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A LIFE OF PURE IMMANENCE

DELEUZE'S “CRITIQUE ET CLINIQUE" PROJECT

The critical (in the literary sense) and the
clinical (in the medical sense) may be des-
tined to enter into a new relationship of mu-
tual learning.'

Although Essays Critical and Clinical is the
only book written by Gilles Deleuze that is de-
voted primarily to literature, literary references
are present everywhere in his work, running par-
allel, almost, to the philosophical references.
These include the books on Proust, Masoch, and
Kafka; the long essays on Bene and Beckett and
Bene; the chapter in Dialogues “On the Superior-
ity of Anglo-American Literature™; and the pro-
fuse literary references in The Logic of Sense and
Capitalism and Schizophrenia.

What role do these literary analyses play in
Deleuze’s philosophical oeuvre? In What is Phi-
losophy, Deleuze and Guattari define philosophy
as an activity that consists in the creation of con-
cepts. But philosophy, they add, necessarily en-
ters into variable relations with other domains
such as science, medicine, and art. For art is an
equally creative enterprise of thought, but one
whose object is to create sensible aggregates
rather than concepts. Great artists and authors are
also great thinkers, but they think in terms of per-
cepts and affects rather than concepts: painters
think in terms of lines and colors, musicians think
in sounds, film-makers think in images, writers
think in words, and so on. Neither activity has any
privilege over the other: creating a concept is nei-
ther more difficult nor more abstract than creating
new visual, sonorous, or verbal combinations;
and conversely, it is no easier to read an image,
painting, or novel than it is to comprehend a con-
cept. Philosophy, Deleuze insists, cannot be un-
dertaken independently of science and art; it al-
ways enters into relations of mutual resonance
and exchange with these other domains, though
for reasons that are always internal to philosophy
itself’

Deleuze therefore writes on the arts not as a
critic but as a philosopher, and his books and es-
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says on the various arts, and on various artists and
authors, must be read, as he himself says, as works
of “philosophy, nothing but ghilosophy, in the tra-
ditional sense of the word.”” The cinema, for in-
stance, produces images that move, and that move
in time, and it is these two aspects of film that De-
leuze set out to analyze in The Movement-Image
and The Time-Image: “What exactly does the cin-
ema show us about space and time that the other
arts don’t show?”* Deleuze describes his two-
volume study of the cinema as “a book of logic, a
logic of the cinema” that sets out “to isolate cer-
tain cinematographic concepts,” concepts that are
specific to the cinema, but that can only be formed
philosophically.” Francis Bacon: The Logic of
Sensation likewise creates a series of philosophi-
cal concepts, each of which relates to a particular
aspect of Bacon’s paintings, but which also finds a
place in “a general logic of sensation” Essays
Critical and Clinical must therefore be evaluated
in the same manner, that is, in terms of the con-
cepts Deleuze extracts from the literary works he
examines. But if the Cinema volumes deal pri-
marily with space and time, and Francis Bacon
with the nature of sensation, Deleuze’s writings
on literature, it seems to me, are primarily linked
with the problematic of Life. “You have seen what
is essential for me,” Deleuze wrote to one of his
commentators, “this ‘vitalism’ or a conception of
life as a non-organic power.”’

For Deleuze, Life is an impersonal power that
goes beyond one’s personal life or lived experi-
ence, and writing itself, he says, is “a passage of
Life that traverses both the livable and the lived.”*
In one of the last essays he published before his
suicide in November 1995, entitled “Immanence:
A Life . . ., Deleuze wrote of a scene from Char-
les Dickens Our Mutual Friend. A rogue despised
by everyone is brought in on the verge of death,
and the people tending to him suddenly manifest a
kind of respect and love for the least sign of life in
the dying Dickens writes: “No one has the least re-
gard for the man; with them all, he has been an ob-
ject of avoidance, suspicion, and aversion; but the
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spark of life within him is curiously separate
from himself now, and they have a deep interest
in it, probably because it is life, and they are liv-
ing and must die”” As the man revives, his sav-
iors become colder, and he recovers all his crude-
ness and maliciousness. Yet “between his life and
his death,” comments Deleuze, “there is a mo-
ment that is no longer anything but « life playing
with death. The life of an individual has given
way to an impersonal and yet singular life that
disengages a pure event freed from the accidents
of'the inner and outer life, that is, from the subjec-
tivity and objectivity of what happens. A homo
tantum with whom everyone sympathizes, and
who attains a kind of beatitude. This is an haec-
ceity, which is no longer an individuation but a
si sgularization: a flife of pure immanence, neu-
tral, eyond good and evil”"

This latter phrase leads us to the second point,
namely, that the notion of an impersonal Life also
functions as an ethical principle in Deleuze’s
thought. Throughout his works, Deleuze has
drawn a sharp distinction between ethics and mo-
rality."" He uses the term “morality” to define, in
general terms, any set of “constraining” rules,
such as a moral code, that consists in judging ac-
tions and intentions by relating them to transcen-
dent or universal values (“this is good, that is
evil™). What he calls “ethics™ is, on the contrary, a
set of “facilitative” [facultative] rules that evalu-
ates what we do, say, and think according to the
immanent mode of existence it implies. One says
or does this, thinks or feels that: what mode of ex-
istence does it imply?'* As both Spinoza and Ni-
etzsche argued, each in their own manner, there
are things one cannot do or think except on the
condition of being weak, base, or enslaved; and
there are other things one cannot do or say except
on the condition of being strong, noble, or free.
The transcendent moral opposition between
“Good and Evil” is in this way replaced by an im-
manent ethical distinction between “good and
bad.” “*Beyond Good and Evil,” wrote Nietzsche,
“at least that does nor mean ‘Beyond Good and
Bad.””" The “Bad” or sickly life is an exhausted
and degenerating mode of existence, one that
judges life from the perspective of its sickness,
that devaluates life in the name of “higher” val-
ues. The “Good” or healthy life, by contrast, is an
overflowing and ascending form of existence, a
mode of life that is able to transform itself de-
pending on the forces it encounters, always in-

creasing the power to live, always opening up
new possibilities of life. For Deleuze, every work
of art implies a way of living, a modc of life, and
must not only be evaluated critically but also
clinically. “Style, in a great writer,” he writes, “is
always a style of life too, not anything at all per-
sonal, but inventing a possibility of life, a way of
existing”"*

It was in his 1967 essay Coldness and Cruelty
that Deleuze first posited this link between litera-
ture and life, that is, between the critical and the
clinical, and he did so in the context of a concrete
problem: Why were the names of two literary fig-
ures, Sade and Masoch, used by nineteenth-
century clinicians to denote two fundamental
“perversions” in psychiatry? This encounter be-
tween literature and medicine was made possi-
ble, Deleuze argues, by the peculiar nature of the
symptomatological method in medicine. Medi-
cine can be said to be made up of at least three dif-
ferent activities: symptomatology, or the study of
signs; etiology, or the search for causes; and ther-
apy, or the development and application of a
treatment. While etiology and therapeutics are
integral parts of medicine, Deleuze suggests that
symptomatology appeals to a kind of limit-point
that belongs as much to art as to medicine."”” In
medicine, illnesses are usually named after doc-
tors rather than patients (Parkinson’s disease,
Alzheimer’s disease, and so on). The principles
behind this labeling process deserve close analy-
sis. The doctor obviously does not “invent” the
disease, but rather is said to have “isolated” it: he
or she distinguishes cases that had hitherto been
confused by dissociating symptoms that were
previously grouped together, and by juxtaposing
them with others that were previously dissoci-
ated. In this way, the doctor constructs an original
clinical concept for the disease: the components
of the concept are the symptoms, the signs of the
illness, and the concept becomes the name of a
syndrome, which marks the meeting place of
hese symptoms, their point of coincidence or
convergence. When a doctor gives his or her
name to an illness, it constitutes an important ad-
vance in medicine, insofar as a proper name is
linked to a given group of symptoms or signs.

The fundamental idea behind Deleuze’s “cri-
tique et clinique” project is that authors and art-
ists, like doctors and clinicians, can themselves
be seen as symptomatologists. If Krafft-Ebing, in
1869, was able to use Masoch’s name to desig-
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nate a perversion, it was not because Masoch
“suffered™ from it as a patient, but rather because
his literary works isolated a particular way of ex-
isting and set forth a novel symptomatology of it.
Freud made use of Sophocles in much the same
way when he created the concept of the “Oedipal
complex,” or ¢f Shakespeare when he wrote of
Hamlet." “Authors. if they are great, are more like
de tors than patients,” writes Deleuze, “We mean
it they are tiemselves astonishing diagnosti-
s or sympromatologists. There is always a
sSatadeal ofartinvolved in the grouping of symp-
¢ the organization of a rable [rableau)
vwhoso oo aeudar svmptom s dissociated from
anctiiern justaer.ed to a third, and forms the new
figuire of a disorder or illness. Clinicians who are
ablo to renew a symptomatological picture pro-
duce a work of art; conversely. artists are clini-
cians. not with respect to their own case. nor even
with respent to a case in general: rather, they are
clivicians of eivilization™ 1t was Nietzsche who
put first put forward the idea that artists and phi-
losephers are physiologists or “physicians of cul-
wre 77 And indeed, Deleuze strongly suggests
thae artists and authors can go further in sympto-
maoloey than doctors and clinicians, precisely
he work ot art gives them new means,

o
perocaps also bessuse they are less concerned
abos anses

Thic point o view eovors different from many
“psychoatsdvie T interpectsiions of writers and

artists, which ted 1o trear authers through their
work, as possibrie o real patiente even 1 thev are
accorded the benefit ot “sublimation.™ Avtists are
treated as clinical cases. as it they were 11l how-
ever sublimely, and the critic secks @ sign o neu-
rosis like a secret in their work, its ldden code
The work of art then seems 1o be mseribed be-
tween two poles: a regressive pole. where the
work hashes out the unresolved contlicts of child-
hood, and a progressive pole, by which the work
invents paths leading to a new solution concern-
ing the future of humanity, converting itself into a
“cultural object.” From both these points of view,
there is no need to “apply” psychoanalysis to the
work of art. since the work itself is seen to consti-
tute a successful psychoanalysis. either as a reso-
lution or a sublimation. In Anti-Oedipus, Deleuze
and Guattari argue that this infantile or “egoistic™
conception of literature, with its imposition of the
“Oedipal form” on the work of art, has been an
important factor in the reduction of literature to an
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object of consumption subject 10 the demands of
the literary market.”

In 196 /. Deleuze saw Coldness and Crueli: as
the first installment of a series of literarv-chinical
studies: “What I would like to study.” he said inan
interview. “[and] (this book would merely be a
first example) is a articulable lcl:monshjp be-
tween literature and clinical psychiatn™ The
idea was not to apply psychiatric concepts te lit-
erature. but on the contrary 1o non-
preexistent coneepts from the works themselves.
Ten years later. Deleuze would ask. 1t e can
speak of “Sadism” and “Masochism. whe conwe
not also speak of “Katkasm.” ~Proustism.”
“Beckettiam™ or even “Spinozism” and “Nietz-
scheism™ along the lines of a generahized clinic?
From this point of view, almost all of Deleuze
books. whether they deal with philosephers or
writers. can be read as mnstalbnents in the “cri-
tigque et clinque™ project. Prowst wind Signs ex-
plicitly interprets The Remembrance oi Things
Pase as a symptomatology: Delevze and Guat-
tari’s book on Kafka shows how Katka's work
provided a diagnosis of the “diabolical powers™ of
the future that were knocking wi the door (capirtal-
s buresucracy, fascism, Stalimosmy Novzwche
wind Phifocopin shows how “hetssche dignosed
a discase mihidismy by isolating 1ts svmptoms
pessentineont. the bad conscrepee, thie
ideal) by iracine itz etinlogy back 2

RPN

SR
et re-
lation ofacnve and reacove torces the conealogr-
cal methodioand by setting forth bothva p
(nthilism defeated by ety and

Gentment ithe
reviluation of svalues), Tn all these workn whiat
Foucault ¢atled the “author foncion™ has ail but
disappearc s the proper vane does Floa
particular person as an avthor bt to aregime of
signs or coneepts. Delerze speshoonr Nietes ches
philosophy o1 Proust’s nove:
WY A8 o

oyt b
RIS A

aromtich the same
speaks of Alzheper” the
Doppler etieet, the Hamiboman rumber the Py-
thagorean theorem. or the Mandelbror set. that s,
as a non-personal mode of individuation These
then are the two fundamental aspects of Deleuze’s
symptomatological method: the function of the
proper name, and the assemblage or muluplicity
designated by the name.

< disense,

* % Xk %
With the publication in 1972 of Ant-Ovdipus,
however, the “critique et clinique™ project took a
new turn. The critique of psvchoanalvsis Deleuze
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and Guattari otfed i Ang-Oedipus 1s primarily
sympronatefogicat: psyehoanalysis. they con-
wend. fundainentatly misunderstands signs and
SLp nven the subtitle, Caprralistit wnd
Schizophiron, one might expect Deleuze and
Guaitar to priyde wsymptomatelogical analysis
ot sebophircnie thar would correct the errors and
abuscs of psvonoaalysts But i gact this 18 not
Svhizopirenias an acute phenomenon
that puoses numerous problems o the clinical
methond st andy as there no agrecment as to the
ettolcewy of schizophienia, but even its sympto-
matoiGe s i vacertalit In most psychiatric
accounts of sehzophizenia, the diagnostic criteria
are guen in purciy negative terms, that is. in
ternt of the destructions the disorder engenders
in the saigect. dissociation, aatisin, detachment
trom reality.”” The problem is that these negative
svmpleins appear as dispersed and scatlered, and
are Jsthicuit o teruitze orunify ima coherent chini-

LHES

the cisa.

cal enuty. o1 even g focalizable “mode of exis-
tence” drzopinremia is a discordant syn-
dmms.’i writes Ueleuze, “always in tlight from
itseit ™

Awti ocdipus theretore takes the “critique ¢t
clingue - project 0 a properly transcendental
level Frowmthie chinical viewpoint, one of its aims
1s o desenbe scinzophrenia o 1ts positivity, no
longer as actualized ina particular mode of hife.
buta. the very process of Life itsett. Deleuze and
Guattars draw a sharp distinctuion between
schizophrenia as a process and schizophreniaas a
clinical entity, although their use of the same
term to describe both phenomena has led to nu-
mercus nmundustandmés For schizophrenia
as a process is nothing other than the concept of
Life 15 a nonorganic and impersonal power. " The
problem of schizophrenization as a cure,” they
write. “consists ut this: how can schizophrenia be
disengaged as a power of humanity and of Nature
without a schizopliremc thereby being produced?
A problem analogous to that of {Witliam] Bur-
roughs (How 1o mcarnate the power of drugs
without being wn addict?) or [Hr.m\f] Miller
(How 1o ger druak on pure water?)™™ From the
critical side. Deleuze and Guattar once again ap-
peal to the work of literary figures, especially a
number of Anglo-American writers, whose work
here comes 1o the tore for the first time. “We have
beer criticized for overquoting literary authors.”
they would later comment, “Butis it our fault that
Lawrence. Miller. Kerouac, Burroughs, Artaud,

and Beckett know more about schizophrenia than
psychiatrists and psychoanalysts?™ If literature
here takes on a schizophrenic vocation, it is be-
cause the works of these writers no longer simiply
present the symptomatology of a mode of life.
but trace the virtual power of the nonorganic [ite
itself,

How are we to conceive of this schizophrenic
vocation? In 1970 Deleuze wrote a new essay on
Proustentitied “The Literary Machine.” where he
argued that the work of art can be viewed as a
“miachine” capable of producing certam eftects.
or generating signs of different orders.” Proust
suggested that his book be used as an opticat in-
strument, “a kind of magnifving glass™ that
would provide his readers with “the means of
readmyg within themselves” o much the same
way that Jovee desenbed his works as machines
for produciug “epiphanies ™ There is thus a “lit-
erary effect” produced by fiterawre, much as we
speak of optical or electromagnetic effects: and
the “literary machine™ 1s an apparatus capable of
functioning effectively. The question Deleuze
here poses to the literary work 1s not "W hat does
iwmean?” (interpretation) but rather “How does it
function?” (experimentation). “The modern
work of art has no problem of meaning.” he
writes, it has only a problem ot use.™™" But the
claim that meaning is use s vahid only 1t one be-
gins with elements that, in themselves, and apart
from their use, are devoid of any signification. It
is only when objective contents and subjective
forms have collapsed and given way to a world of
fragments, to a chaotic and multiple impersonal
reality, that the work ot art assumes its full mean-
ing-—"that 1s, exactly all the meanings one wants
it to have according to its functioning: the essen-
tial polnt being that it functions, that the machine
works." The elements or parts of the literary
machine, he argues, must therefore be defined by
their mutual independence, pure singularities. —a
dispersed anarchic multiplicity, without unity or
totality, whose elements are welded and pasted
gether by the real distinction or the very ab-
sence of a link.™” “Dissociation™ here ceases to
be the negative trait of the schizophrenic and be-
comes a positive and productive principle of both
Life and Literature.

The problem of the work of art, then, is to es-
tablish a system of communication among parts
or elements that are in themselves noncommuni-
cating. The literary work, Deleuze argues, must
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be seen as the unity of its parts, even though it
does not unify them; the whole produced by the
work is rather a “peripheral” totality that ts added
alongside its parts as a new part that is fabricated
separately. Proust described In Search of Lost
Time as a literary apparatus that brought together
heterogenous elements and made them function
together; the work thus constitutes a whole, but
this whole is itself a part that exists alongside the
other parts, which it neither unifies nor totalizes.
Yet it has an effect on these parts, since it is able to
create nonpreexistant relations between elements
that in themselves remain disconnected.” This is
the empiricist principle that pervades Deleuze’s
entire philosophy: relations are external to their
terms, and the whole is never a principle but rather
is derived from these external relations as their ef-
fect, and constantly varies with them. Deleuze
thus describes his philosophy as “a logic of multi-
plicities,” but he also insists that “the multiple
must be made” and that it is never given in itself.**
This production of multiple has two aspects: ob-
tain pure singularities, and then establish relations
or syntheses between them. These are precisely
the two paradoxical features of Life as a nonor-
ganic and impersonal power: it is a power of ab-
straction capable of extracting or producing sin-
gularities and placing them in continuous
variation, and a power of creation capable of in-
venting ever-new relations and conjugations be-
tween these singularities. The former defines the
vitality of life; the latter, its power of innovation.

Now in accomplishing these two tasks, or ful-
filling these two powers, modern literature, ac-
cording to Deleuze, can be said to have had five
interrelated effects: the destruction of the world,
the dissolution of the person, the disintegration of
the body, the minorization of politics, and what he
calls the “stuttering” of language. Deleuze has un-
dertaken a formidable conceptual creation in each
of these domains, and which I can not do justice to
here. Taken together, however, these five themes,
[ believe, constitute the broad outlines of Deleu-
ze’s “theory of literature” (if indeed it is legiti-
mate to speak of a theory of literature in Deleuze),
and 1 would like to examine each of them briefly
in turn.

1. First theme: the Destruction of the World in
favor of a “chaosmos” of pure events or singulari-
ties. Ontologically and logically, Deleuze locates
the philosophical basis for modern literature in
Leibniz. Leibniz conceived of the world, pre-
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cisely, as a “pure emission of singularities,” and
defined individuals (or monads) by the conver-
gence and actualization of a certain number of
these singularities, which become its “primary
predicates.” Here, for instance, are four singulari-
ties of the life of Adam: “to be the first man,” “to
live in a garden of paradise,” “to have a woman
emerge from one’s rib,” “to sin.” In themselves,
these singularities are not yet predicates, but what
Deleuze calls pure “events.” Linguistically, they
are like indeterminate infinitives that are not yet
actualized in determinate modes, tenses, persons,
and voices. The great originality of Deleuze’s
reading of Leibniz, in both The Fold and The
Logic of Sense, lies in his insistence on the anteri-
ority of this domain of singularities (the virtual) in
relation to predicates (the actual). “Being a sin-
ner” is an analytic predicate of a constituted indi-
vidual, but the infinitive “to sin” is a virtual event
in the neighborhood of which the monad “Adam”
will be constituted. Deleuze’s entire philosophy is
concerned with the description of this virtual do-
main. For one can add to these four singularities a
fifth one: “to resist temptation.” This singularity is
not impossible in itself, but it is incompossible
with the world in which Adam sinned. There is
here a divergence or bifurcation in the series that
passes through the first three singularities, and
this bifurcation marks a border between two in-
compossible worlds. For Leibniz, the only thing
that prevents all these incompossible worlds from
coexisting is the theological hypothesis of a God
who calculates and chooses: among this infinity
of possible worlds, God selects the “Best,” which
is defined by the set of convergent series that con-
stitute it. Each monad expresses this same world
in the infinite series of its predicates (“the pre-
established harmony”), each of them being a dif-
ferent point of view on the single world that God
causes them to envelop (“‘perspectivism”).
Literature acceded to its modernity, Deleuze
argues, not only when it turned to language as its
condition, but when it freed the virtual from its ac-
tualizations and allowed it to assume a validity of
its own. This is the world described by Borges in
his famous story, “The Garden of the Forking
Paths,” which Deleuze frequently cites through-
out his work. In Borges’ labyrinth, God is no
longer a Being who compares and chooses the
richest compossible world, as in Leibniz’s Theo-
dicy; he has now become a pure Process that
makes all possibilities pass into existence, form-
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ing an infinite web of divergent and convergent
series. Divergences, bifurcations, and incompos-
sibles now belong to the one and the same uni-
verse, a chaotic universe in which divergent se-
ries trace endlessly bifurcating paths: a
“chaosmos.”

This liberation of the virtual implies a funda-
mentally new type of narration, which Deleuze
outlines in an important chapter of The Time-
Image entitled “The Powers of the False.” Time
ceases to be chronological, and starts to pose the
simultaneity of incompossible presents or the co-
existence of not-necessarily-true pasts. Space be-
comes disconnected, its parts now capable of be-
ing linked in an infinite number of ways through
non-localizable relations. Forces lose their cen-
ters of movement and fixed points of reference,
and are now merely related to other forces. “Per-
spectivism’ no longer implies a plurality of view-
points on the same world or object; each view-
point now opens on to another world that itself
contains yet others. The “preestablished ‘“har-
mony” give way to an emancipation of disso-
nance and unresolved chords that are never
brought back into a tonality, a “polyphony of po-
lyphonies,” as Boulez put it. Most importantly,
perhaps, the formal logic of actual predicates is
replaced by a properly “transcendental” logic of
virtual singularities. It is under these conditions
that Deleuze and Guattari speak of a “rhizome,”
that is, a multiplicity in which any singularity can
be connected to any other in an infinite number of
ways, through various connective, conjunctive,
and disjunctive syntheses. Many of Deleuze’s
analyses of literature in Difference and Repeti-
tion and Logic of Sense concern the various tech-
niques by which disjunctive syntheses have been
put to use by writers such as Lewis Carroll, Rous-
sel, Gombrowicz, and Joyce.

Such a virtual universe, to be sure, goes be-
yond any lived or livable experience; it exists
only in thought had has no other result than the
work of art. But itis also, writes Deleuze, “that by
which thought and art are real, and disturb the re-
ality, morality, and economy of the world.”**

2. The Dissolution of the Self (in favor of pure
affects and percepts, becomings). In such a cha-
otic and bifurcating world, the status of the indi-
vidual changes as well: the monadology becomes
anomadology. Rather than being closed upon the
compossible world they express from within (the
monadic subject), beings are now torn open by

the divergent series that continually pull them
outside themselves (the nomadic subject).”” An
individual is itself a multiplicity, the actualiza-
tion of a set of virtual singularities that function
together. But there is a great difference between
the singularities that populate the virtual plane of
immanence and the individuals that actualize
them. The question Deleuze poses with regard to
the self is: “How can the individual transcend its
form and its syntactical link with a world in order
to attain the universal communication of
events?”*® What he calls “schizophrenization” is
a limit-process in which the identity of the indi-
vidual is dissolved; and passes entirely into the
virtual chaosmos of included disjunctions (this is
precisely the status of the characters in Beckett’s
novels, which gives them their schizophrenic
character).

Even without attaining this limit, however, the
self is never defined by its identity but by a pro-
cess of “becoming,” a concept that Deleuze and
Guattari analyze in a long and complex chapter of
A_Thousand Plateaus.” The notion of becoming
does not simply refer to the fact that the self in
constant flux; more precisely, it refers to an ob-
jective zone of indistinction or indiscernibility
that always exists between any two multiplicities,
a zone that immediately precedes their respective
natural differentiation."’ In a bifurcating world, a
multiplicity is defined by the limits and borders
where it enters into relations with other multi-
plicities and changes nature, transforms itself,
follows a “line of flight” (even while remaining
itself). Nowhere is this idea of becoming exem-
plified better than in Herman Melville's Moby
Dick, which Deleuze considers to be “one of the
greatest masterpieces of becoming.”*' The rela-
tion between Captain Ahab and the White Whale
is neither an imitation or mimesis, nor a lived
sympathy, nor even an imaginary identification.
Rather, Ahab becomes Moby Dick, he enters a
zone of indiscernibility where he can no longer
distinguished himself from Moby Dick, to the
point where he strikes himself in striking the
whale. And just as Ahab is engaged in an
becoming-whale, so the animal simultaneously
becomes something other: an unbearable white-
ness, a shimmering pure wall. In Moby Dick, both
Ahab and the Whale lose their texture as subjects
in favor of “an infinitely proliferating patch-
work” of what Deleuze calls pure affects and per-
cepts that escape their form, like the pure white-
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ness of the wall, or “the furrows that twist from
Ahab's brow tc that of the Whale.™ (Likewise, in
Emile Bronte’s Wuthering Heights, Catherine and
Heathclift are caught up in a double becoming
that is deeper than love and higher than the “lived”
[*1 am Heathelift)” says Catherine], a profound
passion that traces a zone of indiscernibility be-
tween the two characters, and creates a block of
becoming that passes through a entire series of
pure affects.”)"’

Just as literature is capable of attaining virtual
events freed from their actualization ina world, so
it is capable of creating pure affects and percepts
freed trom the affections and perceptions of a sub-
ject. A great novelist.” Deleuze writes, ™is above
all an artist who invents unknown or unrecog-
nized affects and brings them to light as the be-
coming of his characters.™

3. The Disintegration of the Body (in favor of
pure intensitics). Thirdly, the dissolution of the
logical identity of the self has as its correlate the
physical disintegration of the organic body. Be-
neath the organic body, and as its condition, there
lies what Artaud discovered and named: the body
without organs. This is one of Deleuze’s most no-
torious and difticult concepts. The body without
organs is itselt the model of Life, insofaras itis a
nororganic and intensive vitality that traverses
the organism; the organism. by contrast, is not
life. but that which imprisons life. Deleuze often
appeals to the model of the egg to describe the
body without organs, but the body without organs
is not something that exists “before” the organ-
ism: it is a milieu of intensity that is “beneath™ or
“adjacent” to the organism and continually in the
process of constructing itself. It is what is “seen”
in phenomena known as “‘autoscopia™ it is no
longer my head, but | feel myselfinside a head; or
I do not see myself in the mirror, but I feel myself
within the organism I see, and so on. Schizo-
phrenics experience these naked intensities in a
pure and almost unendurable state: beneath the
hallucinations of the senses and the deliriums of
thought, there is something more profound. a fecl-
ing of intensity, that is, a becoming or a transition.
A gradient is crossed. a threshold is surpassed or
retreated from, a migration is brought about: *I
feel that [ am becoming woman,” I feel that I am
becoming god, or pure matter, or Louis XIV.. o

In Anti-Oedipus, Deleuze and Guattari argue
that delirium is the ““‘general matrix” by which the
intensities and becomings of the body without or-
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gans directly invest the socio-j olitical field.* De-
lirium does not consist in identifying one’s ego
with various historical personages; it consists in
identifying “the names of history” with the
thresholds of intensity that are traversed on the
body without orgems.ﬂ Deliriums are never pri-
marily familial or personal, but world-historical,
filled with geographical, political, and above all
racial references, and as such, Deleuze’s suggests,
they constitute the “kernels of art.” Artaud’s
“theater of cruelty.” for instance, cannot be sepa-
rated from the confrontation of the religions and
“races” of Mexico; and Rimbaud’s “season in
hell” cannot be separated from a vast “displace-
ment of races and continents,” a becoming-
Mongol, the intensive feeling of being ““a beast, a
nigger.”

If literature has an essential link with delirium,
and the experience of intensities, then the impor-
tant thing to do is to ask what regions of History
and the Universe are invested by a given work of
art? One can make a map of the rhizome it creates,
a cartography. In 4 Thousand Plateaus. Delcuze
and Guattari suggest a cartography of American
literature: in the East, the search for an American
code and a recoding with Europe (Henry James,
Eliot, Pound); in the South, an overcoding of the
ruins of the slave system (Faulkner, Caldwell,
O’Connor); in the North, a capitalist decoding
(Dos Passvs, Dreiser); but in the West, there was a
profound line of flight, with its ever receding lim-
its, its shifting and displaced frontier, its Indians
and cultures, its madness (Kerouac, Kesey, the
beats .. .). Yetis it notalso the destiny of literature,
American and otherwise, to fail to complete the
process, such that the line of flight becomes
blocked or reaches an impasse (as in Kerouac’s
sad end, or Céline’s fascism), or even turns into a
pure line of demolition (Woolf’s suicide, Fitzger-
ald’s crack-up, Nietzsche’s and Hélderlin's mad-
ness)?™ A “universal clinical theory™ of literature
as delirium would thus oscillate around two poles:
literature is a disease when the intensities on the
body without organs are invested in fascizing,
moralizing, nationalist, and racist tendencies (this
is the paranoid pole: “I am one of your kind, a su-
perior race, an Aryan”); but literature is a measure
of health when it pushes the process further, fol-
lowing the line of flight, invoking a bastard race
that resists everything that crushes and imprisons
life (this is the “schizophrenic” pole: “I am of an
inferior race for all eternity” [Rimbaud]).
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4. The Minorization of Politics. It is here that
we confront, fourthly, the political destiny of lit-
erature. Just as writers do not write with their
egos, neither do they write “on behalf of” an al-
ready existing people, or “address” themselves to
a class or nation. When great artists evoke a peo-
ple, they find that “the people are missing” and
they are missing, says Deleuze, precisely be-
cause they exist in the condition of a minority."”
The difference between a majority and a minor-
ity, as Deleuze and Guattari have shown in sev-
eral important texts, does not lie in their numbers.
A majority is defined by a mode! to which one
must conform (for instance, an average, white,
male. heterosexual, city-dweller, speaking a
standard language, and so on), whereas a minor-
ity has no model, but is a becoming or a process.
This acknowledgment that the people are miss-
ing, Deleuze insists, is not a renunciation of po-
litical literature. When a colonizer proclaims,
“There has never been a people here,” the people
enter into the conditions of a becoming, they
must invent themselves in new conditions of
struggle, and the task of a political literature is to
contribute to the invention of this unborn people
who do not yet have a language.

How can literature contribute to the creation
of a people? Deleuze frequently returns to the
texts of Kafka and Melville that present literature
as the collective utterance of a minor people who
find their expressmn in and through the singular-
ity of the writer.”” In America, notably, both the
people and the writer confront a double problem:
a collection of fragments or immigrants, and a
tissue of shifting relations between them that
must constantly be created or acquired. In litera-
ture, Deleuze argues, this problem finds its solu-
tion in what Bergson calls “fabulation,” the
story-telling or myth-making function, which
brings real parties together to produce, not imper-
sonal myths or personal fictions, but collective
utterances as the prefiguration of a people who
are mlssmg> (as Klee says, “we can do no
more™’).”" It is true that minorities must necessar-
ily struggle to become a majority (to be recog-
nized, to have rights, to achieve autonomy, etc.).
But in itself, a minority is a political formation
that fundamentally differs in nature from a State
or nation; it is what Deleuze and Guattari call a
“war machine.” Their famous essay, “What is a
Miner Literature” must therefore be read in con-
junction with the remarkable “Treatise on Noma-
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dology—The War Machine,” which describes
the organizational conditions of a social forma-
tion constructed along a line of flight.*

5. The Stuttering of Language. Finally, for De-
leuze, this “minorization” also describes the ef-
fect that literature has on language. As Proust
says, great literature opens up a kind of foreign
language within the language in which it is writ-
ten, as if the writer were writing wrote as a for-
eigner or a minority within his own language
Many of the essays collected in Essays Critical
and Clinical analyze the specific procedures util-
ized by various authors to make language “stut-
ter” in its syntax or grammar: the schizophrenic
procedures of Roussel, Brisset, and Wolfson,
which constitute the very process of their psycho-
ses; the poetic procedures of Jarry and Heideg-
ger, who transform and transmute a living lan-
guage by reactivating a dead language inside it;
e.e. cumming’s agrammaticalities (“he danced
his did™), which stand at the limit of a series of or-
dinary grammatical variables; and the deviant
syntax of Artaud’s cris-souffles, or breath-
screams, which are pure intensities that mark a
limit of language.™ Such writers take the units or
elements of language and submit them to a treat-
ment of continuous variation, out of which they
extract new linguistic possibilities; they invent a
minor use of language, much as in music, where
the minor mode is derived from dynamic combi-
nations in perpetual disequilibrium. “That is
what style is,” write Deleuze and Guattari, “or
rather the absence of style—asyntactic, agram-
matical: the moment when language is no longer
defined by what it says . . . but by what causes it to
move, to flow, to explode. . . . For literature is like
schizophrenia: a process and not a goal . . . a pure
process that fulfills itself, and that never ceases to
reach fulfillment as it proceeds—art as ‘exper-
imentation.”’

To sum up, these, to be sure, are very summary
indications of these five themes, but they are
enough to show that Deleuze’s “critique et clin-
ique” project must finally be defined in terms of
not two, but three fundamental components: the
proper name; the nonpersonal multiplicity or
“mode of life” designated by the name; and most
importantly, the active “lines of flight” of which
these multiplicities are constituted. It is the con-
struction of such lines that constitutes the “activ-
ity” of a mode of existence (whereas a reactive
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mode can only “judge” life from the viewpoint of
its exhaustion). “The aim of writing is to carry life
to the state of a non-personal power,”“’ and we
have seen the two aspects of this power. On the
one hand, it is a power of abstraction capable of
producing elements that are acosmic, asubjective,
asignifying, anorganic, agrammatical, and asyn-
tactical—that is to say, events and singularities,
affects and percepts, becomings and intensi-
ties—and placing them in a state of continuous
variation. On the other hand, it is a power of in-
vention capable of constructing new relations be-
tween these genetic elements—blocks of becom-
ings, continuums of intensities, connections
between singularities—and thereby creating

“new possibilities of life”: the constitution of a
people, the formation of new subjectivities, new
compositions in language. “Art is never an end in
itself)” write Deleuze and Guattari, “it is only an
instrument for tracing lines of lives, that is to say,
all these real becomings that are not simply pro-
duced in art, all these active flights that do not
consist in fleeing into art . . . but rather sweep it
away with them toward the realms of the asignify-
ing, the asubjective.”””” This is the point at which
“critique” and “clinique” become one and the
same thing, when life ceases to be personal and
the work ceases to be literary or textual—in short,
a life of pure immanence.™
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56. Deleuze and Pamet, Dialogues, p. 50.
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