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The greatness of Gilles Deleuze-or at least one of his many claims on greatness-was 
to have confronted omnivorously the immense field of everything that was thought 
and published. No one can read the two volumes of Capitalisme et schizophrenie (or, 
in a different way, those of Cinema) without being stunned by the ceaseless flood of 
references that tirelessly nourish these texts, and which are processed into content 
and organized into dualisms. This is the sense in which one can speak of Deleuze as 
a thinker of synthesis, one who masters the immense proliferation of thoughts and 
concepts by way of assimilation and appropriation. (If you like dualisms, indeed, and 
great  cosmic  or  metaphysical  oppositions,  then  you  can  say  that  Derrida  is  his 
opposite in this respect, tirelessly dissolving all the reified thoughts he encounters in 
the  tradition  back  into  the  first  impossibilities  and  antinomies  from which  they 
sprang.) This is why it seems to me misguided to search for a system or a central 
idea in Deleuze: in fact, there are many of those. It seems preferable to observe the 
extraordinary  process  whereby  his  intelligence  rewrites  and  transcodes  its 
overpopulated conceptual environment, and organizes it into force fields. But that 
organization, often so luminously schematic, does not aim to give us the truth, but 
rather a series of extraordinary representations: it is a fictive mapping which utilizes 
as its representational language great mythic dualisms such as the Schizophrenic 
and the molar or Paranoid, the Nomad and the State, space and time. 

I want to look further into that organizational process, but I want to come at it from 
a  specific  question.  The  attacks  on  Freud  that  run  through  Capitalisme  et 
schizophrenie  (particularly  the  first  volume)  have  been more  notorious  than  the 
defense  and deployment of  Marx,  which is  an equally  persistent  feature.  But we 
know that Deleuze planned a work on Marx in his  final years,  and we may also 
suspect that Marx is a good deal more pervasive than the lengthy chapter on that 
part  of  the  Grundrisse  sometimes  entitled  "Precapitalist  Economic  Formations," 
which occupies so central a space in L'Anti-Oedipe. I  think that Deleuze is alone 
among the great thinkers of so-called poststructuralism in having accorded Marx an 
absolutely fundamental role in his philosophy-in having found in the encounter with 
Marx the most energizing event for his later work. 

Let's first examine, as it were, the sequence of events in that vast Marx chapter of 
L'Anti-Oedipe,  which  nonetheless  and  despite  its  energy  and  coherence  may  be 
taken as a set of notes on Marxism rather than some new philosophy of the latter, or 
some ideologically innovative reading. The chapter is itself a subdivision of a larger 
one,  something like  the  philosophy  of  history  of  the  Deleuze/Guattari  operation, 
strangely  entitled  "Sauvages,  barbares,  civilises,"  a  classification  that  has  more 
ancient roots (in Adam Ferguson, for example), but which springs in recent times 
(with  the  enthusiastic  approval  of  Marx  himself)  from  Lewis  Henry  Morgan's 
Ancient Society of I877. I must say something more about this fascinating figure, 
whom Levi-Strauss called the inventor  of  the  kinship system and the founder of 
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modern anthropology; but I will limit myself to the extraordinary way in which, with 
Morgan, all theories of the modern and of modernity meet their supplement and 
their hidden truth. The "modern" is of course here "civilization"; but whoever says so 
immediately  posits  an  Other  and  a  preceding  stage  of  premodernity  or 
precapitalism.  That  can  simply,  for  most  theoreticians  of  the  modern,  be  the 
traditional  and its  benighted ignorance,  while for others it  can offer the libidinal 
investment of a golden age, that of the Noble Savage and the state of Nature. What is 
unique about Morgan is that he takes both positions simultaneously-as a supporter 
of the Paris Commune and an adoptive clan member of the Iroquois tribe, a lifelong 
admirer  of  the  Native  American  mode  of  social  organization  called,  from  its 
equivalents in antiquity, the gens. "Barbarian" thus has no negative connotations in 
Morgan: it is a proud affront to the dehumanization and alienation of  "civilized" 
industrial capitalism, a badge worn in honor and defiance. But the energy necessary 
to break with the modernizing social order in this way must itself be paid for; so it is 
that Morgan's negation of civilization generates a negation of the negation-a second, 
supplementary Other in the form of the Savage-something like the remainder or 
waste  product,  the  convenient  result  of  an  operation  of  "splitting"  whereby 
everything  unpleasantly  uncivilized  about  the  Iroquois  can  be  separated  off  and 
attributed  to  "truly"  primitive  or  tribal  peoples.  Morgan's  libidinal  horror  at  the 
"savage"  can  be  sensed  in  his  own  expression,  "the  stupendous  system  of 
promiscuity," by which is meant not only unbridled sexuality before the incest taboo 
but also a generalized system of flux: no writing, no fixed domicile, no organized 
individuality, no collective memory or history, no customs to be passed down-the 
imagined list by which this absolute disorder can be designated is endless. Clearly, in 
the Deleuze/Guattari system, the valences on all this are changed: savagery becomes 
as close as we can get to the idyllic liberation of schizophrenia, while the already 
implicit  hierarchies of the gens are, on their account of barbarism, deployed and 
developed into the Ur-state, primal despotism, the sway of the Emperor and of the 
signifier itself. 

This grand narrative of history will then clearly reinvent the classic problem of the 
transition from feudalism to capitalism and will tend to emphasize the survivals of 
both earlier  stages,  and their  possible  recurrence,  more than is  the case in most 
Marxian accounts. The central position of power in the account of barbarism-the 
sacred body of the king or emperor replacing the body of the earth, the emphasis on 
hierarchy and the State as a historical force-will swell into the alternating terms of 
the great dualism of Mille plateaux. Contrary to first impressions, this emphasis on 
power (unlike what happens in Foucault) does not here assert itself as an alternative 
to Marxian economic analysis; rather, the latter is itself generalized throughout the 
Deleuze/Guattari historical narrative in such a way that the determination by the 
economic is argued more fully and persuasively for the primitive (or "savage") mode 
than in most Marxian discussions. Indeed, here, alongside the primal value given to 
the  "code"  and  to  inscription,  which  would  seem  to  offer  a  still  relatively 
"structuralist" interpretation of primitive society, it is the tension between filiation 
and alliance that perpetually reinserts the "economic," in the Marxian sense, and 
persists  all  the  way  up  to  capitalism,  where  it  becomes  the  internal  opposition 
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between the two uses of money itself: as capital and as purchasing power, as power 
of investment and as measure of exchange. 

But it is to the question of the code that we need to return in order to grasp the 
originality of the Deleuze/Guattari account of capitalism. The latter is, indeed, seen 
by them as organized by an axiomatic, which is very different from the code of the 
earlier  moments,  raising  the  suspicion  that,  as  with  money  itself,  one  of  the 
functions of  the very concept of "code" in the first place is  to set off  this  radical 
difference with the axiomatic, while the other function is to secure its own identity 
from within as a concept, described (rather than defined) as follows: "A flux is coded 
inasmuch  as  detachments  of  the  chain  and  preselections  of  the  flux  operate  in 
correspondence,  embrace  and  marry  each  other."3  The  figure  is  that  of  Louis 
Hjelmslev's glossematics, so highly praised here owing to the relative indifference of 
the content of each of its planes, along with the absolute requirement of a formal 
coordination between the two planes (what another system describes as the double 
inscription). 

It  would not  be appropriate  to  mark this  distinction by describing the "code" as 
meaningful and the "axiom" as meaningless or arbitrary, since the very concept of 
meaning in its traditional sense is something Deleuze aims to do away with and to 
replace. We might just as well say that the property of a code is to be indifferently 
replaceable by another code, which will look equally "meaningful" or organic after a 
certain time; whereas with an axiom, you're stuck-you can't change it, at best you 
can add another one, until  the axiomatic resembles those legal systems in which 
enormous  quantities  of  precedents  and  old  rulings  can  be  found  in  the  stacks 
somewhere.  In  mathematics,  as  I  understand it,  the  axiom is  the  starting point, 
which cannot  itself  be  grounded or  justified,  but  rather  serves  as  the  ground or 
justification for all the other steps and propositions: "The choice of axioms involves 
a choice of basic technical terms to be left undefined, since the attempt to define all 
terms  would  lead  to  endless  regression."'  It  is  my  understanding  that  modern 
discussions  of  axiomatics  turn  essentially  on  this  matter  of  presupposition  and 
arbitrary starting points. At any rate, it is precisely as an axiomatic that Deleuze and 
Guattari begin their discussion of capital. Let me risk the following characterization: 
Codes have a momentary self-sufficiency about them, whether they subsist in the 
form of decorations (bodily tattoos, for example) or in the form of custom and myth, 
and even though they are prone to transformation into other codes in the immense 
slippage of history. Axioms, on the other hand, are operational; they do not offer 
anything for commentary or exegesis, but rather are merely a set of rules to be put 
into effect. And this is the sense in which capitalism repairs itself and surmounts its 
contradictions by adding new axioms: you are supposed to believe in a pure market 
system, that is to say, a rather simple axiomatic positing undisturbed exchanges. But 
when there is a crisis in free trade or the gold standard, you add the more complex 
axioms of Keynesianism: those do not modify the axiomatic of capitalism but merely 
complicate  the  operations  that  make  it  up.  There  can  be  no return  here  to  any 
simpler axiomatic or purer form of capitalism; only the addition of ever more rules 
and qualifications (rules against rules, for example, a dismantling of Keynesianism 
that has to use the latter's structures and institutions in order to fulfill itself). At any 
rate,  this  enigmatic  but central  term must,  I  think,  be grasped in terms of  what 
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might be called a Deleuzian semiotics, and indeed, we here urgently need something 
like a semiotics of the axiom, provided we have already equipped ourselves with a 
satisfactory semiotics of the code as such. Even so, the question lingers as to the 
originality of the distinction: Does it do much more than restate the old opposition 
between the mechanical and the organic, between Gemeinschaft and Gesellschaft, in 
new and novel terminology? 

The answer given by L'Anti-Oedipe itself is resolutely "textual": codes are inscribed-
at the outer limit inscribed on the body itself (tattoos, scars, face painting)-when not 
on the body of the world. But the axiomatic is not a writing and leaves no traces of 
that kind. If you prefer the distinction to be staged the other way round, we may say 
"that a code is never economic and can never be,"' an observation that slowly leads 
us  back  to  Marx's  own  account  of  precapitalist  formations,  which,  although 
"ultimately" organized around a specific type of economic production in them-but 
unlike  what  holds  for  capitalism-are  secured  by  an  "extraeconomic  instance": 
"religion  for  the  Middle  Ages,  politics  for  the  ancient  city-state,"  to  which,  after 
Morgan,  the  tradition  has  added  "kinship  for  tribal  society  or  primitive 
communism." This separation of power from production in noncapitalist societies 
was then theorized by the Althusserians as the distinction between the determinant-
always a form of the economic-and the dominant, which in the social formations 
mentioned is extra-economic: only in capitalism do the two then coincide. (One of 
the  crucial  theoretical  arguments  about  socialism  today  surely  turns  on  this 
distinction as  well,  i.e.,  on whether  socialism and other  proposed alternatives  to 
capitalism,  such  as  Islamic  fundamentalism,  do  not  also  require  some  "extra-
economic" motivation.) 

The argument about the code, then, is one of  the three principal features of  this 
subchapter. The remarkable pages on kinship, which reorganize this concept into a 
tension between filiation and alliance, furnish the theme of a second development, 
turning on the reappearance of this tension within capital itself as the two functions 
of money. The final discussion on the Oedipus complex happens to interest me much 
less, but it posits a specific and unique form of representation and the production 
and function of  images in  axiomatic  society  (or  capitalism),  of  which the  primal 
scene and the Oedipal family become the first form and the exemplar. Meanwhile, 
from time to time, the authors remember their initial project and ask themselves 
how desire can be invested in such systems; they invoke and reinterpret the "falling 
rate  of  profit";  most  significantly  for  any  political  reading,  they  theorize  the 
tendencies  of  the  system:  in  a  remarkable  passage  they  assert  that  capitalism's 
deterritorializations are always accompanied by reterritorializations, or at least by 
the  impulse  and temptation  to  reterritorialize.6  Such tendencies,  to  reinvent  the 
private  garden or  the  religious  enclave,  to  practice  the  sacred after  hours  like  a 
hobby,  or  to  try  to  libidinalize  money  into  an  exciting  game-in  other  words,  to 
attempt to transform bits of the axiomatic back into so many codes-is obviously at 
one  with  the  way  in  which  the  various  forms  of  precapitalism  (coding  and 
overcoding, the despotic state, the kinship system) survive in capitalism in forms 
that  resemble  their  traditional  counterparts,  but  that  have  in  reality  completely 
different  functions.  This  incapacity  of  the  axiomatic,  or  of  capitalism,  to  offer 
intrinsic  libidinal  investments  to  its  subjects-its  urgent internal  need to  reinvent 
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older forms of coding to supplement its impoverished structures-is surely one of the 
most interesting and promising lines of investigation opened up by the "Marxism" of 
L'Anti-Oedipe. 

Alongside this argument, however, is the other line proposed by the overall title of 
the two-volume work, Capitalisme et schizophrenie, which affirms that, despite the 
homologies between the two terms of the slogan, ideal schizophrenia constitutes an 
alternative to capitalism and stands as its external limit. I prefer to come at this from 
a somewhat lower level of theorization, by way of the more empirical discussions of 
class. For here the assertions are more revealing: "From the point of view of the 
capitalist axiomatic, there is only one class with a universalist vocation, and that is 
the bourgeoisie."' Deleuze and Guattari endorse the unhappy conclusion into which 
Sartre  argued  himself  in  the  Critique  of  Dialectical  Reason,  namely,  that  social 
classes  have  only  a  serial  being  and  that  only  group  unities  present  a  radically 
different  and  active  principle.  In  that  case,  the  proletariat  cannot  really  have  a 
historical vocation of radical systemic transformation, and indeed it is to the hors-
classe (potentially the ideal schizophrenic) that a true guerrilla potential belongs.8 

Those reflections are then continued in the chapter of Mille plateaux devoted to the 
State, "Appareil de capture" (particularly in Proposition I4), where the notion and 
consequences  of  the  axiomatic  are  further  developed  and  explored.  The 
interrelationship  between  an  increase  in  constant  capital  (machines,  technology, 
automation,  and  the  axiomatic  itself)  and  the  falling  rate  of  profit  is  usefully 
appealed  to  here  for  a  further  elaboration  of  the  internal  contradictions  of 
capitalism.9 But the most interesting features of this chapter for us are clearly those 
in which Deleuze and Guattari  elaborate on the notion of  the "hors-classe,"  and, 
basing themselves on contemporary Italian political  thought,  wish to develop the 
idea of  a  revolutionary movement completely  outside the State itself.  This is  the 
point at which we get the most vivid sense of the empirical value of that Deleuzian 
terminology which might otherwise seem merely poetic or speculative: "decoding," 
"deterritorialization,"  the  replacement  of  the  older  codes  by  the  new  capitalist 
axiomatic that triggers and releases "fluxions" of all kinds (translated as flows by 
Brian Massumi, but the older word is perhaps more usefully medical). These have 
hitherto seemed to be relatively structural; now, however, we get the real thing. "In 
proportion, as ever more decoded flows enter a central axiomatic,  they tend ever 
more  to  escape  the  periphery  [i.e.,  the  third  world]  and  to  raise  problems  the 
axiomatic is  incapable of  controlling,  let alone resolving (even with those special 
extra axioms that have been added to deal with the periphery) .... The four principal 
flows that torment the representatives of the world economy or of the axiomatic are 
the  following:  the  flux  of  energy-matter  [i.e.,  oil  and  other  such  goods],  flux  of 
population, flux of food products, flux of the urban."10 Meanwhile, the problem of 
the location of the working class remains central: 

As long as the working class remains defined by an acquired status, or even by a 
State which it has itself theoretically conquered, it still only appears as "capital," as 
part of capital (variable capital) and does not escape the plane of capital as such. 
That plane at best becomes bureaucratic [i.e., as in the Socialist countries]. Yet it is 
precisely by leaving the plane of capital, by ceaselessly exiting from it, that a mass 
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becomes fully revolutionary and destroys the dominant equilibrium of denumerable 
ensembles.11 

However uncertainly poised this estimation leaves the politics of L'AntiOedipe in its 
Cold War situation of I972, the analysis is prescient and prophetic in the light of the 
current  situation,  notably,  the immense structural  unemployment and the recent 
emergence of a host of social subjects who cannot be expected to take on the political 
role hitherto assigned to the industrial working classes, with their strategic control 
of the "levers" of production. When we search for the political relevance of Deleuze 
and Guattari's books today, it is surely in just such insights and appreciations that it 
must  be  sought.  The same is  true  of  the  concomitant  discussions  of  money and 
finance and banking, with the resurgence today of a novel form of "finance capital" 
clearly confirming the agenda of this twenty-fiveyear-old work: "It is the bank which 
governs the whole system, including the investment of desire."12 These are then the 
two  directions  opened  up  by  this  prodigious  analysis  of  the  decoding  and 
deterritorialization of the capitalist axiomatic: on the one hand, the impoverishment 
of subjectivity and the extinction of the older subject itself (to use a non-Deleuzian 
terminology); on the other, the immense power now granted to money itself and the 
logic of finance, as that paradoxical and contradictory form taken by the axiomatic in 
the everyday life and functioning of capitalism as a system. 

Thus, theoretical problems arise, not so much with the descriptions of capitalism in 
the Deleuze/Guattari corpus as in the positing of its Other, whether the latter is to be 
considered  the  industrial  working  class  (as  is  traditional)  or  the  sub-  and 
underclasses,  the  unemployed  or  minorities,  and  outside  of  capital  and  society 
altogether. In other words, do we face a genuine dualism in which capitalism and the 
State are confronted with what is absolutely not themselves, what is radically other 
to and outside of them? Or is this a more dialectical opposition in which the other, 
the working class, is also somehow a part of, and thereby itself subordinate to, the 
State and to capital, a position which would seem to end up in a monism whereby 
there exists ultimately only the State, only capital? We will return to these issues 
shortly. 

At this point, I want to pause to clarify my position on the exercise we have just been 
conducting. It is not a question, I feel, of deciding whether Deleuze (or that hybrid 
subject Deleuze/Guattari) is or is not a Marxist. The various Marxisms are, no doubt, 
ideologies and are susceptible to analysis like other ideologies. Marxism as a body of 
thought, howeverI hesitate to mention the word "science"-is something I prefer to 
call a problematic. What seems far more important to me in the present context is to 
determine to what degree the thought of Deleuze moves within and endorses that 
problematic;  or,  the other way round, to what degree the problematic of Deleuze 
includes the Marxian problematic and endorses Marxian problems and questions as 
urgent ones within its own field of inquiry. The current return to classical liberalism-
and  the  return  of  traditional  disciplines  such  as  ethics,  aesthetics,  and  political 
philosophy, which also characterizes the present intellectual climate-has tended to 
regress to pre-Marxian positions and problems by way of  the assurance that the 
Marxian problematic is no longer valid for late capitalism. The crucial feature of this 
diagnosis lies not in the absence of the whole range of different Marxist answers and 
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solutions to those problems, but rather in the repression of the problems themselves 
and the disappearance of inquiries that seek to position the logic of social life today 
(commodification) and the novel operation of a globalizing finance capital within the 
descriptions we are called upon to make of aesthetic production, the functioning of 
ideology, and the role of intellectuals and their conceptual innovations. 

But, in my opinion, the work of Deleuze gives no aid and comfort to such regressive 
efforts; indeed, the whole function of this work has been not to seal off the academic 
disciplines from the social, the political, and the economic, but rather to open them 
up  precisely  to  that  larger  force  field.  Rather  than  attempting  to  contain  those 
realities, in other words, and to send them back to the sterilized compartments of 
the  appropriately  specialized  disciplines,  Deleuzian  analysis  displays  a  realm  of 
prodigious  polymorphous  coding  in  which  desire  restlessly  invests  across  the 
boundaries; indeed, in which the libidinal cannot be confined to the narrower realm 
that bourgeois thought calls subjectivity or psychology (or even psychoanalysis), but 
shows how the social is also a tissue of fantasms, and the narrowly libidinal itself a 
web  of  social  and  political  representations.  This  breaking  down  of  the  barriers 
between the subjective-narrow concepts of desire and libido, even of sexuality-and 
the allegedly objective-the social, the political, and the economic-is one of Deleuze's 
most  important  achievements,  it  being  understood  that  there  are  other  ways  of 
doing so. (Certain contemporary developments of Lacanian thought-I think above all 
of  the  now monumental  work  of  Slavoj  Zizek-seek  to  achieve  this  end  by  other 
means and in other forms.) As far as Deleuze and Guattari are concerned, however, 
let  me read into the record one of  the more striking moments in L'Anti-Oedipe, 
when  the  convulsive  effort  to  tear  down  those  traditional  walls  between  the 
subjective and the objective can be witnessed: 

How does a delirium begin? Perhaps the cinema is able to capture the movement of 
madness, precisely because it is not analytical and regressive, but explores a global 
field of coexistence. Witness a film by Nicholas Ray, supposedly representing the 
formation of a cortisone delirium: an overworked father, a high-school teacher who 
works overtime for a radio-taxi service and is being treated for heart trouble. He 
begins to rave about the educational system in general, the need to restore a pure 
race,  the salvation of  the social  and moral  order,  then he passes  to  religion,  the 
timeliness of a return to the Bible, Abraham. But what in fact did Abraham do? Well 
now, he killed or wanted to kill his son, and perhaps God's only error lies in having 
stayed his hand. But doesn't this man, the film's protagonist, have a son of his own? 
Hmm...  What the film shows so well,  to the shame of psychiatrists,  is that every 
delirium is first of all  the investment of a field that is social,  economic, political, 
cultural, racial and racist, pedagogical, and religious: the delirious person applies a 
delirium to his family and his son that overreaches them on all sides.13 

And what is dramatic and narratively foregrounded in the case of delirium is also at 
work in the microscopic operation of desire itself, and in general, on a daily basis. 
This is no longer one of those Freudo-Marxisms in which each side kept its own 
party structures (as in some Popular Front government of the mind) and cooperated 
on disputed terrains, sending groups of experts to consult with each other. Rather, it 
underscores the will to monism in Deleuze (a matter to which I will return shortly) 
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and  the  way  in  which  that  multiplicity  of  disciplines  implied  in  our  opening 
observation by Hegel is overcome by a prodigious movement of dedifferentiation: 
one  that  no  doubt  derives  much  of  its  force  from  the  establishment  and 
institutionalization  of  the  disciplines  and  specializations  in  an  earlier  historical 
moment, but marks a new will to reestablish multiple connections among all those 
separated things. This is the spirit of synthesis in Deleuze I evoked, and it therefore 
comes as no surprise that the other face of  that monism of desire we have been 
considering  offers  precisely  that  multiplicity  of  references,  that  ceaseless 
incorporation of texts of all  kinds and research from any number of fields which 
must astonish any reader and which is even more dramatic in Mille plateaux than in 
L'Anti-Oedipe:  linguistics,  economics,  military  strategy,  the  building  of  the 
cathedrals, mathematics, modern art, kinship systems, technology and engineering, 
the history of the great classical empires, optics, evolutionary theory, revolutionary 
praxis,  musical  modes,  the  structure  of  crystals,  fascism,  sexuality,  the  modern 
novel-everything  is  grist  for  a  mill  that  is  no  longer  a  simple  and  mechanical 
establishment  of  homologies,  but  rather  the  setting  in  motion  and  the  systemic 
rotation of an unimaginably multidimensional reality. 

All of which returns us to the central issue of philosophical representation, to which 
we must now, however, add a new problem: what is called the critique of ideology 
(or  Ideologiekritik)  in  the  Marxian  tradition,  for  which  a  Deleuzian  alternative 
suddenly seems to open up in Mille plateaux, in the form of what the authors call 
noology,  or  as  they  put  it,  "the  study  of  the  images  of  thought  and  of  their 
historicity.""4 The program for noological analysis-as a mode of distinguishing and 
implicitly  judging  texts  on  the  basis  of  the  Deleuze/Guattari  ideological  dualism 
(Nomads versus the State)-seems to me to have more content than the more formal 
distinction  between  the  rhizomatic  and  the  arborescent  (the  growing  out  in  all 
directions  as  opposed  to  the  hierarchical)  which  has  become  so  wellknown,  but 
which  seems  to  present  a  more  abstract  and  more  purely  philosophical  set  of 
discursive features. For, as the opening chapter of Mille plateaux, "Rhizome" (also 
published  separately)  has  something  of  the  dogmatic  force  of  a  manifesto;  the 
unveiling  of  the  "noological"  method-in  the  very  thicket  of  the  content  of  later 
chapters-is more concrete and argued from the opposition between "royal science" 
and  "minor  science"  (on  which  we  will  touch  in  a  moment).  Whether  the  new 
coordinates do not mark a slippage of the work of Deleuze and Guattari from the 
economicthe modes of production that dominated L'Anti-Oedipe-to a conception of 
the political in which judgments and the taking of sides are more facile must be the 
open question with which we approach the new material. 

At first, noology is organized around a simple checklist, and it is the characteristic 
originality  of the authors  to derive it  not directly from philosophical  thought but 
from  various  kinds  of  engineering:  the  building  of  the  great  cathedrals  by 
journeymen, as opposed to the codification of  building methods and engineering 
standards imposed later on by the State; the former is indeed characterized as an 
"anexact yet rigorous" method, one that is "inexact by essence and not by chance.""5 
But what is thereby derived is a way of judging thought according to its conformity 
"with a model borrowed from the State apparatus": "The classic image of thought, 
and the striage of mental space that it effectuates, lays a claim to universality. In 
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effect, it operates with two 'uversals,' the totality as the ultimate foundation of being 
or as an all-encompassing horizon; and the Subject as the principle which converts 
being into a being-for-us . . . [a] double point of view of Being the Subject, placed 
under the direction of a `universal method."16 I think that this kind of classification 
has become something of a doxa in our period, where the reaction against Marxism 
has produced any number of reborn anarchisms. On my view, the most welcome 
result of this noology is not so much its conclusion about State-oriented thought as 
its passionate qualification of the nomadic thinking that is its oppositea dualism if 
ever there was-and that runs the risk of  an association with all  kinds of  racisms 
owing  to  the  terms  in  which  nomadic  situationality  is  celebrated:  race,  tribe, 
nationalism. But here the authors have a magnificent thing to say: "The tribe-race 
only exists at the level of an oppressed race, and of the oppression it undergoes; 
there are only inferior races, minority races, there is no dominant race, a race is not 
defined  by  its  purity  but  rather  by  the  impurity  conferred  on  it  by  a  system of 
domination"; and so on, to the obligatory climactic quotation from the Rimbaud of A 
Season in  Hell.17  This  everyone can subscribe  to,  it  seems to  me;  as  always  the 
deeper truth of Deleuze and Guattari is to be found on this side of the opposition, in 
the remarkable intuition of the minor which emerges from their thought (and which 
has  found  something  of  its  own  codification  in  the  now  classic-the  now 
unfortunately classic-thoughts on minor literature and inner subversive language in 
the Kafka book,ls something of a lost chapter to this one, a stray plateau to be added 
in here). 

It is thus in the analysis of nomadic texts and micrological war machines that we will 
expect to find the most interesting pages. (As far as the State is concerned, as the 
title of the corresponding chapter suggests, it is rather the operation of "capture," of 
appropriation  and  annexation,  exerted  by  the  State  over  its  satellites,  its 
accompanying nomad or guerrilla groups, which will  make up the interest of the 
corresponding  analyses.)  It  is  in  the  magnificent  set  piece  on  blacksmiths  and 
metallurgy that we find the demonstration of a Deleuzian ideological analysis, one 
based on the dualisms of Hjelmslev's linguistics and which finds its strength in the 
insistence by Deleuze and Guattari on exteriority. For not only is the war machine 
"exterior"  to  the  State;  in  a  sense  everything  theorized  in  Mile  plateaux  is  a 
phenomenon of exteriority, since the language of interiority, subjectivity, identity, 
the warm night in which "all cows are gray," is itself one of the polemic targets of 
Deleuzian thinking.  But exteriority,  now suddenly meaning relationship,  opens  a 
given phenomenon up to the outside. This then relates the individual phenomenon-
whether it be a text of some sort, or this or that social individuality-to larger external 
forces. 

The traditional vocabulary of ideological analysis is, to be sure, a relatively limited 
one, in which for any such individual phenomenon-a text, an idea, or even a social 
class-equivalents are sought, and a correlation is meant to be established between 
this or that aspect of the superstructure and conditions in the base or infrastructure. 
The doctrine of externality usefully transcodes all this and gives us a more supple 
provisional way of dealing with the operation of transcoding, in which it is no longer 
a question of establishing some simple one-to-one correlation between two already 
existing entities (such as literature and society, for instance), but rather of showing 
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how  any  given  text  knows  lines  of  flight  out  beyond  itself,  being  apparently 
autonomous  yet  in  its  very  structure  carrying  a  kind  of  referentiality,  a  kind  of 
movement out of itself to something else. 

Hjelmslev's linguistics is a more suitable model for this process than such widely 
accepted forms of semiotic or linguistic analysis as Saussure's because its two planes 
include four terms and are related to each other only by exteriority, by a specific or 
contingent intersection, rather than by some deeper, preestablished harmony. Thus 
the  two  planes  of  content  and  expression  are  themselves  each  organized  into 
oppositions between substance and form: already the old distinction between form 
and content is defamiliarized and renewed by this violent reassignment of each to 
different zones within the linguistic phenomenon. Content now has its own logic and 
inner dynamic, just as expression does: there is a form and substance of content, just 
as there is a form and substance of expression. The coordination of the two planes 
yields  a  model  in  which the  Deleuzian flux (the  content)  can now be  punctually 
articulated in a given code (the expression),  yet in such a way that these can be 
analyzed separately as distinct moments which find their combination historically, 
as an event rather than a structure. Deleuze indeed insists strongly on a significant 
distinction  between  connexion  and  conjugaison  (conjunction):  the  latter  term 
belongs to the side of the State, and foretells a kind of organic capture in which the 
autonomy of the two planes is finally lost; "connexion," however, would designate 
the  provisionality  of  the  meeting  and the  way in  which each plane continues  to 
remain exterior to the other, despite the productive interaction between them.19 

It  is  a  complex  model,  which  is  best  conveyed  by  illustration  and  example, 
particularly this striking one of metallurgy, in which for the first and only time in the 
work a properly Hjelmslevian table is reproduced.20 For the question turns on the 
nature of the relationship between the general form of the nomadic war machine 
(which can be found in types of science and art fully as much as in Genghis Khan's 
social  institutions)  and the  specific  phenomenon of  the blacksmith in traditional 
society. Oddly enough, it is the social reality of the blacksmith which is designated as 
the plane of content, and the war machine that of expression, perhaps because the 
war machine articulates  the  form which governs  the  organization  of  the  specific 
social reality of metallurgic production. 

Yet how can blacksmiths and metallurgy-presumably a sedentary metier like those 
of  modern  society  and  unlike  the  activity,  say,  of  huntersbe  characterized  as 
nomadic? We have to look at the material relations implied in this peculiar type of 
matter,  whose  extraction,  unlike  that  of  other  elements  such  as  wood  or  stone, 
requires  the  linkage  of  fields,  mountains,  forest,  and  desert.  It  is  this  unique 
specificity  of  the raw material  that  both gives  it  a  relational  privilege over other 
natural  elements  and  also  confers  a  social  privilege  on  the  smiths  who work  it. 
Indeed, these pages include a remarkable "praise" of metal itself as "what raises to 
consciousness something only hidden or buried in other raw materials and other 
operations." zl Metal is  thus seen as matter par excellence,  the machinic phylum 
itself, the very source of Wilhelm Worringer's idea of a nonorganic life (which will 
also play a significant role in the first Cinema book 22). Metalworking is necessarily 
something  more  than  a  technique;  it  is  a  relationship  to  the  singularities,  the 

10



contingent "events"  of  raw material.  And the blacksmith must somehow "follow" 
those contingencies-it is in that sense that he is more nomadic than other kinds of 
workers.  Nomadism,  in  other  words,  is  the  process  of  following  contingencies, 
events of matter, haecceities (to use the medieval expression), which Deleuze glosses 
at  some  length  across  the  body  of  the  earth:  the  blacksmith's  work  is  thus  the 
specific  equivalent or analogon of  this  more general process, whence his magical 
power and prestige in tribal societies of all kinds. 

But the Hjelmslev model intervenes precisely here, in the fact that both the work of 
the blacksmith and the functioning of the nomadic war machine have their specific 
externality; that is to say, both are defined in an essential relationship to an element, 
a raw material, a geographical context. Thus while each is the form-term of their 
specific  planes  of  content  and  expression,  each  also  has  a  substance-term.  The 
substance pole of the metallurgist lies, then, in metal itself, as the very epitome of 
the phylum, the flux of matter as such; the substance-term of the war machine is 
smooth space as such (extrapolated then into desert or ocean, and governed by a 
movement distinct from movement from point to point, which Deleuze characterizes 
as turbulence-vortices, whirlpools, eddies-a swirling which is an event and not a line 
drawn  from  place  to  place).  These  pages,  rich  with  detail,  are  among  the  most 
exciting moments in Mille plateaux and should be analyzed at greater length; I have 
merely  wanted  to  show  what  the  operation  of  ideological  coordination  between 
social  form  and  specific  social  institutions  looks  like  in  Deleuze,  and  how  this 
particular  analysis,  on  the  side  of  nomadry,  is  a  good  deal  more  complex  and 
interesting than the corresponding noological reading of forms associated with the 
State. 

Now I want to move from the narrower question of the relationship to Marx to the 
broader question of the relationship to History, it being understood that the test of 
such  a  relationship  will  come  with  the  capacity  of  the  Deleuzian  conceptual 
apparatus to register (and in this case, since we are dealing with texts dating from 
I972 and IgBo, to predict) the novel structures of late capitalism-or, in other words, 
our own actuality. The noological inquiry, however, will pass through questions of 
representation not in the sense in which some very eminent contemporary studies of 
history have interrogated historical texts for their deeper narrative paradigms, but 
rather  for the larger non-narrative structures that make a Deleuzian metahistory 
possible in the first place. You will already have suspected that chief among such 
non-narrative structures is that of dualism itself, or duality: it was already implicit in 
L'Anti-Oedipe in the form of the great opposition between revolution and fascism 
which constituted one of that book's starting points and one of its basic conceptual 
dilemmas.  But  L'Anti-Oedipe's  machinery  complexifies  this  particular  opposition 
and adds new terms at every step, denying it the status of a mythic or cosmological 
antithesis that the great opposition in Mille plateaux between the Nomad and the 
State seems everywhere on the point of asserting. But is the tension between the 
desiring-machines and the body without organs of that cosmological  type? It can 
seem so when we retranslate it into the terms of the great opposition between the 
molecular and the molar.  And what of the figure of the schizophrenic (in L'Anti-
Oedipe)?  As  a  zero  degree,  it  does  not  really  seem opposed to  anything  in  that 
dualistic way, not even to its political opposite number, the paranoid. 
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Indeed, I believe that it is the unifying will of Capitalisme et schizophrenie, its drive 
toward monism, which is  paradoxically  the source of  the later dualisms. For the 
principle  of  desire  itself  would  be  a  monism:  everything  is  libidinal  investment, 
everything is desire; there is nothing which is not desire, nothing outside of desire. 
This means, of course, that fascism is a desire (something we now know well, but 
which was a more scandalous assertion at the time), that bureaucracy is desire, the 
State is  desire,  capitalism preeminently desire,  even the much maligned Oedipus 
complex  has  to  correspond to  a  certain  desire  in  order  to  take  on its  inveterate 
authority. 

But  how does  dualism emerge  from monism,  when it  would  seem that  the  very 
vocation of monism lay in the rebuking of all those traditional dualisms and in their 
replacement  by  a  single  principle?  It  is  a  numerological  question,  finally,  and 
Deleuzian numerology, or at least the return of the numerological throughout these 
pages, may afford an answer. If the mission of the One lies in subordinating illusory 
pairs, doubles, oppositions of all kinds, then it turns out that we are still in dualism, 
for  the  task  is  conceived as  the  working  through of  the  opposition-the  dualism-
between dualism and monism. The One may overcome the Two, but it also produces 
it: it may then counterattack from the other end of the series and seek to undermine 
the Dual by the Multiple, or by Multiplicity itself-many multiplicities (one, two, three 
.  .  .  many Vietnams) as opposed to the One of  the Multiple itself.23 Indeed, the 
whole dialectic becomes intensified if we go even further (as our authors do in Mille 
plateaux) and suggest that Number itself has its opposite in the nondenumerable. 
This is their remarkable solution to the question of minorities within capitalism, it 
being  understood  that  the  solution  also  bears  on  that  even  more  fundamental 
antithesis  developed  throughout  Mille  plateaux  between major  and minor  (royal 
science versus minor science, for example) and which is, as I've said, best known 
programmatically from the formulation of a minor literature and a minor language 
in the Kafka book. Here is the fundamental statement: 

What defines a minority is thus not number, it is the relationships within number. A 
minority may be numerous or even infinite: just like a majority. What distinguishes 
the two is that the relationship within number constitutes an ensemble in the case of 
the  majority,  a  completed  or  an  infinite  ensemble  but  one  that  can  always  be 
denumerated  or  counted;  whereas  a  minority  is  defined  as  a  nondenumerable 
ensemble,  whatever  the  actual  number  of  its  elements.  What  characterizes  the 
nondenumerable is neither ensemble nor elements: it is connection [which, as I have 
already said, Deleuze now wishes to distinguish sharply from conjunction], the "and" 
that is produced between the elements, between the ensembles, and that belongs to 
neither of them, which escapes them and constitutes a line of flight.... The role of the 
minority is to bring out the power of the nondenumerable even when it consists in 
only one member.24 

It is an ingenious solution, which reinforces and theorizes the priority of what is 
outside the system (minorities, hors-classe) over and against what is still inside it 
(the working class); as such, it is perhaps more congenial to the current climate of 
identity  politics  at  the  same  time  that  it  clings  to  an  older  political  value  of 
subversion  and  contestation  in  order  to  rewrite  it  and  give  it  a  new theoretical 
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justification-"the  emergence  of  a  foreign  language  within  language  itself,"25  as 
another formulation of the minor puts it. But who does not see at the same time that 
this  dialectical  emergence  of  something  other  from  out  of  the  vexed  system  of 
number  (one,  dual,  multiple,  many  multiplicities)  also  reinstates  the  dualism of 
number  as  such,  by  positing  the  new  opposition  of  Number  and  the 
Nondenumerable? 

I want now to make a few final remarks about Mille plateaux in the light of these 
issues, which are certainly not clarified by the extraordinarily complex and abstract, 
lapidary and formal conclusions to that book, where the theoretical materials (strata, 
assemblages,  rhizomes,  the body without organs,  deterritorialization,  the abstract 
machine) are laid out in such a way as to make the question of monism and dualism 
quite undecidable. I do want to correct the impression that the opposition between 
the State and the Nomads is the dominant dualism here: certainly, it is the most 
dramatic and the most mythic (if I can put it that way, meaning thereby also the 
most  susceptible  to  narration).  I  also  suspect  that,  being  more  accessible,  these 
chapters are perhaps more widely read and influential than the others. But even here 
the  issue  is  complicated  by  a  terminological  slippage  which  sometimes  replaces 
"nomadism"  with  "war  machine,"  despite  the  desperate  and  strenuously  argued 
qualification that the aim and telos of this war machine is not at all "war" in the 
conventional sense. 

But  this  may  furnish the  occasion  for  saying  why the  emergence  of  this  or  that 
dualism should be a cause for complaint or critique in the first place. Dualism is, I 
believe, the strong form of ideology as such, which may of course disguise its dual 
structure  under  any  number  of  complicated  substitutions.  This  is  so,  I  want  to 
assert, because it is the ultimate form of the ethical binary, which is thus always 
secretly at work with ideology. Thus one can say, with Nietzsche, that the opposition 
between Good and Evil (itself derived from that between Self and Other) is always 
noxious and to be eradicated at the source by way of transcendence into another 
mode of thinking, "beyond good and evil." This does not mean, as the fainthearted or 
the bourgeois liberals believe, that morals in general are to be done away with and 
that henceforth everything is permitted, but rather that the very idea of the Other-
always transmitted through concepts of evil-is to be done away with (perhaps along 
with the very idea of the Self, as so many religions have taught). In passing, one can 
then even more strongly deplore the revival of disciplines such as ethics today, after 
the  ebbing  of  that  modern  period  in  which  such  disciplines  had  proved  utterly 
contradictory and sterile, academic in the bad sense. 

What  the  ethical  binary  now means  for  other  kinds  of  dualism is  that  it  always 
tempts us to reinsert the good/evil axis into conceptual areas supposed to be free of 
it, and to call for judgment where none is appropriate. Nowhere is this more obvious 
than in the dualisms of Deleuze and Guattari,  where the reader feels perpetually 
solicited to take sides with the Schizo against the Paranoid (or the body without 
organs) and with the Nomads against the State. But the example of the war machine 
may  demonstrate  how  misguided  such  identification  would  be.  The  Deleuzian 
argument indeed turns on the reassurance that the nomadic war machine does not 
have war as its  ultimate end or content,  a  proposition drawn from Paul  Virilio's 
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analysis  of  the  contemporary  "military-industrial  complex,"  where  the  latter 
plausibly  suggests  the  insertion  of  military  technologyconstant  capital-as  a  new 
axiom, so to speak, of contemporary capitalism that now requires its incorporation 
as an economic function and no longer as a means of defense.26 It is the argument 
with which we have grown familiar, namely, that military spending in and of itself 
(and not for any actual use or warlike purpose) turned out to be one of the principal 
post-Keynesian ways of solving the Great Depression. But on the level of judgment, 
or even libidinal investment, this merit of the late-capitalist war machine to solve 
economic crises rather than to flourish by way of new wars is probably not the same 
kind of endorsement as what we are asked to accord the Nomads when we decipher 
their hidden mission as a resistance against the State rather than as the "scourge of 
God" and the source of bloody raids for their own sake. To what level of icy historical 
contemplation the move beyond dualism, the move "beyond good and evil," raises us 
must be an open question; but the example shows at the very least the way in which 
the  ethical  solicitations  of  dualism  persist,  even  within  the  most  complicated 
continua between various phenomena. 

Still, the dualism we have been looking at here-Nomads against the State-is a very 
late theme of this book, emerging only after some 400 pages on other matters (less 
dualistic those and impossible to summarize, let alone to examine, here). Much of 
this  material  turns  on  the  various  forms  of  reterritorialization  provoked  by  the 
capitalist axiomatic, and, after a long doctrinal opening about the central Hjelmslev 
linguistic system on which the book is based, takes the form of various accounts of 
the production of intensities, the capacity of the properties of phenomena to know 
transformation, and so forth; intensities and transformations are indeed something 
like  that  "foreign  language"  within  our  own language  which mysteriously  passes 
across the surface (like a minority, like a war machine) and then disappears again. I 
think that the ultimate appearance of the great, mythic State/Nomad opposition is a 
way of recontaining all this complex and heterogeneous material: something like a 
narrative and even, as I've suggested, an ideological frame that allows us to reorder 
it  into  simpler  patterns.  Whether  that  reordering  is  possible  conceptually  I  am 
uncertain:  the  dense  pages  with  which  the  book  concludes  give  no  particular 
confidence that the task could ever be carried to any satisfying conclusion. And this 
is why I think the work includes its own methodological clues, of what I hesitate to 
call an aesthetic nature. (But we should note that Deleuze and Guattari themselves 
conclude  Mille  plateaux with  something  like  an  aesthetic  slow movement  in  the 
chapter on the lisse and the stri.) The clue here lies in the complex discussion of 
music, based on Pierre Boulez's theories, in which a dualism of slowness and speed 
emerges as a kind of pattern in its own right, and which can minimally authorize us 
to see the whole book as an immense musical score, whose alternative dualisms and 
monisms must also be apprehended as a pulsation of this text, and a vast interplay of 
modes of writing, as they recommend for reading Nietzsche, where the problem is 
not so much that of a writing of fragmentation. It is rather that of swiftnesses and 
decelerations: not writing slowly or swiftly, but rather such that writing itself, and 
everything  else,  should  be  the  production  of  velocities  and  slownesses  between 
particles. No form can resist it, no character or subject can survive in it. Zarathustra 
knows only fast or slow tempi, and the eternal return, the life of the eternal return is 
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the  first  great  concrete  liberation  of  nonpulsed  time.27  It  is  a  rehearsal  of  the 
distinction between the two great forms of time, the Aion and the Chronos,28 which 
will recur so productively in the Cinema books. 

But one might also conclude in another way, with the other postideological form of 
dualism as such. The latter has been argued to be omnipresent in Deleuze, not least 
in these materialist collaborations with Guattari, which some have set against, in a 
properly dualistic opposition, the more Bergsonian and idealistic tendencies of the 
works signed by Deleuze as an individual philosopher. In that case, a certain dualism 
might  be  the  pretext  and  the  occasion  for  the  very  "overcoming"  of  Deleuzian 
thought  itself  and  its  transformation  into  something  else,  something  both 
profoundly related and profoundly different, as in Hegel's transcendence of what he 
took to be the dualism in Kant. 

Yet  there  is  another  way  of  grasping  just  such  dualisms  which  has  not  been 
mentioned until  now,  and that  is  the  form of  the  production  of  great  prophecy. 
When indeed the ideological is lifted out of its everyday dualistic and ethical space 
and generalized into the cosmos, it undergoes a dialectical transformation and the 
unaccustomed voice of great prophecy emerges, in which ethics and ideology, along 
with  dualism  itself,  are  transfigured.  Perhaps  it  is  best  to  read  the  opposition 
between the Nomads and the State in that way: as reterritorialization by way of the 
archaic, and as the distant thunder, in the age of the axiomatic and global capitalism, 
of the return of myth and the call of utopian transfiguration. 
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I975). 19 See Deleuze and Guattari, Mille plateaux, 636; A Thousand Plateaus, SIo. 
20 This table appears on page 5I8 of Mille plateaux (see also A Thousand Plateaus, 
4I6): 

21 Mille plateaux, 511; A Thousand Plateaus, 410. 
22 See Gilles Deleuze, Cinema 1: L'Image-Mouvement (Paris, 1983), 75-76. 

23 But we also need to register Deleuze's dissent from such formulas , as in Foucault 
(Paris, 1986): 

The  essential  feature  of  this  notion  lies  in  the  fact  that  the  construction  of  a 
substantive  like  "multiple"  ceases  to  be  a  predicate  in  opposition  to  the  one,  or 
attributable to a subject identifiable as One. Multiplicity must be utterly indifferent 
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to  the  traditional  problems of  the  many and the  one....  There  is  no one and no 
multiple or many.... There are only the rare multiplicities, with their singular points, 
their  empty  places  for  whoever  comes  briefly  to  function  as  a  subject  within 
them. . . . Multiplicity is neither axiomatic nor typological but topological. (23) 

Would it be impertinent after that to suggest that the "opposite" of this new kind of 
multiplicity might well turn out to be the dualism? 

24 Deleuze and Guattari, Mille plateaux, 587, 588 (and, on the English "and," see 
I24, n. 26); A Thousand Plateaus, 469, 470. 25 Mille plateaux, 638; A Thousand 
Plateaus, SI2. 
26 See Mille plateaux, 583-84; A Thousand Plateaus, 467-68, and, on Virilio, 57i n. 
64. 27 Mille plateaux, 329; A Thousand Plateaus, 269. 28 See Mille plateaux, 320; A 
Thousand Plateaus, 26z. 
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