: Alices Adventures in
Wonderland, Through the Looking Glass and Sylvie and Bruno. The
fact is that Carroll has a gift for renewing himself according to
spatial dimensions, topological axes. He is an explorer, an experi-
menter. In Alices Adventures in Wonderland things happen in
Profundity and in height: the subterranean spaces, the lairs, the tun-
nels, the explosions, the falls, the monsters, the food; even those
things which come from above or lurk above, like the Cheshire cat.
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In Through the Looking Glass there is instead a surprising conquest
of surfaces (no doubt prepared by the role of the magic cards at the
end of Alices Adventures): one no longer sinks, one slides; it is the
flat surface of the mirror or of the game of chess; even the monsters
become lateral. For the first time literature thus declares itself an art
of surfaces, a measurement of planes. Sylvie and Bruno is something
entirely different (perhaps prefigured by Humpty Dumpty in
Through the Looking Glass): two surfaces coexist, with two adjoin-
ing stories—and one might say that these two surfaces roll up in
such a way that the reader passes from one story to the other, while
they disappear on one side, only to reappear on the other, as if the
chess game had become spherical. Eisenstein speaks in these terms
of Japanese scroll paintings, in which he saw the first approxima-
tion of film editing: “The ribbon of the scroll is ‘swung around’
into a rectangle! But it is not swung around itself, as ribbon into
scroll; but o its surface (on the flatness of the picture) the visual
representation is swung around.”"

In Logic of Sense | am trying to explain how thought organizes
itself according to similar axes and directions: for example, height
and Platonism which will shape the traditional image of philoso-
phy; the Pre-Socratics and depth (the return to the Pre-Socratic as
return to the subterranean spaces, to the prehistoric caves); the
Stoics and their new art of surfaces ... Are there other directions
for the future? We all move forward or backward; we are hesitant
in the middle of all these directions; we construct our topology,
celestial map, underground den, measurements of surface planes,
and other things as well. While moving in these different direc-
tions, one does not speak in the same way, just as the subject
matter which one encounters is not the same. In fact, the process

is a matter of language and style.
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For my part, when I was no longer content with the history
of philosophy, my book Difference and Repetition still aspired
nonetheless toward a sort of classical height and even toward an
archaic depth. The theory of intensity which I was drafting was
marked by depth, false or true; intensity was presented as stemming
from the depths (and this does not mean that I have any less affec-
tion for certain other pages of this book, in particular those
concerning weariness and contemplation). In Logic of Sense, the
novelty for me lay in the act of learning something about surfaces. *

» o«

The concepts remained the same: “multiplicities,” “singularities,”
“intensities,” “events,” “infinities,” “problems,” “paradoxes” and
“propositions”—but reorganized according to this dimension. The
concepts changed then, and so did the method, a type of serial
method, pertaining to surfaces; and the language changed, a lan-
guage which I would have wanted to be ever more intensive and one
which would move along a path of very small spurts.

What is it that was just not right in Logic of Sense? Apparently it
still reflects a naive and guilty sense of self-satisfaction with respect
to psychoanalysis. My only excuse for such self-satisfaction would
be this: I was then trying, very timidly, to render psychoanalysis
inoffensive, presenting it as a surface art, one which deals with
Events as surface entities (Oedipus was not a bad person, he had
good intentions ...).

In any case, the psychoanalytic concepts remain intact and
respected, Melanie Klein and Freud. So then, what about now?
Fortunately I am nearly incapable of speaking for myself, because
what has happened to me since Logic of Sense now depends on my
having met Félix Guattari, on my work with him, on what we do
together. I believe Félix and I sought out new directions simply
because we felt like doing so. Anti-Oedipus no longer has height or



depth, nor surface. In this book everything happens, is done, the
intensities, the events, upon a sort of spherical body or scroll
painting: The Organless Body. Together we would like to be the
Humpty Dumpty of philosophy, or its Laurel and Hardy. A phi-
losophy-cinema. I believe also that this change of method brings
with it a change of subject matter, or, vice versa, that a certain
kind of politics takes the place of psychoanalysis. Such a method
would also be a form of politics (a micropolitics) and of analysis
(a schizoanalysis) and would propose the study of multiplicities
upon the different types of organless bodies. A rhizome, instead of
series, says Guattari. Anti-Oedipus is a good beginning, provided
we can break away from it. Some readers might say: “This note is
idiotic, and immodest.” I would only answer: “You do not know
how truly modest and even humble it is. The secret is to become

invisible and to make a rhizome without putting down roots.”
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The Future of Linguistics

1. Henri Gobard distinguishes four types of language: vernacular, ,
a mother tongue, of rural origin, territorial in nature; vehicular; a
language of exchange, commerce, and circulation, quintessentially
urban; referential, a national and cultural language, effecting a
recovery or reconstruction of the past; mythical, a language that
points to a spiritual, religious, or magical homeland. Some of
these languages may simply be patois, dialect, or even jargon. It
doesn’t matter, because Gobard does not conduct his research as a
comparative linguist would. He acts more like a polemicist or a
kind of strategist, one who is already implicated in a situation. He
puts himself in a real situation where languages are in actual con-
flict. He does not examine structures of language, but rather
functions. And these functions compete with one another through
different languages, in the same language, or in the derivatives or
residues of language. It goes without saying that history and par-
ticular milieus force the map of the four languages to undergo
modifications. It goes without saying that the map undergoes a
modification at a particular moment and within the same milieu,
according to the scale or the point of view that has been adopted.
Several languages can simultaneously compete for the same func-

tion, in the same place, etc.
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2. Gobard readily acknowledges all he owes to those researchers who
have focused on the phenomenon of bilingualism. But then why
does he favor 4 over 2 (and 4 is in no way exhaustive)? Because
dualism, or the binary, runs the risk of trapping us in the simple
opposition between a low and a high language, between a major and
a minor language, between a language of power and a language of
the people. Gobard’s four factors are not meant to reinforce the
above oppositions, but they do propose a complex genesis of them.
How does a language come to power, whether on a national or a
global scale? By what means is linguistic power warded off? This
raises the question of the imperialism of English, or rather that of
the American language today. It may be the greatest vehicular lan-
guage in terms of financial and economic circuits, but that alone is
not enough. It has to take on referential, mythical, and vernacular
functions as well. The American Western can play the same role for
a Frenchman today as “our Gallic ancestors” do for an immigrant of
African descent. American pop-music, or the American influence in
advertising, has a mythical role to play. American slang can take on
a vernacular function. It is not about conquerors imposing their
language on the conquered (though this is often the case). The
mechanisms of power are more subtle and diffuse than that, oper-
ating through reversible, versatile functions which are themselves

the objects of active political struggles, and even micro-struggles.

3. A few practical exercises for “tetra-glossian” analysis. Consider the
impact African-Americans have had on American English: the way
they penetrate English with and through other dialects and languages,
the way they shape within English new vernacular languages for their
own use, and the way they recreate the mythical and the referential
(cf. the beautiful book by J.L. Dillard, Black English).' Take a very
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different case, one made famous by Kafka: the way Czech Jews, at the
end of the Austrian Empire, feared Yiddish as a vernacular language,
but having forgotten Czech, the other vernacular of the rural area
from which they came, they found themselves caught using a desic-
cated German as their vehicular language, cut off from the Czech
people, all the while dreaming of Hebrew as a mythical language in
the early days of Zionism. Or how about France today, or any other
country, where immigrants or their children have lost their mother
tongue and find their relationship to the imposed vehicular language
both difficult and political? What about the possibility of a resurgence
of regional languages: not just the resurgence of various patois, but the
possibility of new mythical and new referential functions? And what
about the ambiguity of these movements, which already have a long
history, displaying both fascistic and revolutionary tendencies?
Gobard develops an example of a micro-struggle, or micro-politics,
at some length in pages of great gusto: the nature and the function
of the teaching of English in France (the different kinds of profes-
sors, the attempt to make English uni-lingual, “optional French,”
and Gobard’s counter-proposals intended to prevent English, as the
recognized vehicular language of the world, from crystallizing the
other functions, which on the contrary must act on English through
“the right to an accent,” through particular references, and through
polyvocal desires). When Gobard relates the internal struggles of the

faculty at Vincennes, it is theatre worthy of Ionesco.

4. Gobard’s distinction of four languages or four functions of lan-
guage might very well recall the classical distinctions which linguists
make when they show that a message implies a sender and a receiver
(conative and emotive function), an exchange of information

(vehicular function), a verbalizable context (referential function), a
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selection of the best elements and combinations (poetic function)‘g
and a code which sender and receiver must agree on (mctalinguisdé
function). Gobard sees the language of the child in the light of a joya
ful tetra-genesis, where an emotive vernacular function (“mama”), §
vehicular informational function (“baba”), a poetic referential funcq;
tion (“goo-goo gaga”), and a mythical inventive function (childhooc_[;
codes, magical languages, “eenie-meenie-minie-moe”) can be distin<:
guished. However, what distinguishes Gobard’s categories from;
those used by other linguists (sociolinguists in particular), is pre«:
cisely that other linguists presuppose the existence of a system of’
language, and even if they claim not to, these other linguists still!
remain committed to universals like subject, object, message and
code, competence, etc., which refer to a genre of languages and, |
above all, to a form of power in these languages (there is a specifi-
cally linguistic capitalism). Gobard’s originality, on the other hand,
consists in his examining collective or social assemblages, which
when they combine with movements of the “earth,” form heteroge- |
neous types of power. Not in the usual sense that a language has a :
territory or territories, but in the sense that the functions of lan-
guage are inseparable from movements of deterritorialization and

reterritorialization. These material and spiritual movements consti-
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tute a new geolinguistics. In a word, Gobard sees collective :'
assemblages of utterance rather than subjects, coefficients of deter-
ritorialization rather than codes. (To take the previous examples: the
way vehicular English deterritorializes African Americans, who in
turn reterritorialize themselves on Black English; the way Jews who

broke away from rural Czech, tried to reterritorialize themselves on

a German possessing every sort of linguistic, cultural, and poetic
artifice (cf. the Prague school of literature); and by extension,

Hebrew as a magical, mythical, or spiritual reterritorialization).
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¢ There arc signs today that some linguists (e.g. Ducrot) are begin-
‘- to doubt both the informational character of language in

€~ 1 and the assimilation of a particular language to a code.
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the assemblages of power at work in a particular language, as well

guistic possibilities of struggle against these powers. And

ing instead to subordinate the problems of seman-

ine pragmatics or politics which draws out

as the lin '
they are challenging the idea of the structural homogeneity of a

icular language and the idea of universals of language (in’clud- |
ing “competence’). Gobard’s analysis breaks new ground in all
these directions, while he invents an original sense of humor and
fits of anger. Languages are gibberish, Joycean quirks; they are not
anchored to structures. It is only functions and movements that
manage to create a bit of polemical order in them. Gobard is right,
because as soon as you have something to say, you are like a for-
eigner in your native language. Up to now, linguists have known
too many languages. This has allowed them to compare languages,
but also to turn knowledge into nothing more than pure research.
Gobard knows many languages, too: he is an extremely creative
English professor who knows he is French and wants to be Sicilian.
Like so many other great doctor-patients of language, Gobard has
another question in mind: How to stammer? Not to stammer
words, in speech, or in a particular language, but how to stammer
language in general? (Our greatest poet in French is Gherasim
Luca—of course, he is from Romania. Luca knows how to stam-
mer not just words, but language itself; he invented it). Gobard
has a new way of evaluating the relations of language and the
Earth. Still holding back in Gobard are a Court de Gébelin, a Fabre
d’Olivet, a Brisset, and a Wolfson: What future awaits linguistics?
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Alain Roger’s Le Misogyne

“I am dirty, I am vulgar, I am poor, a beggar, if you know what I
mean. Yes, although a student at the Ecole Normale, I used to ride
the subway in the evening like a beggar, I would ring the doorbell
like a beggar, get drunk like a beggar, screw like a beggar, more pau-
perum, yes, there is no need to translate...” Is this the narrator Alain
speaking of himself? Is it the author Alain Roger speaking of his
novel? There are four poor women who are murdered, and these acts
are all either preceded or accompanied by four disgusting rapes. Even
the motivation is poor: the misogynist kills women simply because
he hates them. But he carries a woman inside him——the infamous
bisexual—and it is under the spell of a young woman who is also
bisexual, his inverted double, that he commits murder, a murder
which is the reenactment of a primordial scene, an original androg-
yny (“I wanted to know, to know how I had been conceived. That’s
what my body wanted, to see it, to see the original monstrous act. I
was crazy with disgust, I used to imagine it was my mother...”).
This forced, deliberate poverty, this familiar psychoanalytic varia-
tion, are the necessary preconditions for the emergence of something
brilliant. The reader has an early sign. The novel seems written in
alexandrines. It is done discretely. They linger just below the surface

of the text, or they suddenly erupt in the text (“It was the month of
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June, and I was twenty-one,” “I felt the pleasures of a woman in my
thighs...”)- Is this meant to reinforce the archaism of the novel and
the conformity of its theme, a kind of psychoanalysis in verse? Is it a
touch of humor, the omnipresent power of laughter? Or is it some-
thing else? It is almost as if thevirtual alexandrines awaken us to a new
clement. There is something rich and sumptuous about this novel.
In a previous novel, Jerusalem Jerusalem,’ a young woman with an
antiquated name, Cecilia, after a poor life, a poor relationship, and
finally a poor suicide, becomes a cult figure, the object of a group-
sanctification: recitations, confessions, prayers, evangelism, etc. These
pages are extraordinary. It seems that a constant theme of Roger’s work
is the birth of religion in what is most everyday and banal. Le Misogy-
e is cut from the same cloth as Jerusalem Jerusalem: an election can be
applied to anything, such as a people, but also to an individual, such
as a person or an antiquated first name that designates an event. For
there to be an election, a sanctification, all you need is a flash of inten-
sity, even if imperceptible or unconscious, in what is most everyday; a
proper name functioning as a proper name, that is, as a marker of this
intensity; and a hostile mechanism, like an enemy, threatening to crush
these intensities, to reduce them to what is most poor in the everyday.
In Roger’s work, language as a whole seems to function in this way,
like a proper name: old-fashioned, humble, with the power to flash,
and which at the same time is threatened by the mechanism of every-
day words turned against it; this threat must be constantly destroyed
to rediscover the brilliance of the Name. This style, particular to Alain
Roger, captivates by its beauty and perfection. Take one example from
Le Misogyne, the paranoid text about the cat-man: 1) the group of
Cars (proper name) constitutes the chosen people; 2) the car is the
enemy mechanism which crushes the Cazs; 3) for every crushed Caz,

a procedure leading to the incineration of a car is initiated.
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This “procedure” (it is not at all a trick, it is more writing as
process) can work in the opposite direction, in the direction of profa-
nation and vulgarization. For example, at the end of Le Misogyne,
another young woman with an antiquated name, this time Solange,
also kills herself. The narrator goes in search of another Solange, a
woman having the same first name, whom he will present with verbal
snippets from the “true” Solange for the purpose of free association.
And this time, unlike in Jerusalem Jerusalem, the words which the
true Solange could make flash with intensity now fall back into the
platitudes and the poverty of the other Solange’s everyday words. The
proper name-language is profaned as a common noun-utterance.
This is the death of style, just as there are suicides, cat killings, etc.
But this reversal is not what is most important; it matters only as the
inverse or the shadow of the one movement that does matter: sanc-
tification, sacralization, an immanent atheist election.

The name of this movement or process is well known: it is
called an epiphany. At the beginning of Le Misogyne, we see a rather
successful epiphany, in the Joycean sense, when the narrator, who
has committed his first crime by proxy, goes to see his friend Paul in
the hospital, who is recovering from an automobile accident in
which he killed his wife: “Then, like a spring, Paul shot up out of
bed. It made me jump. His smile lost amid the bandages—it was
unreal. It was like the solitary walnut tree, so far away.” A flash of
intensity. But how can we speak of Alain Roger’s originality, if he is
content with reproducing almost exactly the same procedure-
process that Joyce invented? Nor is there any lack of precursors or
co-inventors among other famous authors, such as Proust.

What strikes me as original is the way Roger gives an epiphany
radically new dimensions. Up until now, the epiphany had merely

oscillated between two poles: 1) passion, or the sudden revelation of
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objective contemplation; and 2) action, or the crafted form of sub-
jective experimentation. In any event, an epiphany would happen to
a character, or the character would make it come about. The charac-
ter itself is not the epiphany, at least not principally. But when a
person becomes an epiphany, at that moment he or she ceases to be
a person. A person undergoes this change not to become a transcen-
dent entity, a god or goddess, but to become an Event, a multiplicity
of events each folded in the other, an event of the order of love. This
extension of the epiphany, its coincidence with a whole character,
and consequently the depersonalization of the character that results, -
the person-event becoming a non-personal event—this is where the
power of Alain Roger’s novel can be felt most viscerally. But I am not
claiming to offer an analysis, merely an impression, an indication of
a disturbance. In this sense, the novel is a book of love.

The young woman, Solange, is the epiphany-character. The narra-
tor Alain is a professor, a school teacher, and Solange is a student in his
class. Alain wants to kill women, but he doesn’t dare, and begins by
having one killed by his friend Paul. Solange makes a strange pact, a
contract with the professor, to which she subjects the whole class, “the
polypary,” the collective. A series of ugly, poor, vulgar scenes ensues.
Soon she will inspire the other crimes, participate in them afterwards,
even anticipate them, until she finally commits the last one. More ugly
and poor scenes. She will not sleep with Alain because he loves her and
she loves him #00 much (“She said: ‘My saying that I love you hardly
does it justice. I love you not like a child, or a brother, or a spouse, but
all three at the same time, and I especially love the woman buried deep
within you, whose presence I recognize in all your gestures and your
crimes”). Thus, Alain has a woman inside him, whom he wants to kill;
Solange has a boy in her, whom she wants Alain to kill. Each is
bisexual. Alain is a misogynist, and Solange a tomboy. They are each
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in search of the primordial act, the union of father and mother, the father
whom Solange hates, and the mother who causes Alain such suffering.

The story can always be told along those lines. That is its sordid
side, its poverty, its vulgarity, which the narrator exploits as the system
of common words, even if psychoanalysis, structuralism, as well as
modern subjectivity and significance, explicitly partake of the same
common words (the same goes for Jerusalem Jerusalem). However, you
have only to repeat the proper name—Solange Solange, or Cecilia
Cecilia—for something unexpected to emerge: the intensities contained
in the name, a whole other story, a whole other version of the story.

A little known author, whom Roger does not seem to be familiar
with—the encounter is all the more beautiful for being fictional—has
created several of his works a strange epiphany of the young woman.
His name is Trost, and he describes a modern, or future, young
woman as “freely mechanical,” or machinic.! She is not defined as vir-
gin, or as bisexual, but as having a supple machine-body with
multiple degrees of freedom: a state that is freely mechanical,
autonomous and in motion, deformable and transformable. Trost was
hoping and praying. Or he thought he saw the arrival of this
“Chance-Woman,” this “girl-woman, a retort that is ready-made and
found in the exterior world, a true and simple product of extreme
modern complexity which she reflects like a brilliant erotic machine.”

Trost believed that the young girl-woman in her visible and sen-
sible reality encompassed an abstract line that was like the blueprint
of a human group to come, a group about to be discovered, a revo-
lutionary group whose militants would know how to fight the
enemy within: i.e. the phallus of the difference of the sexes, or what
amounts to the same thing, a bisexuality that is divided, distributed,
and set in opposition, one side against the other. Not that the young

woman figures or prefigures this group. She was non-figurative,
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encountered in “the non-figurative aspect of our desire.” She was
“the totally profane intensity of desire,” dressed in a profane skirt or
pants. As pure desire, she was opposed to all that is biographical or
related to memory in desire: no past, no recognition, no reawakened
memory. Her mystery was not the mystery of a lost origin or object,
but the mystery of a function in operation.

Unconscious and desiring, she is opposed in her very strangeness to
the unconscious of psychoanalysis, to the whole personological, famil-
ial, self-centered mechanism “that makes us desire the objects of our
loss, the pleasures of the nuclear family, guiding us toward neurosis, and
keeping us attached to reminiscence.” Child-like and forgetful, she is
opposed to the memories of childhood, thanks to the blocks of child-
hood that traverse her in intensity and set her astride several age groups.
Incestuous, essentially incestuous, she is all the more opposed to bio-
logical and regressive Oedipal incest. Self-destructive, she is as much
opposed to the death-drive as she is to narcissism, because self-destruc-
tion in her case is still life, a line of flight, a trip. In short, she was the
young woman-machine of 7-sexes: Miss Arkadin, Ulrike von Kleist...

This is what happens in the other version of Roger’s novel, which
coexists with the first. Solange Solange designates this flash of a young
woman, one who contains “every sex,” the “pre-pubescent adult,” the
“tomboy,” “one who embodies every embrace, from the most inno-
cent to the most incestuous,” and every sexuality, including the
non-human and the vegetable. This has nothing to do with the dif-
ference of the sexes, and even less with bisexuality, wherein each sex
also possesses the other. Rather, the epiphany; the election, is the erup-
tion of an intense multiplicity which finds itself reduced, crushed by
the distribution of the sexes and one’s assignment as either one or the
other. It all begins with the young woman: “I remember when I was

younger, I possessed every sex, mine, yours, and many more. But by
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the time I was thirteen, it was already over. I fought puberty, but it
was no use. They all disappeared. I became so heavy...” The young
woman is above all caught in a struggle with a mechanism that is not
merely biological pubescence, but a whole social mechanism destined
to reduce her to the demands of marriage and reproduction.

Boys do not lag far behind. The girls serve as an example and a
model for the boys. The first victim draws in the second, like a
trapped animal serving as bait. The boys are forced to go through the
gitls to undergo an inverse and symmetrical reduction. Consequent-
ly, if we take this line of argument to its limit, there is only one sex,
the female sex, but there is only one sexuality, male sexuality, which
takes women as its object. So-called female sexuality has always been
the means of male chauvinism. Thus the difference is not at all
between the two sexes, but between the state of 7-sexes on the one
hand and, on the other, its reduction to one or the other of two sexes.
The Solange with the power to flash is opposed to all the other false
Solanges who have accepted, even wished for this heavy reduction
(cf. the end of Le Misogyne)—just as the epiphany of the young
woman is opposed to the banality of both man and woman—ijust as
the freely machinic function is opposed to the reductive mecha-
nism—ijust as the intense proper name that embraces a muldiplicity
is opposed to the system of common words that assign duality...

Read the novel for yourself: it is indeed the vulgar story of a
misogynist who kills women because he has a woman inside him,
but it is also the epiphany of a2 murderous young woman who kills,
and eventually kills herself—but hers is a whole other story. Solange
must be imagined as living and eternal, as born anew from herself,
without the need for suicide. She must be imagined as Lightness in
the flesh. This novel and Roger’s previous novel, intimately con-

nected, are links in a chain of life and renewal.
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Four Propositions

on Psychoanalysis

I would like simply to present four propositions on psychoanalysis.

This is the first: psychoanalysis stifles the production of desire. Psy-
choanalysis is inseparable from a political danger, unique to it,
which has nothing to do with the dangers of the old psychiatric
hospital. The old psychiatric hospital locks you away in an eclosed
space that has coordinates on a grid. Psychoanalysis, however,
works invisibly in the open air. The psychoanalyst today shares a
similar position with the merchant in feudal society as Marx under-
stood it: psychoanalysts work in the open pores of society, not only
in private practice, but in schools and institutions and every sector
of society. This way of working has created the unique situation we
find outselves in today with respect to the psychoanalytic enter-
prise. The fact is that psychoanalysis is always talking about the
unconscious; but in a certain way, this serves only to reduce the
unconscious, to destroy it, to ward it off. The unconscious is
thought of as a counter-consciousness, a negative of consciousness,
like a parasite. It is the enemy. “Wo es war, soll ich werden.” Give
this phrase your best translation—uwhbere it was, there I as a subject
must be—it changes nothing! It doesnt change the “soll,” this
strange “duty in the moral sense.” What psychoanalysis calls pro-

duction or formation of the unconscious is nothing more than
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failure, idiotic conflict, lame compromise, or obscene word-play.
Any success at all is labeled sublimation, desexualization, or
thought—but certainly not desire, that enemy lodged at the heart
of the unconscious. You always have too many desires, you are a
polymorphic pervert. What you must be taught is Lack, Culture,
and Law, in other words, the reduction and the abolition of desire.
This has nothing to do with theory. It has to do with the infa-
mous practical art of psychoanalysis, the art of interpretation:
interpret, initiate regression, regress. Perhaps the most grotesque
pages in all of Freud are those he wrote on fellatio: how in this
instance a penis (pénis) stands for a cow udder (pis de vache), and a
cow udder for the maternal breast. In other words, fellatio means
you cant find a cow udder to pull, or that you want your mommy,
or she has no more milk. This is merely a way of showing that fel-
latio is not a “true desire” but means something clse, that it is
hiding something, some other desire. The grid which psychoanaly-
sis has at its disposal is perfect for this: the true contents of desire
are supposedly partial infantile impulses, and Oedipus is the gen-
uine expression of desire (it structures “the whole”). As soon as
desire assembles something, in relation to an QOutside, to a Becom-
ing, they undo this assemblage, they break it up, showing how the
assemblage refers on the one hand to a partial infantile mechanism
and, on the other, to a global Oedipal structure. Fellatio is no dif-
ferent in this respect: an oral impulse to suckle the breast + a
structural Oedipal accident. It is the same for homosexuality, bes-
tiality, masochism, voyeurism, even masturbation: Are you not
ashamed to act like a child? Are you not ashamed to do this to
Oedipus? Before psychoanalysis, they used to refer to fellatio as a
dirty old man’s obsession; now they refer to it as a perverse infan-

tile activity. It amounts to the same thing. They are always trying
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desire, and it hates politics. Producing the unconscious = the
expression of desires = the formation of utterances = the substance
or material of intensities.

The second proposition thus concerns the way in which psy-
choanalysis impedes the formation of utterances. How are
utterances formed? In producing the unconscious, the machinic
assemblage of desire and the collective assemblage of utterance are
one and the same. In their content, assemblages are populated by
becomings and intensities, by intensive circulations, by multiplic-
ities of every kind (packs, masses, species, races, populations). And
in their expression, assemblages use 1) indefinites, but which are
not indeterminate (some stomachs, an eye, a child, etc.), 2) infini-
tives, which are not infinite or undifferentiated but are processes
(to walk, to fuck, to shit, to kill, to love...), 3) proper names,
which are not persons (they can be groups, animals, entities,
singularities, whatever is written in capital letters). Un Hans
Devenir-Cheval (A HANS HORSE-BECOMING).' The sign (utterance)
everywhere connotes multiplicities (desire), or it guides flows. The
collective machinic assemblage is as much the material production
of desires as it is the expressive cause of utterances. Whatever has
desire as its content is expressed as an 1T, the “it” of the event, the
indefinite of the infinitive proper name. The “it” constitutes the
semiotic articulation of chains of expression whose intensive con-
tents are among the least formalized. In this sense, Guattari shows
that 7z does not represent a subject, but diagrams an assemblage; it
does not overcode utterances, but keeps them from falling under
the tyranny of semiotic constellations known as significant.

However, it is not difficult to impede the formation of utter-
ances, nor the production of desire. Just split the IT in two: on the

one hand, an expressing subject, which overcodes and transcends all
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utterances and which allows, on the other hand, a subject of utterance
to re-emerge in the form of a personal pronoun, any personal pro-
noun, in all their permutations. The flows of desite are now
dominated by an imperialist signifying system; they are reduced to
a world of mental representations where the intensities lose their
steam and the connections are broken. A fictitious expressing sub-
ject, an absolute I, has been made the cause of utterances whose
relative subject can be any one of the personal pronouns (I, you, he,
etc.) that are usually assigned according to the hierarchy and strat-
ification of the dominant reality. Far from maintaining a,
relationship with the proper name, personal pronouns effect its
nullification in a function of capitalist exchange. Do you know
what must be done to keep someone from speaking in his or her
name? Have them say “I”. The more the cause of expression is
attributed to a subject, whose utterances are then referred to other
subjects which depend on it as the originator, the more the assem-
blage of desire is broken, the more the conditions required for the
formation of utterances tend to dissolve—the more the expressing
subject can be foisted on the subjects of utterance, which have
become docile and sad. We are not saying that this procedure is
peculiar to psychoanalysis. In fact, it fundamentally belongs to the
“democratic” State apparatus (the identity of legislator and sub-
ject). Theoretically it is woven in with the long history of the
Cogito. But “therapeutically,” psychoanalysis has figured out how
to make it work to its own advantage. We are referring not to the
“topic” under discussion, but to the procedure by means of which
the patient is first treated as an expressing subject with respect to
the psychoanalyst and psychoanalytic interpretation (you, Patient,
are the true psychoanalysand ), but then is treated as a subject of

utterance in his or her own desires and activities, which are to be
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interpreted in such a way, and until such time as, the expressing
subject can be foisted on a subject of utterance which has given up
on everything, i.e. whatever the patient had wanted to say, or had
desired. One of the many places where this sort of thing can be
seen is the Medical Pedagogic Institute (MPI). Here the child is
split up: on the one hand, the child in all its concrete activities is
a subject of utterance; on the other hand, the child in psychother-
apy is elevated to the symbolic level of an expressing subject only
to be reduced more effectively to the ready-made, standard utter-
ances which are expected of a child, and which are imposed on the
child. There you have your glorious castration, which merely cuts
off the “it,” prolonging this interruption with the famous cleavage
of the subject.

When we have ourselves psychoanalyzed, we believe we are
speaking, and we willingly pay for this belief. In fact, we haven't the
slightest chance of speaking. All of psychoanalysis is designed to keep
people from speaking and to take away the conditions of true expression.
This is what we wanted to make clear in the text that follows this
one: in each case you have an example of how children are kept
from speaking, and how they have no way to escape. This was the
case with the Wolf-Man, but it is also the case with Little Hans and
the child patients of Melanie Klein, who is perhaps worse than
Freud. How a patient can be kept from producing utterances is
most striking when children are involved. This is how psychoanaly-
sis does it: it begins with ready-made collective utterances, Oedipal
in nature, and it claims to discover the cause of these utterances in
a personal subject of utterance which owes everything to psycho-
analysis. You are trapped from the start. We should try to do the
opposite, and this is the task of schizo-analysis: begin with some-

one’s personal utterances and discover their genuine production,
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which is never a subject but always machinic assemblages of desire,
collective assemblages of utterance that traverse the subject and cir-
culate within it. If they are blocked in one location, they are
tunneling in another. They always take the form of multiplicities,
packs, mobs, masses of elements of very different orders, haunting
the subject and populating it (this has nothing to do with a techno-
logical or sociological hypothesis). There is no expressing subject.
There are only utterance-producing assemblages. You know, when
Guattari and I attempted a critique of Oedipus, we were forced to
say so many stupid things in response to stupid objections like: .
“Now hold on, Oedipus is not mommy-daddy, it’s the symbolic,” or
“It’s the signifier, it’s the mark of our finitude, this lack in being
which we call life....” Well, beside the fact that these formulations
are even worse, what psychoanalysts say theoretically is not the
point. We see cleatly enough what they do in practice, and the igno-
ble use they make of Oedipus—there is no other use. The partisans
of the signifier are especially egregious offenders in this respect: you
can't say “Mouth of the Rhéne” (Bouches du Rhéne) without them
firing back “mouth of the mother” (bouche de la mere), or “hippy
group” (groupe hippy) without being corrected: “big weenie” ( gros
pipi). Whether structural or not, personology replaces every assem-
blage of desire. The distance that separates the desire or the sexuality
of a child from QOedipus is in no danger of being discovered—just
look at Little Hans. Psychoanalysis is the murder of souls. You can be
analyzed for ten years, a hundred years: the longer it continues, the
less there will be any opportunity to speak. That’s the whole point.
My time is almost up, let me pick up the pace. The third
proposition should develop how psychoanalysis goes about crush-
ing utterances, destroying desire—the precise effect which it aims

to produce. It has a two-fold machine at its disposal. On the one

Four Praposisions an Psychoanalysis | 85




hand, there is an interpretation machine, whose purpose is to
translate whatever the patient says into another language: whatever
the patient says is already supposed to mean something else. In
this kind of paranoid regime, every sign refers to another sign in
an unlimited network of signs, perpetually expanding its scope in
a spiral sweep: the sign which has been deemed a signifier refers to
a signified, which itself spits back signifiers (the hysteric is meant
to ensure this feed-back or echo which perpetuates psychoanalytic
discourse ad infinitum). On the other hand, there is also a
machine of subjectivation, and this represents a whole other regime
of signs. In this case, the signifier is no longer grasped in relation
to some signified, but in relation to a subject. The point of signif-
icance has become the point of subjectivation: the psychoanalyst
himself. And from that point, rather than a sweeping spiral of
signs referring to each other, you have a sign or a block of signs
that shuttles along its own linear path, thus constituting an
expressing subject, then a subject of utterance on which the first
can be flattened—and here obsession neurosis is meant to serve as
the process by which the subject of utterance always gives back
expressing subjects.

Nor do these two machines or regimes exist side by side, prop-
erly speaking. We are familiar with regimes of interpretation, those
despotic systems whose complimentary roles are played by the
paranoid emperor and by the great interpreter. And we know
regimes of subjectivation animate capitalism as a whole, both at the
level of the economy and the level of politics. But the originality of
psychoanalysis resides in the clever penetration of these two sys-
tems, or as it has been so aptly put: “the subjectivation of the id”
and “the autonomy of an irreducibly subjective experience.” These

two machines, the one in the other, are what block every possibility
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of real experimentation, just as they impede the production of
desire and the formation of utterances. Interpretation and subjec-
tivation: these two diseases of the modern world were not invented
by psychoanalysis, but psychoanalysis did find techniques of
maintenance and propagation-that are perfectly suited to such dis-
cases. The whole code of psychoanalysis, partial drives, Oedipus,
castration, etc., have no other purpose.

The fourth and last proposition—as quickly as possible: What
about the power which psychoanalysis wields? As Robert Castel
persuasively argues in his recent book, psychoanalysis involves ,
power relationships. To say that the source of power in psycho-
analysis is transference, as so many psychoanalysts do, well, it’s a
joke. It’s like saying that the source of power in banking is money
(given the relation between transference and money, the two imply
one another). Psychoanalysis is based on the liberal-bourgeois form
of the contract; even the sifence of the psychoanalyst represents the
maximum of interpretation as prescribed by the contract. This
silence is the culmination of the contract. However, within this
external contract between psychoanalyst and patient, there is
another contract of a very different kind silently at work: this other
contract converts the libidinal flows of the patient, changing them
into dreams, fantasies, words, etc. A libidinal flow that is change-
able and indivisible is converted into an exchangeable and divisible
flow, and the intersection of these two flows is where the power of
the psychoanalyst resides. And like all power, the whole point is to
render powerless the production of desire and the formation of
utterances, in other words, to neutralize the libido.

I would like to conclude with one last remark: let me explain
why Guattari and I are not the least interested in undertaking a

theoretical enterprise from a Marxist-Freudian perspective. There
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are two reasons. First, such a theoretical enterprise begins with a
return to origins, that is, a return to sacred texts: the sacred texts of
Freud and the sacred texts of Marx. We think the point of depar-
ture should be totally different. It’s not about reexamining sacred
texts which have been more or less interpreted; it’s about taking a
good look at the actual situation as it now stands: the situation of
the bureaucratic apparatus in the Communist Party, the situation
of the bureaucratic apparatus of psychoanalysis, and the attempt to
undermine these apparatuses. Both Marxism and psychoanalysis
speak in the name of a certain kind of memory, though in very dif-
ferent ways, but this difference hardly matters. And it is in the
name of a necessary development that their modes of expression
function, again in very different ways, though it matters even less.
We, on the other hand, believe that it is high time to speak in the
name of a positive force of forgetting, in the name of what for each
of us is his or her underdevelopment, what David Cooper so aptly
calls the private third-world of each and every one of us,’ and
which is the same thing as experimentation. The second reason to
distinguish our theoretical enterprise from typical Marxist-Freudi-
an approaches is that they are attempting to reconcile two
economies: the political and the libidinal. Even Reich maintains
this duality and this combination. Our view, on the other hand,
presupposes only one economy, and thus the problem of a genuine
anti-psychiatric analysis is to show how unconscious desire sexual-

ly invests the forms of this economy as a whole.
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The Interpretation of Utterances

What the psychoanalysis of children, more than any other type of
psychoanalysis, makes obvious is the way wusterances are crushed
and stifled. It is impossible to produce an utterance without
having it reduced to a prefabricated and predetermined grid of
interpretation. The child cannot escape it: he or she is “beaten” in
advance. Psychoanalysis is a formidable enterprise for preventing
any production of utterances or real desires. We will take the
example of three children, since that is where the problem is most
apparent: Freud’s well-known Little Hans; Melanie Klein’s
Richard; and Agnes, who is an example of the current sectorization.
It goes from bad to worse.

What was said by the child has been put in the left-hand col-
umn. In the right-hand column, we have placed what the
psychoanalyst or psychotherapist hears or retains or translates or
manufactures. The reader can judge the extent of the difference
between them.  Under the guise of meaning and interpretation,
this difference indicates maximum repression and betrayal.

The comparative work on these three children’s cases was done
as a group [Gilles Deleuze, Félix Guattari, Claire Parnet, André
Scala] in the hope that similar groups will form, calling into ques-
tion the letter of psychoanalysis.
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LITTLE HANS, § YEARS OLD—FREUD

A-Hans first movement is not
complicated: he wants to go
downstairs to meet his girlfriend
Mariedl and sleep with her. A
movement of deterritorialization
through which the boy-machine
endeavors to enter into a new
assemblage ( for Hans, his par-
ents already formed a machinic
assemblage with him, but one
that was not supposed to be
exclusive: “I will go back upstairs
tomorrow morning to have
breakfast and go to the bath-
room.”) His parents react
“Goodbye,
Hans leaves. “Of course they
bring him back.” His first
attempt at deterritorialization in
the building thus fails. Hans

poortly: then....”

understands that the little girls
in his building are not “proper”:
he deciphers the local political
economy and locates a more
suitable partner in the restau-
rant, an “urbane lady.” A second
attempt at deterritorialization by

conquering and crossing the
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Freud cannot believe Hans desires a
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representative of the family. Desire for
Mariedl must be an avatar of a sup-
posedly primary desire for the mother.
The desire for Mariedl has to be a
desire for Mariedl to be part of the
family. “Beneath this wish—I want
Mariedl to sleep with me—another
wish certainly exists: | want Maried!| to
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once again, there are

areet. But
. His parents decide

pmblems... :
on 2 compromise: Hans will

me to their bed from time to
time. No one has ever been bet-
ter reterritorialized to mother’s |
bed. That is what an artificial
Qedipus is. Forced into it, Hans
expects at least as much from it
as he did from the building-
assemblage with litde Mariedl,
or the street-assemblage with the
other young gitl: “Why don't you
put your finger there, Mom?"—
“Because its filthy!”—“What
does filthy mean? Why?” Hans is

cornered at every turn, surround-

CO!

ed. In a single movement, he is

forced to take his mother as an |

object of desire and forbidden
from doing so. He is inoculated

with the Oedipus virus.

B-Hans never showed any fear
that someone would cut off his
penis. He responds to the threat
of castration with august indiffer-
ence. He never spoke of an organ,
only about a functioning and a

collective agent of functioning;

Psychoanalysis returns to theological
modes of thought. Sometimes the
belief is in only one sex, the male, the
penis-organ (Freud). But this idea is
accompanied by an analogical method
in the ordinary sense: the clitoris would

be the analog of the penis, a lousy little
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the pee-maker. Children have no
interest in organs and organic
functions, the things of sex. They
are interested in machinic opera-
tions, in the states of the things of
desire. Obviously, girls have a
pee-maker and moms do too,
since they pee: the materials are
still the same, but simply have
varying positions and connec-
tions. The sameness of the
materials is the unity of the plane
of consistency or composition. It
is the wunivocity of being and
desire. The variations in position
and connection, the multiplicities
are machinic assemblages that
create the plane with varying
degrees of power or petfection.
There are not two sexes, there are
n sexes; there are as many sexes as
there are assemblages. And since
each of us enters into several
assemblages, each of us has »
sexes. When children discover
that they are reduced to one sex,
male or female, they discover
their powerlessness: they lose the
machinic sense and are left only

with the signification of a tool.
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penis that will never grow. Sometimes
they believe that there are two sexes,
restoring a specific, vaginocentric
feminine sexuality (Melanie Klein).
This time the method changes, an
analogical method in the scientific or
homological sense is used, founded
on the phallus-signifier and not on
the penis-organ.® The structuralist
profession of faith as expressed by
Lévi-Strauss is given privileged appli-
cation here, surpassing imaginary
analogies for structural and symbolic
homologies.

But in any case, nothing has
changed: it matters very little whether
one recognizes 1 or 2 sexes, even if the
two sexes are situated inside each of
us (bisexuality; the desire for a vagina
in men that would be the equivalent of
penis envy in women).? It makes no
difference whether we think in terms
of ordinary analogies (organs and
organic functions) or scientific homolo-
gy (signifiers and structural functions).
These differences are all theoretical
and only exist in the psychoanalyst's
mind. In any case, they bind desire and
castration together, whether the latter

is interpreted as imaginary or symbolic

And then a child really does fall | (the only question is which of the two

into depression. They have been
damaged; their countless sexes
have been stolen! We have tried to
show how this ordeal first occurs
in young girls. They are the first
ones reduced to one sex; the little
boys come next. It is not a ques-
tion of castration, which would be
the boy’s fear of losing the penis he
has, or the gitl’s distress about no
longer or not yet having the penis
she does not have. The problem is
altogether different: the theft of
the sexes that the child-machine
had. (Thus Hans' fantasy of the
plumber that is so misunderstood
by his father and Freud. It is a
deterioration fantasy, a nightmare
of being damaged, of being

reduced to one sex).

methods administers this troublesome
bond the best). In any case, they
reduce sexuality, i.e. desire as libido, to
the difference between the sexes: a
fatal error whether this difference is
interpreted organically or structurally,
in relation to the peni;—organ orin rela-
tion to the phallus-signifier.

That is not how the child thinks
and lives:

1) Not an analogy of organs or
homology of structures but a univocity
of material with variable connections
and positions (assemblages). Not
organic function or structural function
but machinic functioning. Univocity is
the only atheist thought, the thought of
the child;

2) Univocity is also the thought
of the multiple n assemblages into
which the material enters, n Sexes;
locomotive, horse and sun aré no
less sexes than boy and girl; the
question-machine of sexuality always
overflows the problem of the differ-
ence between the two Sexes;
reducing everything to the difference

between the sexes is the best way to

misunderstand sexuality;
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3) When the child sees itsel
reduced to one of the two sexes, mas
culine or feminine, it has already lost
everything; man or woman already des-
ignates beings from whom n sexes have
been stolen; there is not a relationship
of each of the sexes to castration, but

first a relationship to the omnisexual,

the multisexed (n) with this theft;

4} There is a dissymmetry between
girls and boys, but it consists in the
following: girls are the first ones from
whom they steal the n sexes, from
whom they steal the machine-body to
turn it into a tool-body. The feminine
revolutionary movements are radically
mistaken when they demand rights for
a specifically feminine sexuality (Lacan-

ized Women'’s Liberation Movement!).

What they should demand of ali the
sexes, no more feminine than mascu-
line, of which the girl is first deprived, is
that they end up a girl.

Freud continually misunderstands
infantile sexuality. He interprets, and
therefore misunderstands. He clearly
sees that the child is completely indif-
ferent to the difference between the

sexes; but he interprets it as if the child

were reacting to castration anxiety by

maintaining its belief in the existence
of a small penis on the girl. This is not
true: the child has no castration anxi-
ety before being reduced to a single
sex. The child lives as having n sexes
that correspond to all the possible
arrangements into which the materials
common to girls and boys enter but
also those common to animals,
things... Freud clearly sees that there is
a girl-boy dissymmetry; but he inter-
prets it as a variation of Oedipus-girl
and Oedipus-boy and as the difference
between girl-castration and boy-castra-
tion. This is not true either: there is no
relation to Oedipus or the familial
theme, except with the transformation
of the body from machine to tool. There
is no relation to castration tied to the
sex one has, except with the theft of all
the sexes one had. Freud binds sexual-
ity to the family, to castration, to sexual
difference: three major mistakes, three
superstitions worse than in the Middle
Ages, a theological mode of thought.®
You could not even say that Freud inter-
prets poorly; while interpreting he is at
no risk of hearing what the child says.
There is a lot of cynicism in Freud’s

declaration: “We use the indications
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C-Thus Hans failed in his deep-
est desire: attempts for machinic
assemblages through deterritori-
alization (exploration of the
street, each time in connection
with a young girl). He is reterri-
torialized by his family. He is
ready, however, to take even his
family as a machinic assemblage
or functioning. But the father,
mother and “the Professor” are
there in varying degrees to
remind him that the family is
not what he thinks it is, not an
assemblage or a functioning.
They are agents of desire, as well
as people or representatives of
the law: not machinic function-
ing but structural functions, the
Father-function and Mother-
function. Suddenly Hans is
afraid to go out into the street.
And he is afraid to go because a
horse might bite him. How

could it be any different since
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the patient gives us in order to present
his ar her unconscious complex to his
or her consciousness in our own words

thanks to our art of interpretation.”

Here, the father and the professor do
not pull their punches. No scruples.
Once again the horse must represent
something else. And this something
else is limited: first it is the mother,
then the father, and then the phallus.
(Not to worry, no matter what animal is
under consideration, the Freudians’
response will always be the same:
horse or giraffe, rooster or elephant,
it's always papa). Freud states it plain-
ly: the horse by itself is of no
importance; it is purely incidental....* A
child seeing a horse fall under the
whip and struggling back up with clat-
tering hooves and sparks has no
affective importance! Instead of see-
ing intensive affects and a machinic
assemblage in the horse's determina-
tions, such that the horse in the road
distinguishes itself from any other ani-
mal and even other types of horses,
Freud sings his refrain: look here, what
the horse has near its eyes are papa’s

spectacles; what it has around its

che street was blocked, forbidden
to him from the point of view of
his deepest desire? And the horse
is not at all a horse as an imagin-
able tangible form (by analogy)
or as a conceivable intelligible
structure (homology). A horse
is an element, a specific material
in a street-horse-omnibus-load
assemblage. A horse, as we have
scen, is defined by a list of affects
depending on the assemblage
into which it enters. These
affects represent nothing other
than themselves: being blinded,
having a bit, being proud, having
a big pee-maker, large haunches
for making dung, biting, pulling
over-sized loads, being whipped,
falling, making a hullabaloo with
its legs... The true problem
through which the horse is
“affective” and not representative
is: How do affects circulate in
the horse? How do they pass and
transform from one into the
other? The horses becoming and
the becoming-horse of little Hans,
one into the other. Hans' prob-

lem is determining the dynamic

mouth is papa’s mustache!® It is
astonishing. What is a child to do
against so much bad faith? Instead of
seeing in the horse’s determinations a
circulation of intensities in a machinic
arrangement, Freud proceeds through
static analogies of representations,
identifying the analogs: it is no longer
the horse making perfect droppings
with its massive rear (degree of
power), but the horse itself is a drop-
ping, and the door through which it
comes out is a rear end! Instead of
having the pee-maker and biting in a
kind of intensive relationship in the
horse, suddenly the pee-maker bites!
Here, Hans gives a start, a way of say-
ing that his father really has not
understood a thing: “But a pee-
maker does not bite.” (Children are
reasonable; they know that pee-mak-
ers do not bite, no more than pinky
fingers speak). The father's shameful
response: “Perhaps it does nonethe-
less ..." Who is sick? Little Hans? Or
his father and the “professor” togeth-
er? Ravaged by interpretosis and
meaning. Nasty. Pity the children.
What does Freud want with his sly

and determined resolve? (He himself
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relationship between all of
these affects. For example, to
be able to “bite,” is it necessary
to go through “falling,” which

then transforms into “making

a hullabaloo with its feer?”s |

What is possible for a horse? Far
from being an Oedipal fantasy,
it is an anti-Oedipal program;
becoming a horse to escape
the stranglehold they want to
impose on him. All human
paths were closed for Hans.
Only a becoming-animal, a
becoming-human, will allow
him to conquer the street. But
psychoanalysis is there to close

this final outlet.

boasts of not telling the father every-
thing in order to reach his goals more
easily and manipulate the interpreta-
tions). What he wants is to:

1) Break all of the little boy's
machinic assemblages in order to
reduce them to the family that will then
be considered something other than
an assembiage and imposed on the
child as a representative of logic;

2) Prevent all of the child’s move-

ments of deterritorialization, which
are, however, the essence of libido

and sexuality; closing all exits, pas-

sages and becomings, including the
becoming-animal, the becoming-inhu-
man; reterritorializing him in his

parent’s bed.”

3) Worry him, make him feel guilty,
depress him, immobilize him, freeze
him, fill him with sad a1;fects... through
interpretation. All Freud knows is
anthropomorphism and territoriality,
yet libido is always going somewhere

else. Freud does not understand ani-
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mals, their becoming or the
becoming-animal. He does not under-
stand the wolves of the WolE-Man any
more than the rats of the Rat-Man or

Little Hans' horse.

D—How could Hans not be
afraid at the same time (and for
completely different reasons
than those invented by Freud)?
Becoming animal, entering into
an assemblage like this is some-
thing serious. Even more
important, desire directly con-
fronts its own repression here.
In the horse assemblage, the
power to be affected is filled by

affects of domestication, loss of

power and sudden brutality no

How does Freud go about achieving his
goal? He breaks Hans' machinic
assemblage into three parts: the horse
will in turn and with increasing depth be
mother, father and then phallus. Or
more precisely:

1) Anxiety is first linked to the
street and the mother (“he misses his
mother in the street!”);

2) The anxiety changes, settles,
deepens into a fear of being bitten by.a

horse, a horse-phobia connected to the

[
| father (“the horse had to be his father”);

less than power and pride, |

active force. The road is not at
all  desire-anxiety-fear. But

desire first meets fear, which

only later becomes anxiety |

under the familial or psychoan-

alytic operation. Take for

example biting: is it the act of a |

vicious animal in triumph, or
the reaction of a beaten animal?
Does little Hans bite or is he
bitten? Will becoming-animal
grant Hans the secret of the
street as a line of flight, or will
it give him the real reason for
the blockage and obstruction
ensured preventively by the

3) The horse is a big, biting pee-
maker. Hans’ ultimate assemblage, his
last attempt at deterritorialization as
becoming-animal is broken to be
retranslated into family territoriality,
familial triangulation. Why is it so impor-
tant from this point of view for the
mother to move toward the father and
the father to move toward the phallus?
Because the mother cannot possess
autonomous power, which would allow

territorial dispersion to subsist. We

! have seen that even if the mother dom-

inates, the power of the family is
phallocentric. It is therefore necessary
for the father to get his power from the

crucial phallus in order for trianguiation
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family? Becoming-animal as a
superior  deterritorialization
pushes desire to its limit: desire
coming to desire its own
repression—a theme absolutely
different from the Freudian
theme, where desire would

repress itself.

to occur as a structural or structuring
operation. Castrated desire can only beg
socialized and sublimated on this con-
dition. It is essential for Freud to assert
that desire represses itself. In order to
do so, it is necessary to show that
desire cannot bear “intensities.” Freud
still has the hysterical model in mind,
where intensities are weak, as 19th
century psychiatry had noted. The
intensities therefore have to be broken
to prevent them from circulating freely
and really changing. They must be
immobilized, each in a kind of signifi-
cant or symbolic redundancy (desire for
the mother, desire against the father,
masturbatory satisfaction). An artificial
system has to be constituted where
they spin in circles. He has to show that
desire is not repressed but represses
itself by taking as its object something
that is Loss, Castration and Lack in its
essence (the phallus in relation to the
mother, to the father, to itself). The psy-
choanalytic operation is then done:
Freud can cynically claim to wait
patiently and let Hans speak. Hans
never had the slightest chance to

speak, to pass on a single one of his
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“utterances.” The reactions of the child

S ——

in this kind of analysis are fascinating:
the moments of irony when he senses
that the adufts are going too far.® And on
the contrary, the total absence of
humor, the extreme tedium of the analy-
sis, the monomaniacal interpretation,
the self-satisfaction of the parents and
the Professor. But no one can live on
irony: Little Hans has less and less, or
he hides it more, he agrees with every-
thing, he recognizes everything, resigns
nimself, yes, ves, | wanted to be the
mama, | want to be the papa, | want a
big pee-maker like papa’s... just sO they
leave him alone, so that he can finally
| forget, forget everything, including those

a, annoying hours of psychoanalysis.

RICHARD, 10 YEARS OLD—MELANIE KLEIN

\ This book by Melanie Klein is the
; shame of psychoana|ysis.m You might
think that Klein's themes—partial
objects, paranoid and depressive posi-
tions—would allow psychoanalysis to
avoid, even just a little, the Oedipal and
R familial quagmire. In fact, it only gets
| worse. The combatants: @ young Eng-
l lish Jew with a sensé of humor is pitted
|

against an old Austrian woman, whose
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10 1 Tirr Romisoe nt A adssorc

resentment breaks the boy. The battie

takes place over the course of 93

protects him at first. He smiles politely

at Mme. Klein's interpretations (p. 26);

many kinds of parents in one's head”
(p. 30); he asks to have a look at Mme.
Klein’s tovely watch to see if the session
will soon be over (p. 31); he seems wor-
ried about his cold (p. 35); he says that
“when he had told everything to Mme.
Klein, he expected to hear the very
same interpretations she had just given
him” (p. 166). However, the imper-
turbable and humorless Mme. Kiein
continues her work, pounding away: he
is afraid of my interpretations.... This is
the leitmotif of her book: “Mme. K inter-
preted, Mme. K interpreted, Mme. k
interpreted.” Richard will be defeated,

saying; Thank you, Madame. The goals
of Mme. K are several: 1) to translate

Richard's affects immediately into fan-

tasies; 2) to move him, after a time,
from the paranoid-schizoid position to
the depressive position, from the
machinic paosition (functioning) to the

position of the little tool (“repaired”); 3)

in terms of finality, to prevent him from

sessions. Richard's sense of humor .

\ forming utterances, thus breaking up
i{ any collective assemblage which would

generate utterances in a child.

C
This is war! Richard reads three \x
newspapers 2 day and listens to !!
the radio. He learns :hf mcan; 1{
ings of the words “ally,” “enemy, |
“tyrant,” “liag,” “traitor,” “meu-
cral” And he learns them
politically, that is, in terms of the \
proper names of contemporary \L
History (Churchill, Hitler, |
Ribbentrop, Darlan), in terms of |

countries, territories, and the

polycentnsm of the Socius (map, 11
borders, thresholds, the crossing |
of thresholds), in terms of war |
machines (bombs, planes, ships,

etc.). He constructs several types |
of machinic assemblages: first,

assemblages of countries on the |
full body of the Earth; second, \.
assemblages of ships on the full | |
body of the sea; third, assem- '1
blages of every means of |
transport  (plane, bus, train, \
truck, parachute) on the full
body of the World. And these |

assemblages are indeed libidinal:




not because, as Mme. K believes,
they represent the eternal family,
but because they are affects,
becomings, passages, crossings;
they are fields of territorialization
and lines of deterritorialization.
Richard’s map, “viewed from the
back,” looks bizarre, confused,
all mixed up, deterritorialized.
Richard draws each type of
assemblage in relation to the
other types: the “giant star fish,”
or the full body of the Earth, is
the “empire” with different col-
ored countries, where the colors
are affects. If the countries are
assigned to family members, it is
not because, as Mme. K believes,
“the empire represents the fami-
ly” (p. 105), but because the
family itself is nothing other than
an assemblage that is opened and
deterritorialized  along  the
Socius’s lines of attack and flight.
What happens in the family
depends on what happens in the
empire. It is true that Richard has
an erection, but his penis gets
hard or soft politically. This eros
is political. Far from reducing the
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Socius to the family, this political
eros opens up the names of the
family on top of the names of
geography and history and redis-
tributes them along the lines of a
political polycentrism. The coun-
tries are affects. They are the
equivalent of Richard’s animal-
becoming (this is why he assigns
so many of them to himself).
Richard’s libido bathes the earth.
He masturbates to Countries.

This is Sex-Pol in action.

Thus, for Mme., K, the empire is the fam-
ily. Mme. K does not hesitate. Unlike
Freud, she is no hypocrite, she does not
feign hesitation. From the start, she
says: let's see, Hitler is whoever hurts
mama, he is the bad father, the bad
penis. The map “viewed from the back”
is “the parents joined in the midst of
sexual relations.” “Mme. K interpreted:
the English port where Prince Eugen
was entering, represented his mother’s
genital organs.” The colors are family
members, etc., etc., for more than 400
pages! Richard is suffocated, the reader
nauseated. Richard will be broken,

crushed under enormous pressure,
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trapped artfully in the office of Mme. K:
this is worse than being trapped in
school, in the family, or in the media. No
one has better demonstrated that a
child has no right to participate in poli-
tics: it is understood that war is nothing
to a child, to the libido of a child. Al that
counts for him are his “destructive
impulses.” The facts cannot be denied:
Klein's conceptions of positions and
partial objects do not loosen the Freudi-
an stranglehold; on the contrary, they
reinforce the familialism, Oedipalism,
and phallocentrism proper to psycho-
analysis. Mme. K has discovered a
more direct way to convert affects into
fantasies and to interrupt the child to
keep him from producing utterances.
The reasons are simple:

1) The theory of positions is
intended to lead the child from its para-
noid-schizoid position to a depressive
position, where the family can again
assume its unifying role, structurally and

personologically integrating every other

| assemblage;

2) Mme. K borrows her bi-polar
concepts from the school: good and
bad, and every possible variation on this

dualism. Her office is as much a family

room as a class room. Mme. K moral
izes. Herein lies Melanie’s originality:
she cannot use the couch as the equiv-
alent of the family bed to psychoanalyze
children; she needs the equivalent of
the school. This is the cost of psycho-
analysis, only then is it possible (Anna,
Freud's daughter, never understood)."
Thus Mme. K reinterprets the family in
terms of the school; she impregnates

the family with the school. But she also

| furnishes the family with artful forces

that enable it to ward off and recycle
every libidinal investment originating
from the Socius;

3) The conception of fragmented
partial objects, you might think, would
be one way to acknowledge multiplici-
ties, segmentations, assemblages, and
sacial polycentrism. In fact, it is quite the
opposite. As Mme. K understands it,
objects appear partial when they are
abstracted from the machinic assem-
blages in which they participate, are
dispersed, and distributed, when they
are torn from the multiplicities to which
they belong only to be reduced to and
flattened on the “ideal” of an organic
totality, a signifying structure, a subjec-

tive or personological integrity, none of
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which, admits Mme. K, is yet present,
but which will show up later as the “posi-
tion,” the age of the patient, and the
cure progress (reduction to strata...).?
“At the end of the analysis, despite the
painful feelings he experienced, the
child had not despaired, since he con-
sidered the cure essential to his

well-being.” Good Lord, at what price!

AGNES, 9 YEARS OLD, SECTORIZATION—]. HOCHMANN'?

Agnes’ fit coincides with her
period. She expresses her fit
“machinically”: a  machinic
defection, a loss of well-being, a
diminished functioning, the

failure or alteration of material
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Sectorization has several focal points:
the hospital, the emergency room, the
free clinic, special education programs,
house calls. Its model is not the family
or the school, but the socius; hence it is
polycentric. This does not preclude its
forcing the child back on the family,
understood as the unit of care.
Because of her epilepsy, Agnes is taken
out of public school, placed in a special
education program, then sent to a free
clinic, until finally a team of psychother-
apists come to her home. They begin by
translating everything into the language
of organicism: everything is forced onto
the stratum of organicism, everything is
reduced to “a struggle over an organ.”

They speak in terms of organ and func-

(not the Jack of an organ). This
is what she says to the psy-
chotherapist: “please fix me up,
my belly-button hures”  (p.
888). “They took everything
from me, they robbed me, they
broke my machine” (p. 903).
She rejects a tool-body, an
organic body, and demands thar
her machine-body be given
back. She manipulates the psy-
chotherapist “like a marionette”
(p. 901). Agnes, like a mari-
onette out of Kleist, only
without strings, now watches
strings emerging from her in
every direction: she rejects her
breasts, her vagina, her eyes for
seeing, her hands for touching.
Is not about the difference
between the sexes. It's about
machinic differences, states of
potential and perfection, the
differences between “functioning”
and “no longer functioning’
(this is what is sexual: apples
make babies, cars make love,
her sister makes a baby for her).
Were it indeed about the differ-

ence between the sexes, she

tion, rather than functioning. And yet
the psychotherapists are forced to
admit that the organ in question is
rather bizarre and uncertain. In fact, it
is a changeable material, whose varia-
tions correspond to different positions
and connections: “It is hard to localize,
to identify; sometimes it's a bone, an
engine, a piece of excrement; some-
times it's a baby, a hand, papa's
heart, or mommy's jewels...” {(p. 905).
However, this does not stop them
from asserting that the problem most
certainly has to do with the difference
petween the sexes, castration, and

the lost object (p. 891, p. 905).
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would not call on her sister for
help in these words: Michelle, my
sister, before puberty, that is,
before being ruined, damaged,
stolen (p. 892).

Agnes lives the family as a
machinic assemblage (a group of
connections and multiple inter-
sections) which then serves as
the foundation or point of
departure for other assemblages:
thus Agnes could deterritorialize
herself on these other assem-
blages that in turn would modify
the assemblage of the family—
hence Agnes’ wish “to return to
the public school where her
brother and sister used to be.”
The elements and material at
Agnes’ disposal are distributed in
the family assemblage in such a
way as to experience every pos-
sible coupling, position, and
connection. It is the presence of
the indefinite article that tracks
these variations as well as the cir-
culation of affects throughout
the assemblage: « belly, 2 mouth,
an engine, & thingamabob, a
baby (p. 890, p. 908).
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The family itself will be translated into -
organic terms: fusion, symbiosis,
dependence (and not connection). '

Agnes will be thrown back on the Oedi v

pal family, both as destination and
point of departure. Rather than make
the family play the role of an assem-
blage, they make Agnes’ assemblages
play familial roles: “We wanted to offer
the child a substitute mother, through
which she could then establish a rela-
tion to the symbolic, since in our view
(at least this is our hypothesis) it is this
relation to the symbolic that was miss-
ing and which she was desperately
trying to reconstruct through the
negation of personal identity” (p.894).
Thus Agnes is forced not only onto the
stratum of organicism, but onto the
strata of familial significance and sub-
jective personal identity. However,
because she rejects subjective iden-
tity and familial significance, as well
as organicism, Agnes’ elements and

materials will alt be interpreted in

“Agnes had become violent. She
exploded like a bomb at the
slightest frustration.” How could
it be otherwise? At every turn she
is told: it is not you speaking, it's
the others in you; but don't be
afraid, you are Agnes; we under-
stand the desires of a young girl
like you, and we are here to
explain them to you. How could
Agnes not scream: ‘1 am not
Agnes!” She has wasted her breath
talking, producing utterances,
which the psychotherapist does
not hear. Agnes takes her revenge
by manipulating her “like a mari-

terms of negation and partial objects,
at least in as much as they have been
abstracted from the combinations into

which Agnes was trying to insert them

* {p- 900). What gets overlooked is the

fact that Agnes' protests do not origi-
nate in negations such as partiality,
castration, or fragmented Oedipus.
They have a perfectly positive source:
the machine-body that was stolen from
her, the functioning states of which she

has been deprived.

onette.” When Agnes says of the
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psychotherapist, “she says what-
ever I do, she knows whatever I
think,” we should nor take it as a
compliment regarding the psy-
chotherapists clear sightedness.
Agnes is accusing her of acting
like a cop, of gross distortion
(unless the psychotherapist knew
everything, how else could she so
distort jt?). Agnes is trapped on
every  side—family, school,
socius. The essential factor in this
generalized entrapment is psy-
chotherapy, which has taken
upon itself to realign the various
focal points of power. Agnes used
to have 7 sexes; they have given

s e
.
e ——

s

her one, and they have violently
forced her back on the difference
between the sexes. Agnes used to
have » mothers, that is, materials
capable of transformation; they
have left her with one, Agnes
used to have 7 parcels of territo- |
1y; they occupy every last inch.
“Her monotonous complaint”
has nothing to do with “Oedipus
torn  between contradictory
demands” (p- 908). She is
screaming: Thief! Thief!
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10

The Rise of the Social

The question here has nothing to do with the adjective that used |
to qualify the group of phenomena encountered in sociology: THE
social refers to a particular sector in which very diverse problems are
categorized as needed, special cases, specific institutions, a catego-
ry of qualified personnel (“social” assistants, “social” workers). We
speak of social plagues, like alcoholism and drugs; social programs,
from repopulation to birth control; social adjustment or malad-
justment (of the pre-delinquent, emotionally disturbed or
handicapped, including different types of advancement). Jacques
Donzelot’s book has great force because he proposes an account of
the origins of this recently formed, increasingly important, and
strange sector, the social: a new landscape is taking shape. Since the
contours of this domain are vague, we must first recognize it from
the way it took shape in the 18th-19th centuries, the way it carved
out its own originality in relation to older sectors even if it
meant reacting to them and distributing them in a new way.
Among the most striking pages by Donzelot, there are those that
describe the case of the “children’s tribunal”: the social, par excel-
lence. At first glance, it might only seem a miniature jurisdiction.

But like an engraving under a magnifying glass, Donzelot discovers
another organization of space, other finalities, other characters,
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even disguised or assimilaced in a judicial apparatus: notables wa
assessors, educators as witnesses, an endre group of turors wind
technicians thar closely follow the broken or “liberalized” family,
The social sector does not merge with the judicial sector cven
if it does propose new offshoots for it. Donzelot shows how the
social does not merge with the economic secror either, precisely
because it invents an entire social economy and creates a new basix
for the distinction between rich and poor. Nor does ic merge with
the public or che private sector, since it induces a new, hybrid fig-
ure of public and privatc and produces its own distribucion, an
original intertwining of state interventions and retractions, chasges
and discharges. The question is not ar all whether there is indeed a
mystification of the social, or which ideology ir expresses. Donzelot
asks how the social farmed in reaction o the other scecors, eading
to new relationships berween the public and private secrors: the
judicial, the administrative and the customary sectors; wealth and
poverty; city and country; medicine, school and family. etc. The
social chus manages to intersect and rework the previous or inde-
pendent distinctions, providing the forces presenc with a new field.
Ie is chen with all the more force that Donzelot ¢an leave the read-
cr to draw conclusions about the social’s pitfalls and machinations.
Since the social is 2 hybrid domain, especially ia the rclation-
ship between public and private, Danzclot’s method consists of
drawing out pure, short lineage, either successive or simultaneous,
that cach act to form a concour or a side, 2 character of the new
domain. The social will be found at the isitersection of all these
shore lines. We must scill distinguish the milicu on which these
lines act by investing ic and changing it the family. Noc thar the
family is incapable of being 2 motor for evoluton, bur it is neces-
satily so only by combining with other vectors, just as the other
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veetors enter into relationships of coupling or crossing to act on the
(kmily. Danzelor’s book is therefore not at all abous the crisis of the
{umily: the crisis is only a negative cffect of the rise of thesc the
(itle lines; or rather, the rise of the social and the orisis of the family
are the dual political effict of the same elementary casises. Hence the
title “ The Policing of Failies,” which above all explains this corre-
lution and escapes the dual danger of an overly global sociclogical
analysis and an overly hasty moral analysis.

We must then show how, ar each intersection of these causes,
nssemblages or arrangements form that function in one way or
another, sliding into the spaces between larger or older mecha-
nisms that in qurn receive the effects of muration, This is where
Donzelots method almosr becomes a method of engraving,
skerching the mounting of 2 new scene in a given framework (like
the scene of che children’s court in the judicial framework; or,
again among the most beautiful pages by Donzelot, the “philan-
thropic visit” that slides into the framework of “charirable”
institutions). Finally, we must determinc the consequences of the
lines of mutation and of the new funcrions on the field of forces,
alliances, hostilities, resistances and above all the . collective
becomings that change the value of 2 term or the meaning of an
ureerance. In short, Donzelor’s method is genealogical, function-
al, and stracegic. Another way of expressing his debr ro Foucauls
and Castel. But the way Donzclot establishes these lineages, the
way he draws an encire scrategic map of the “social” gives his boek
its profound originality.

Donzeloc proves ac the very beginning of his book that a lincage
or a small line of mutation of the family can begin with a detour. a
turn. Evecything begins with 2" 6ass line: a fine of critique or ateack
on aurses and domesricity. And already at this Jevel, there is an
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incersection, since the cricique does not take place in the same way
for the rich and the poor. For the poor, he denounces the unsound
political cconomy thar leads them to abandon their own children,
leave the countryside and place a heavy burden on the stacc. For
the rich, he denounces an unsound cconomy or private hygienc
thar pushes them to confide the education of children confined in
small rooms 1o domesdcs. There is therefore already a sort of
hybridization of public and private that comes into play with the
rich-poor distinction and also rhe dey-country distinction, o
trace the firsc line,

Buc a second line immediately appears. Not only does the fam-
ily tend ro decach jtself from its domestic framework, but coqjugal
values tend o be distinguished from moce properly famitial values
and rake on a cereain auronomy. Of course alliances remain regu-
lated by family hierarchies. Bus it is less to preserve the order of
families than as a preparation for conjugal life in ardec ¢o give this
order a new code, Preparation for marriage as an end rather than
the preservation of the family by means of macriage. Concern for
descendanw rather than pride in ascendance. Everything happens
as if women and children, caught in dhe failure of the old familial
code, sought out che elements of a new, properly “social” coding in
conjugality. The theme of the big sister-lictle mother is born. The
social focuses on conjugalicy, its apprenticeship, its exercise and ics
duties, more than on the family, its inherencness and its righes. Bue
here again, this mutation resonates differencly for the rich and the
poor: the conjugal duties of 2 poor woman confinc her to her hus-
band and children (prevenring her husband from going ro the
cabarex, exc.) while thosc of a rich woman give her wide-ranging
functions of control and a “missicnacy” role in the domain of
charirable actions.
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A thied line exrends 1o where the conjugal femily tends to dis-
engage itself partially from che paternal or marital authority of the
bead of the household. Divorce, the development of abostion for
married women, and the passibility of paternal destitution are the
mose remarkable poins on this line. Bur at a deeper level, subjec-
tlvity and objectivity are compromised: the subjectivity thac the
family finds in its responsible “head,” capable of governing it and
the objecrivity the family draws from a network of dependency and
complementarities chat made it goveenable. On the one hand, new
subjective drives must be found. This is where Donzelor shows the
role of the aall 10 save, which becomes the ceaterpicce of the new
aid arrangement (here lie the differences between past chariry and
new philanchropy, where aid must be seen as an invesement). On
the other hand, the network of old dependencies is replaced with
direce incerventions where the industrial system itself comes to rem-
edy the flaws for which the famity is made responsible (vhus the
legislation on child labor where che system is supposed 1o defend
children against cheir own families—the second aspece of philan-
thropy). In the Rrst case, the srare tends to free itself of overly
burdensome responsibilities by using the cll 1o save and private
investment. In the second case, however, the state is led 1o incer-
vene directly, making the industrial sphere a “moral civilizaton.”
As a result, the family can become both the object of neo-liberal
praise as a place for saving and the object of social and even social-
it critique as an agent of exploitadon (protecting women and
children). It is simultaneously an opportunity for the neo-liberal
stare 1o unload and the target or the burden of the incesventionist
stace. Not an ideological acgument, but two poles of a strategy on
the same line. The hybridization of the public and privace seccors
akes on a posirive value w foom the social.
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And then there is a fourth line bringing about 2 new alliance
berween the medical field and the state. Under the action of very
diverse factots (the development of obligatory schooling, the sol-
dier’s regimen, a disengagement from conjugal values chat puts
che accent on descendents, population conrrol, etc.), “hygiene”
becomes public at the same rime chae psychiatry comes out of the
private sector. There is still hybridization te the extent that med-
icine maintains a private neo-liberal characrer (contracr) while the
interventionist stare necessarily inccrvenes throngh public and
statutory acdons (surelzge).' Bur the proportions of rhese ele-
mencs vary. Oppositions and ceasion conrinue 1o exist (for
example, berween judicial power and psychiaeric “competency™).
Moreover, the wedding of medicine and the state rakes on a dif-
ferent aspect, noc only according o the common policics in vigor
(cugenics, Malthusianism, planning, erc.} bur depending on the
nature of the stare chat is supposed to carry ouc chese policics.
Donzelor has written some excellent pages on the exploits of Paul
Robin and anarchist groups who represented a cermin “lefuist”
currcnr at the time, with actions in factories, strike support, neo-
Malchusian propaganda and where aparchism supported the
norion of a scrong srate. As in the previous cases, the points of
authoritarianism, the points of reform, and the paints of resis-
tance and revolution confront each other on the same line over
the new stakes of “the social,” where medicine and the state com-
bine to become hygienists in several ways, cven conaadicrory
ones that reinvest or rernodel the family. We learn many troubling
things by reading Donzelot on schools of parenting, on the start
of family planning; it is surprising rhat the polirical divisions were
not necessacily the ones we thought. To serve a more general
problem: the political analysis of sratements—-how 1 statcment
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refers 1o a policy and can sadically change its meaning from one
policy to anothez.

There is another line: the line of psychoanalysis, Donzelot gives
it 2 grear deal of imporrance based on an eriginal hypothesis, There
s some concern roday to establish a truc history of psychoanalysis
that breaks with the infimist ancedotes about Freud, his disciples
and his dissidents or with ideological questions in order to define
organizarional problems more dearly. The history of psychoaraly-
sis in general has until now carricd rhe mark of intimism, even ac
the level of the formation of psychoanalytic associations, because
we have remained trapped in a ready-made schema: psychoanalysis
was created in private (contractual) relationships, formed privace
offices and only recendy left them w reach into x public sector
(IMP? dispensaries, secrorization, and teaching). Donzelor, on the
conteary. thinks that psychoanalysis established irself very quickly
in a hybrid public and private environment and that this was one
of the fundamencel reasons for its success. Psychozoalysis came ro
Feance lare. But it rook hold precisely in semi-public secrors like
family planning in relation o problems such as “How can upwant-
ed children be avoided?” We should try to confirm this hypochesis
by looking at ocher countries. In any case, it allows a break with
the perfuncrory dualism “Freud, nco-liberal—Reich, Marxist
dissident” in order 1o cacve out a policical and social field of psy-
choanalysis where rupmares and confronations occuc.

In Donzelods hypothesis, where does psychoanalysis get the
power to invest a mixed sector—"the” social—and immediately
trace a new line Psychoanalysts are noc social workers like those
the other lines produced. Several things distinguish them from
social workers: they do not come  your home, daey do not verify
what you say, and they do not impose any restrictions, Bue we have
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new direccions. He did nor do history. [n facr. he was truly blazing,

new trails. In this lighr, 1 think we can only judge his recent work
by connecring it 1o a renewal of political philosophy. What is this
renewal? I think we have to connect the two ends.

Frangois’ starting point was an excellene book in the philosa
phy of hiscory. La Naissance de 'histoire [ The Birth of History]. in
Greece, which is an essential book and was his first. [e later became
a classic subject, but he was the one who first ser off in che direc
tion of thinking about history as the Greeks did and then had
major following. Afterwards, no one referred to this major book,
but it was a major boolk. If we take the other end (I mean each
time Frangois intervened), what is, for example, the best book on
Marxist atheism and Marx? It is Frangois’ article.? Concerning his
final work, I think, to use Debray’s ticle, it was in the Kandan
sense a Critique of Political Reason. Tt was as if Frangois had comc
back from his adhcsion 1o logos and had to do a critique of polit-
ical logos, a critique of political rationality. a critique of historical
rationality. And his endeavors for this new cririque were joined—
this was the colleceive work direction—by a vast work comparahle
to the linguists: a vast political vocabulary. Thac was his producer-
creator side. He was able to lead the cricique of political reason,
but it was inseparable from che collective work for a vast policicul
vocabulary, a vocabulary of polirical inscicutions. The importance
of his thoughc and his work is absolutely fundamenral. It is the
work of a crearor; not only an illustrious professor, but a creator

who creates with producton and management.
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Preface to the American Edition of

The Movement-Image

Iyis book stems from a desire nort to recount a history of cinema,
bur to bring certain cinematographic conceprs to light. These
voncepts are not of a technical nacure (e.g. the various shots or
the Jifferent camera movements), nor of a cricical nature (e.g. the
najor genres, such as Westerns, cop movies, period films, erc.).
Nor are these concepts linguistic, in the sense that cinema is said
10 be a universal language, or that it is said to be a particular lan-
puage. My own view is that cinema is a composition of images
and signs, an intelligible preverbal matecial (pure semiotics),
whereas the semiology inspired by linguistics abolishes che image
and rends to do away with the sign. Whac I am calling cinemaro-
graphic concepts are rypes of images and che signs which
correspond to each cype. Since the image of cinema is “automar-
ic,” and is given firsc and foremost as a movement-image, |
wanted to know under what condicions rhe different types of the
image could be specified. The primary cypes are the perception-
image. the affection-image, and the action-image. Their
distribution surely determines a certain representation of rime,
bur we cannor forget that time remains the objecr of an indirect
tepresentation to the exrent that it depends on the editing and

comes from the movemcent-images.
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it was so specific. And like everything Foucault did, the maore s

cific it was, the more influence iv had. [t was like an oppornumig
that he knew not to miss. There were complerely unexpected peo
ple involved who had nothing o do wich prisons. 1 am thinkiny,
for example, of Paul Eluard’s widow who helped us a great deal
one point for no special reason. There were very consistene peopls
like Claude Mauriac, who was very dose to Foucault. When we
made connections at the time of the Jackson affair and problems na
American prisons, Gener stepped forward.® He was great. It wa
very lively. A movement ingide the prisons was formed. Revolis
took shape. Ouside, things were going in every direction, wiil
prisan psychiacriscs, prison doctors, the families of inmates. Wr
had o make pamphlets. Foucault and Defert rosk on endless rask-,
They were the ones with the ideas. We (ollowed them. We followel
them with a passion. I remember a crazy day, typical for che GIP
where the good and tragic moments came one after cthe other. We
had gone t0 Nancy, 1 chink. We were busy from morning to night.
The morning started with a delegation to the prefecrure, then we
had to go to the prison, then we had to hold a press conference.
Some things took place ar che prison, and then we ended the day
with a demonstration. Ac the start of the day, | told myselt I would
never make it 1 never had Foucaults energy or his smrength. Fou-

caulr had an enormous life force.
How did the GIP disband?

Foucault did whart everyone ¢lsc was contemplarting: after a while,
he disbanded rhe GIP I remember Foucault was secing the
Livrozets frequendly. Livrozer was a former inmare. He wrote a

book for which Foucault did a beautifuf preface.* Mrs. Livrozet was
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i very active. When che GIP disbanded, chey continued its work
il the CAY che “Comicé¢ d’Action des Prisonniers” [Prisoners’
A tion Commieree] ehar was going o be cun by former inmates. |
ihink Foucaul only remembered the fact that he had lost; he did
it see in what way he had won. He was always very modest from
i cortain poine of view. He thought he had lost because everything
(lised down again. He had the impression that it had been uscless.
Foucault said it was not repression but worse: someone speaks but
i in as il noching was said. Three or four years lacer, things returned
(s exactly che way they were.

Ac the same time, he must have known what an impact he
luid made. The GIP accomplished many rhings; the prisoners’
movements were formed. Foucanlt had rhe right to rhink chac
womething had changed, even if ic was not fundamental. 1t’s an
aversimplification, but the goal of the GIP was for the inmaces
(hemselves and cheir families o be able to speak, to speak for
ihemsefves. That was not the case before. Whenever there was a
sJhow on prisons, you had representatives of all those who dealr
losely with prisons: judges, lawyers, prison guards, volunteers,
philanthropiscs, anyone excepr inmates chemnselves or even former
inmates. Like when you do a conference on elementacy school
and everyone is there except the children, even though rhey have
something ro say. The goal of the GIP was less to make them talk
than to design a place where people would be forced to listen to
them, a place char was not reduced to a riot on che prison roof,
buc would ensure that what they had o say came chrough. What
needed to be said is exactly whar Foucault brought our, namely:
we are deprived of freedom, which is onc thing, but the things
happening to us are something else alcogether. They own us.

Everyone knows it, but everyone lets it happen.
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Wasn't one of the functions of the 1atelleceval for Foucault to open o

space where others could speak?

In France, it was someching very new. That was the main diflereni
between Sartre and Foucaule. Foucaulr had a notion, a way of liv
ing the political position of the intellectual chat was very ditfceem
from Sartre’s, one that was not cheoretcal. Sartre, no marter wha
his force and brilliance, had a classical conception of the intlle
tual. He ook accion in the name of superior values: the Good, the
Just and the True. I see « common thread that runs from Volciire
to Zola to Sarrre. It ended wich Sartre. Che inrellectual wkiag,
action in the name of the valucs of truth and juscice. Foucaolt was
much more functional; he always was a functionalist. But he
invented his own funcrionalism. His functionalism was seeing and
speaking. What is there o see here? Whac is there to say or think?
It was noc the intellectual as a guarantor of cerrain values.

I know thar he later discussed his conception of truth, buc tha
was differenc. “Informacion” was not the right word finally. It was
not about finding the truth about prison, but ro produce stare-
mencs abouc prison, once it was said thac neicher che prisoners nor
the people outside prison had been able to produce any themselves.
They knew how to make speeches abouc prison, etc. but not pro-
duce them. Here as well, if there was any communication between
his actions and his philosophical work, it was that he lived like tha.
What was so exceptional about Foucault’s sentences when he
spoke? There is only one man in the world 1 have ever heard speak
like that, Everything he said was decisive, bur noc in the auchori-
tarian scnse. When he entercd a room, ic was already decisives it
changed the atmosphere. When he spoke, his words were decisive.

Foucault considered a statement to be something vecy particular.
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[l just any discourse or sentence makes a stacement. Two dimen-
donx are necessary: seeing and speaking. It is more or less words
il things, Words are che production of statements; things are the
weinp, the visible formations. The idea is to see something imper-

cepuble in che visible.
Does producing staternents mean letring someone speak?

Iy part, but chae is not all. We said—it was the theme—Ilike the
athers, we said: others must be allowed to speak, but thac was noc
(he question. Here is a political example. For me, onc of the most
lundamentally imporeant things about Lenin was that he produced
inew statements before and after the Russian Revolurion. They were
il signed scatements, they were Leninist statements, Can we calk
ihonea new cype of stakement ot one that emerges in a certain space
o under certain circumstances chat are Leninisc statements? It was
t new type of statement. The question is nor to seck the trurh like
Sartre, but to produce new conditions for starements. 1968 pro-
duced new scatements. They were a type of statement that no one
had used before. New statements can be diabolical and very
mnoying and everyone is drawn o fighe chem. Hider was a greac

producer of new statements.
1id you find thar politically sufficienr at the time?

Was it enough to keep us occupied? Cercainly. Our days were com-
pletely full. Foucaule broughe wich him a type of praceice thac had
two fundamentally new aspects. How could that not have been suf-
hcient? Your quesrion is too harsh in a way. Foucault would have

said that it was not sufficient because in one sense, it Failed. It did
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The Brain Is The Screen

CAHIERS DU CINEMA: How did cinema come into your life, as a speciaton,

but especially as a philosopher? When did your love affaiy with it biin
And when did you first think it merited Philosophical consideration?

Gilles Deleuze: [ fecl very privileged o have experienced cinenma in
wo discrete periods of my life. When [ was a lid, T used co go ro 1he
movies all the time. There were these family plang, | think, where you)
could ger a subscripdon o a parucolar movie house, like che Pleyl,
and people senc their kids chere. I couldn’c choase what T wanted 1o :\-u-.
But [ saw Harold Lloyd and Buster Keacon, | temember Les Cyosx r
bois [Wooden Crosses] gave me nightmares, and Funtomas really scarcd
me when they released it again. T would be curious ro know whicly
movie houses in a particulor neighborhood disappeared afier che war.
New movie houses have sprung up, buc many have disappeared.

And then after the war, 1 stacted going ro the movies again, but
this cime I was a philosophy student. T wasme paiive enough ro wan
todo a philosophy of cinema, bur whar made an impression on nic
Was a certain ineetsection or encounter: che philosophical authors 1
preferred were those who demanded chat movement be introduced
o thought, “real” movement {they cridicized the Hegelian djalcc-

ric as abstract movement). How could T not encounter the sort of
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e which introduced “real™ movement inw the image? It was
it matter of applying philosophy to cinema. 1 just went seraight
I philosophy to cinema and back again, from cinema to philos-
aphiy. There was something strange about cinema. Whac struck e,
il [ hadi't expected this, was how well it manifested not behavior,
bt spiricual life (including aberrant behaviors). Spiritual Jife is not
divam or fantasy (these have always been dead-ends in cinema), bur
the realm of clear-headed decision making, a kind of absolute stub-
hunness, che choice of existence. How js it that cinema is so apt for
nining the riches of spiritual life? This can be a recipe for the worst:
the most vulgar cliché, an insipid Catholicism proper to cinema. Or
it can be a recipe for the best: Dreyer, Srernberg, Bresson, Rossclini,
Itohmer, etc. [ is fascinating how Rohmer uses his films to study cer-
imin spheres of existence. Lu Collectionneuse [The Collector] is 2
udy of esthetic existence, Beay mariage [A Good Marriage] is a
tudy of ethical existence, and Ma nuit chez Maud [My Night at
Maud’s] is a study of religious existence. It is very much like
[icrkegaard who long before cinema felt the need to write wsing
strange synopses. Cinema puts movement not just in the image; i
puts it in the mind. Spiricual lite is che movement of the mind. [cis
perfecely natural ro go from philosophy to cincma, and from cinema
to philosophy.

The vunity here is the brain. The brain is the screen. I don’t chink
pyychoanalysis or linguistics have much to offer cinema. Bur molec-
ular biology, the biology of the brain—thatrs a different story.
Thought is molecular. We are slow beings, constituted by certain
molecular speeds. Michaux says: “Man is a slow being, made pos-
sible only through fantastic speeds.” Cerebral cjreuits and
connections do not preexist che stimuli, the corpuscles, or particles

thar trace them. Cinema is not thearer: it composes its bodies using

The Brain It The Screen | 283
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that vanadion is not something extra added to repetition, only 1o
conceal it, but racher jts condicion or conscitutive clenieni-—ini

rioricy par excellence? Disguise belongs no more to repeticion than
displacement does to difference: a common cransport, didpho,
Taking this co the limit, could we speak of a single power, whethe
of difference or of reperition, which would make itself {clL only n

the multiple and would determine multiplicities?

4) Every philosophy must develop its own way of talking abaun
the sciences and the arts, just as it must escablish alliances with
them. This conquesc is difficult, because philosophy cannot lay
claim to the least superioriry, and yec it can create and develop -
own concepts only in reladon ro whar these conceprs are able 1o
grasp of scientific functions and arcistic consrructions. A phile

sophical concept is not to be confused wirh a scientific function o
an artistic conscruction, but it does have affinicies with them, in
a pardicufar scientific field, or style of act. The sciencific or artis

tic content of a philosophy can be rudimencary, since it is nin
philosophy’s job to advance science or arr, but philosophy cannm
wself advance without forming properly philosophical concepis
concerning a particular function or construction, however rudi

mentaty. In other words, philosophy cannot be practiced
independenty of science and art. In chis sense, [ have tried to con-
stituce a philosophical concept of differentiation, both as =
machemarical function and as a biological function, all the while
searching for a relation berween them which could be arriculaced,
but which did nort appear at the level of their respeccive objects.
Arc, science, and philosophy seem to have mobile relations to onc
another, with each responding to the other, buc cach in rerms

which are proper o it
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1) Vialty, v scemed thae chis book could Lreak through o the
powers ol difference aud repetition only by calling into question
ihe fmage of choughe which we had made for oucsclves. What [
e is that method alone does not exclusively govem our
thoupht, especially when rhere is a more of less explicit image of
houpht, tacit and presupposed, which determines our ends and
means whenever we ary to chink. For example, we presuppose that
thinking is possessed of a good nature, and the thinker, of good will
(we “nacurally” desire the truch). Recognicion, or cammon sense, is
e model we choose for ourselves whenever we usc our faculties on
i1 object which is presupposed the same. Error is the enemy fo be
Jefeated—the only enemy—and we presuppose that cruth has to
Jdo with solucions, propositions capable of scrving as answers. Such
w the classic image of thoughe. As long as chis image remains
untouched by a crifique, how will we bring choughe to consider
problems which surpass the propositional mode, ta have such
CRCOUNCErS 35 escape recognition, (0 confront enemics other than
crror, to reach into the hearc of what necessitaces thought, or
wrests ic from its usual torpor, its mogorious bad faith? A new
image of thought, ot rather the liberation of thought from the
images which imprison it, was what [ was looking for alrcady in
{roust.' in Difference and Repetivion, this project acquires its own
autonamy and becomes the condition for the discovery of two con-
cepts. Thus, of all the chaprers, Chaprer 3 now secms the mosc
necessary and the most concrete. It provides an introduction to my
.ubsequent books, including my work with Guactari, in which we
(laim a vegerable model for thought in the rhizome, s opposed to

the model of the tree: not arborescent thought—rhizome-thought.
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the skin is a group of pores; socks ace a ficld of sciches, bon
come from an ossuary... Buc he kepe coming back (o the calii
vision of a neurotic unconscious playing with ecernal abstraction
(and even Melanie Klein’s parrial objects hark back o a Tost vy
a rocality o come, a split subjecr). It is very difficulr o thinlo il
multiple as such, as a substanrive, in a way that does not nead 1
refer to something other than ieself: the indefinice arcicle as paii
cle, che proper name as individuation without subject, verby bty
infinitive as pure becoming, “a Hans to become horse™ Lin Han
deveniy cheval)... It seemed to us that British and American lites
ature had a great role in approaching these multiplicicies: 1t
probably in this literacure chac the question “Whac is writiug
received the response closest to Life itself, both animal and plii
life. Tt also seemed to us that science, mach, and physics hid nn
higher object, and that set theory was sall in the early scagey il
the theory of spaces. It seemed to us that politics was invalved w
well, and chac throughout a social field, rhizomes spread unid
arbotescent appararuses. This book is made up of jusr such
assorrment of imagination about the formation of the unconscimr,
as well as literary, sciendfic and policical formations.

This book itself was “between” in many ways. 1t was betwan
wwo books. Anii-Oedipus, which Guactari and I had finished, wid .1
Thousand Plateaus, which we had begun, and thac was our nusd
ambitious, most inordinare, and least appreciated work. This boulk
was therefore not only between two books, bur between Guuttace
and myself as well. And since T wrote it with Claire Parner, thew
was the occasion for a new between-line. The poines—Féhix, Clain
Parnet, myself and many others—did not count and only served
temporary, transitory, fleeting points of subjectivation. What wr

important was the set of bifurcating, divergenc, overlapping lin

306 / Two Regimes of Madness

Qiat Tormed this book as 2 muldplicity passing berween the poines,
diying them along wichour ever going from one to the other. As
el the initial project to have a two person interview with onc

i asking questions and the other answering no longer

aileed, ‘Uhe diseributions had to include the increasing dimen-

dnive of mudeiplicity, following a becoming that could not be
ditibmed to people, since no one could enter them without
Hanging their nacure. We mighe know all the more what writing
i withown knowing what came from one person or another or
nimeone else altogecher. The lines respond to cach orher like the
hierrancan tendrils of a thizome as opposed o the unicy of the
oo and s binary logic. It was truly a subjectless book with no
Loginning or end, and no middle, like Miller said: “grass grows

.. ) _ "
[iiween. .., 1t is an overflowing, a moral lesson.

Preface 5o the American Edision of Dialogues [ 307
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A Rashback ix only a signpost and when i is used by the major bt
mﬂkel'S, i[ Only SCrves (o Pl'L'.S(‘lll InllCIl marg k‘“”\l‘lk’x |C”\|\“|A|I
structures (for example, “bifurcating” rime i Mankiewicz: recapius
ing the moment when time could have taken another dircetion.. )
In any case, whac I call a temporal structure of dircet tinmc-invy
clearly goes beyond a purcly empirical, pase-present-future sucees
sion of time. There are, for example, a coexistence ol distin
duracions or levels of duration, since a single event can ke part 1
several levels: layers of the past coexist in non-chronological onle
We can see it in Welles in his powerful intuicion of the Earch wid 1o
Resnais with the characters that recurn from the land of che dead.
There are many other temporal structures as well. The object o
this book is to bring out those that cinematographic images have been
able to capture and reveal and that can echo the teachings of science.
the revelations of other arts or what philosophy helps us understand,
each in complete independence. When someone speaks of the death ol
cinema, it is a miscake because cinema is only ac the beginning ol i
research: to make visible the relationships of time that can only appeas
in the creadon of the image. Cinema has no need for television, whose
image sadly remains only in the present unless it borrows from che ant
of cinema. The relacionships and disjunctions beeween sight wnd
sound, berween the seen and the spoken, continue to feed chis proh
lem and give cinema new powers to capture time in the image (in varv
different ways for Pierre Perrault, Straub, Syberberg...). Yes, cincm.
unless violenty destroyed, has rerained all the power of a beginnisy:.
Conversely, we should already be looking to pre-war cinema and cven
silent films for the work of a very pure time-image that always pene
trated, held or enveloped the movement-image: a still lite by Ozu as 1
immutable form of time? L would like to thank Robert Galeta for the care

he put into his translation of this adventure in movement and time.
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Rivette’s Three Circles

A hiest circle appears (or a segment of one). Lets call it A, since 'ft
w Il o appear, though it never ceases throughout the film. This
vde s un old cheater, which serves as a school where some y0t.mg
women are rehearsing the toles chey will play (Marivaux, Cornel'llc,
I in¢) under the dircction of Constance (Bulle Ogier). The difh-
i thing here is for che girls co express aurhentic feeling—anger.
{uve, despair—with words that are not their own, bur those of an
suchor. This is the firse sense of play: Roles.

One of the girls, Ceécile, has left a house in the suburbs to four
siher girls. She has gone to live elsewhere wich the man sh'e loves.
I'he four girls will live together in the house, where they will expe-
(ivnce the repercussions of their roles, as well as end-of the—dfay
imoods and personal postures, the effects of their private love affairs
(1 which they only allude), and their various articudes toward one
snother. Te is almost as if the girls had bounced off the wall of the
(heater to lead a life which they vaguely share in the house, w.herc
bits of their roles are carried over, but spread out in their own lives,
with each girl minding her own business. You no longer have asuc-

cession of roles governed by a program, bur rather a haphazard

chain of accitudes and postures following several simulraneous sto-

ries thar do nort intersect. This is the second sense of play: the
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i, o,

onstructan identity. Reliyion. 4.

lhvy l'('j('(l ol .|H|'|ll I

shiould explicidy sone (o,

l.ctter-Preface to

Jean-Clet Martin

In reading your work, [ am grateful for the care you have shown
my own, and especially for the rigor and comprehension you
bring to the task. I will try to provide answers to some of your
reniarks. Any difference between us is mare often than not just

2 matrer of words.

[. | believe in philosophy as system. The norion of syscem which
| find unpleasant is one whose coordinates are the Identical, the
Similar, and the Analogous. Leibniz was the first, I think, to iden-
(ily system and philosophy. In the sense he gives the term, 1 am all
in favor of it. Thus, questions that address “rhe death of philoso-
phy” or “going beyond philosophy” have never inspired me. |
consider myself a classic philosopher. For me, the system must not
only be in perpetual heterogencicy, it must also be a hererogenesis,

which as far as [ can tell, has never been tried.

2. Ip chis light, what you say abour mctaphor, or rather against
metaphor, seems perfectly justified ro me, and profound. [ would
only add someching that does not in the least contradict what you
say, but whose sense is somewhere in the neighborhood of your

own: betrayal and double “appropriation” are operations which in
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Two Regimes of Madness Gilles Deleuze

People tend to confuse winning freedom with
conversion to capitalism. But they do not seem
to consider the state of the global capitalist
market a _failure, with the harsh inequality that
conditions 1it, the populations excluded from
the market, efc. Revolutionary situations and
attempts are born of capitalism itself and will

not soon disappear, alas. Philosophy remains

tied to a revolutionary becoming that is not to

be confused with the history of revolutions.

The texts and interviews gathered in this volume cover the
last twenty years of Gilles Deleuze's life (1975-1995), which
saw the publication of his major works: 4 Thousand Plateaus
(1980), Cinema I: Image-Movement (1983), Cinema II: Image-
Time (1985), all leading through language, concept and art to
What is Philosophy? (1991). They also document Deleuze’s
increasing involvement with politics (Toni Negri, terrorism,
etc.). The texts of Two Regimes of Madness complete those
collected in Desert Islands (1953—1974). Both volumes were
conceived by the author himself to be his last. Together
DELELZE G they provide a prodigious entry into the work of the most

TWO REGIMES OF MAD , : i
TR 583 812 3131 important philosopher of our time.

I
B
7815841350323
including four in collaboration with Félix Guattari: dnii-
€ 25,00 Oedipus, Kafka: Toward a Minor Literature, A Thousand Plateaus,
and What s Philosophy?

& Gilles Deleuze (1925-1995) has published twenty-five books,
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