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Charles J. Stivale

RETHINKING (WITH) FELIX GUATTARI

Felix Guattari continues to fascinate and to intrigue readers despite
his renowned supposed “difficulty.” In reading him now, sixteen
years since his death, one gets a sense, gradually, that it is we who
had the difficulties, not him, since we are slowly catching up to a
visionary thought that simply came too early for our comprehen-
sion. Moreover, his works and those of friends about him just keep
on appearing, most notably Micropolitiques with Suely Ronik, texts
by and interviews with Guattari from his 1982 trip to Brazil (trans-
lated as Molecular Revolution in Brazil); the collected notes on his
first collaboration with Gilles Deleuze, Ecrits pour [Anti-Oedipe
(translated as The Anti-Oedipus Papers); and Franco “Bifo” Berardi’s
biography of Guattari, Félix Guattari So the logic behind a newly
constituted edition of Soft Subversions (hrst published in 1996), like
its predecessor Chaosophy (1995), is altogether obvious: besides
reorganizing diverse texts by and interviews with Guattari in a more
systematic fashion, these editions bring forth hitherto unpublished
and untranslated texts revealing different facets of his thought.?

The revised edition of Soft Subversions necessarily has a very new
tenor and emphasis. In section I, “Guattari by Himself,” we start
(with Robert Maggiori’s opening question in “I Am an Idea-Thief”)
by considering Guattari’s thoughts on his challenging and often
neologistic critical vocabulary. For Guattari, these are “word-tools”



that can function as a minor language rather than as universals. In
fact, Guattari proclaims himself (modestly?) to be an “idea thief,”
happily lifting terms from other fields and turning them to his own
use. The purpose of this strategy is to forge linkages, i.e., between
singularities within a particular field and into a range of compo-
nents and fields in other conceptual territories, transversally.
Assemblages (agencements, translated also as arrangements) are an
example of such a singular tool, functioning transversally to link
concepts and bring them into productively intense interaction. This
opening interview reveals a dazzling display of transversality at
work, on Freudo-Marxism, global economies, molecular revolu-
tions, and the Freudian unconscious.

The second text, on “Institutional Intervention,” is a long unpub-
lished interview with Guattari that overlaps in some ways with the first
one. But thanks to much greater biographical detail, we can follow
Guattari’s intellectual trajectory through his work with Jean Oury at
the La Borde clinic, his association with Lacan and the Ecole freudi-
enne, and his encounter and work with Gilles Deleuze. Two major
points of the lengthy interview concern his work with, and yet distance
from, various groups, and then the difficulties that such assemblages
(agencement, a term he prefers to “groups”) have with the forces of
power (that is, the dominant social and economic structures) when the
assemblages are perceived to oppose the dominant models.

“So What” and “Everywhere at Once” are two parts of a long
interview with Michel Butel from 1985. I note this date because in
Guattari’s biography, this period of the mid 1980s marks the “win-
ter years” of limited possibilities for creation of collective
assemblages of enunciation that seemed possible a decade or two
earlier.? Whereas “So What” is a long essay that retraces Guattari’s
intellectual trajectory, extending it toward an important new
alternative, ecology, “Everywhere at Once” gives Guattari the
opportunity to reflect on his pre-Deleuze activism, about the place
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of May ’68 in this trajectory, and also to explain the transformation
that occurred through his work with Deleuze.

In the newly constituted second section, five new essays on Italy and
minoritarian politics complement two chapters (“Like the Echo of;
a Collective Melancholia,” and “A New Alliance Is Possible”)
retained from the original edition. Guattari’s “Open Letter” reacts
to the growing politics of repression in 1977—in this case, openly
in support of Antonio Negri. Although Guattari affirms his belief
that Negri “did everything he could to prevent terrorist groups
inspired by the Red Brigades to expand,” his main point is that a
strong response to multifaceted forms of institutional repression is
necessary. Rather than renounce “on principle all violence; rather,
one must develop effective forms of violence that will modify in a
revolutionary direction the social relations of power and will set in
motion authentic dynamics for liberation” (Open Letter, p. 92
below). But instead of dogmatic groupuscules that become scape-
goats for the media, this violence should be that of “ofi workers,
women, and youths who are struggling to change their [social] con-
dition” (Open Letter, p. 92 below). Although Guattari here seems
skeptical about the role of groupuscules on the extreme Left, his
statements at least hold out the hope that these groups can shake off
their sluggishness in order to help the masses realize “clear objec-
tives,” notably of “discovering the ways and means for [affecting]
irreversible social transformations” (Open Letter, p. 93 below).

An example of this European repression—Giscard d’Estaings
decision to extradite the lawyer Klaus Croissant to German authori-
ties'—is the starting point for Guattari’s affirmation of “new space of
liberty for minoritarian desire against majoritarian consensus.” Pre-
sented in Berlin in 1978, this address describes in grim terms both the
evident forms of totalitarian state repression—in the USSR, Japan,
the USA, and Europe alike—and a “repression practiced by the state,
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a softer, yet also more systematic and deceptive repression,” through
the infiltration of functionaries in debates on ecology, drugs,
women'’s rights, prostitution, among other issues. In this soft repres-
sion, “Power” must recruit members of the intelligentsia to fall in
line with “the majoritarian consensus that constitutes the lynchpin
[cle de voute] of the whole system” (New Spaces, p. 98 below). To
fight this, Guattari theorizes a kind of transversal organization and
communication, to create modes of exchange between disparate
marginal groups and revolutionary movements across Europe (and
beyond) through flexible “liaison committees against repression and
for new spaces of liberty” (New Spaces, p. 99 below). He cites the
September 1977 rally in Bologna as one positive example of “mass
international exchange.” No “common program” then for marginals
and revolutionaries, just “effective action.”

The following chapter is part of a long “dialogue” between
Guattari and Maria-Antonietta Macchiocchi on minoritarian struggle
vis-a-vis Italian “terrorism.” Evidence of Guattari’s ongoing collabora-
tion with Deleuze emerges in these pages, that is, their attempt in 4
Thousand Plateaus to rethink the minor in a broad socio-semiotic
way.” Then, in “Like the Echo...,” Guattari focuses on the film
Germany in Autumn as a way to reflect again on the so-called “ter-
rorist phenomenon” and to contrast German repression to the Italian
counterpart.® And in the lengthy 1982 interview with Sylvere
Lotringer on a possible “New Alliance,” Guattari speaks of the “rhi-
zome” of political and conceptual tools and instruments available to
continue to struggle in a new political era, that of molecular revolu-
tion.” While the Italian experience provides an important focal point,
Guattari broadens his reflection to France, Poland, the USSR, China,
and politics of East-West (under Reagan) vis-a-vis North-South.

The short, revised third section gives three succinct examples of this
molecular revolution: difficulties and psycho-social ramifications of
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youth culture (“The Adolescent Revolution™); an interview on sexual
politics and, especially, gay liberation (“A Liberation of Desire”); and
a prescient reflection (especially in 1984) on “Machinic Junkies,” the
production of a “machinic subjectivity” and inherent “doping.” Well
over a decade before the arrival in France of the Internet and the
World Wide Web, Guattari argues that “molecular machinic subjec-
tivity fosters creativity, in no matter what area... Americans are the
champions of doping, they have thousands of ways to do it, and
invent new ones every day... It is machinic subjectivity that fuels
great impetuses like Silicon Valley” (Machinic Junkies, p. 160 below).
Yet he also sees the reverse possibility, the search for refuge and not
creativity at all. Thus, he concludes: “The visibly doped sectors
shouldn’t merely be defenses of acquired territories; the residual
crystals that constitute machinic dope can penetrate the entire
planet, reanimate and relaunch it. A society that has reached the
point of being so locked in should open up to this, or it will burst”
(Machinic Junkies, p. 161 below). One wonders what Guattari would
have made of the “reanimation” (in all kinds of manifestations)
unleashed by cyberculture and e-commerce, not to mention the 24/7
new cycle, YouTube, social networking, and real-time gaming.

The revised fourth section offers a range of texts on Guattari’s
schizoanalytic thinking (with four new texts and four retained from
the original volume). While my 1985 interview with Guattari
covered diverse topics," one of particular interest was his relation-
ship with Lacan and how the “master’s” thought corresponded to
the work Guattari had undertaken with Deleuze. Then, in asking
psychoanalysis to “get a grip on life,” Guattari emphasizes how the
collapse both of religions and of their function as mythic references
resulted in their replacement, generally, by mass-mediated culture
and, specifically, by psychoanalysis and family therapy. Insisting that
such subjective formations of reference constitute one’s organization
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of life, Guattari argues that the “social functionality” of mythic
references should take precedence over any claims of scientific
authority: “The less the shrinks see themselves as scientists, the
more they will take heed of their responsibilities... If one refuses to
situate a problem in its political and micropolitical context, one
ends up sterilizing its impact of truth” (Psychoanalysis Should..., p.
175-176 below). In this sense, social and political life and not
claims of scientific authority must ground therapy: “What is impor-
tant is to determine whether the position [that psychiatrists and
health workers] occupy will, or will not, contribute to the over-
coming of the realities of segregation, social and psychological
mutilation, and whether one will, at least, be able to minimize the
damage” (Psychoanalysis Should..., p. 176 below).

Guattari’s 1980 interview on the unconscious's turn “toward the
future” opens with his self-deprecating description as a “half-wit”
and “short-sighted” in terms of a particularly specific vision of
molecular mutations as being “the true fabric of long-term his-
torical transformations” (Unconscious is Turned, p. 177 below).
To the interviewers’ demand for specifics, Guattari points to “the
technology of the pill” (Unconscious is Turned, p. 178 below) as a
molecular transformation, but also to the way in which the concepts
of ideology and of the group have collapsed, to be replaced by new
notions. Guattari points not only to his work on schizoanalysis and
concepts such as faciality (visagéizé), but also to the work of artists,
like Proust, who “is one of the greatest analysts who ever existed,
because he was able to detect modes of communication, major
routes between music, painting, social relations, life in the salons,
physical sensations, etc. He worked the unconscious as transsemi-
otic matter” (Unconscious is Turned, pp. 182-183 below) as well as
connecting the multiple components held together by the abstract
machine of “the refrain,” in terms of “being and meaning” through
explicit dream analysis. The essay that follows these, from 1985,
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covers similar ground, Guattari discussing “four truths for psychia-
try” and explaining “four levels of intervention” required for the
radical conversion of psychiatry. The section’s final essay, an inter-
view with a lengthy disquisition by Guattari, addresses the specific
means by which he conceptualized schizoanalysis as a viable practice
and alternative to the institutional blockages and insufficiencies
denounced in his other essays and interviews.

I'he seven final texts, in section five. all concern Guattari’s political
vision, particularly on a global scale. Leave it to Guattari to propose
nothing less than a “Plan for the Planet” through a detailed analysis
over several essays on “Integrated World Capitalism” (published
here as “Plan for the Planet,” “Capital as the Integral of Power
Formation,” and “Capitalist Systems, Structures, and Processes”)."
In the context of super-power politics and confrontations in the late
1970s and early 1980s, Guattari dared to sketch an image of the big
picture, of the ways in which markets and production were linked
globally, rather than separated and divided. While this notion, for
us, seems so obvious as to need little discussion, at the time Guat-
tari was suggesting something quite bold, indeed absurd for many
ideologues and economists. The “Plan for the Planet” examines, on
one hand, the ways in which this world capitalism will succeed in
consolidating its hold on means of production globally, and on the
other hand, what might be the possibility for the proliferation of
marginal groups, minor and autonomous, opposed to the major
power formations in nation-states. This mutation is precisely what
underlies Guattari’s theorizing about Integrated World Capitalism:
given that “all productive labor is defined by mechanized labor...
Automatized and computerized production no longer draws its con-
sistency from a basic human factor, but from a machinic phylum
which traverses, bypasses, disperses, miniaturizes, and co-opts all

human activities” (Capital as the Integral, pp. 249-250 below). As
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Bifo points out in his introduction to Piano sul pianeta, these essays
on capital as power formation and capitalist systems are visionary
texts that “pointed directly to the long-term trends and prefigured
in this way the process that we see developing in the 1990s... [help-
ing] us understand something about what is happening in the
planetary economy and psycho-chemistry” (xiii, my translation).
The essay on “Microphysics” of power and desire, delivered at a
Milan conference on Foucault in 1985, puts into question Guattaris
assertion to me the same year (in the interview that starts section IV)
that “I was never influenced by Foucaults work ... it was never of
great importance.” In fact, Guattari does emphasize Foucault s impor-
tance, first, for undertaking to “dismantle the false appearance of the
individuation of subjectivity” and, second, for proposing a micropol-
itics that breaks completely “with the analytics of representation
issuing from the Kantian tradition,” hence constituting a broad
“micropolitics of existence and desire”: “All the themes we might call
Foucauldian existentialism converge on this pivotal point between
semiotic representation and the pragmatics of ‘existentialization,” and,
in this way, places the micropolitics of desire alongside the micro-
physics of power according to specific procedures” (Microphysics, pp.
289-290 below). Questions of representation also are clearly on
Guarttaris mind in his brief statement (at the end of the same year)
on the “Postmodern Deadlock,” responding in part to Jean-Frangois
Lyotard’s The Postmodern Condition."* For Guattari, these “post-
modern philosophers” represent little more than a “new ethics of
disengagement” (Deadlock, p. 296 below), supporting a position
that “today s crises in artistic and social practices can no longer result
in anything but a total refusal of all collective project-making of any
importance. Let’s cultivate our garden, and preferably in conformity
with the practices and customs of our contemporaries. Don’t make
waves! Just make fashion, gauged by the art and opinion markets,

screened through publicity campaigns and polls” (Deadlock, p. 295
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below). To counter this in the “post-media era,” Guartari extols the
creation of “other ‘existential chemistries,” open to all the recompo-
sitions and transmutations of these ‘singularity salts’ whose secret arts
and analysis can deliver up” (Entering, p. 306 below). The statement
of hope with which this penultimate essay ends resonates for us in a
new century as well and gives all the more pertinence to the reorga-

nization and reissue of this volume:

Analysis again. But where? How? Well, everywhere possible...
It can be individual, for those who tend to lead their lives as if
it were a work of art; dual in all possible ways, including, why
not, a psychoanalytic couch, as long as it has been dusted off;
multiple, through group, network, institutional, and collective
practices; and finally, micropolitical by virtue of other social
practices, other forms of auto-valorizations and militant
actions, leading, through a systematic decentering of social
desire, to soft subversions and imperceptible revolutions that
will eventually change the face of the world, making it happi-
er. Let’s face it, it’s long overdue. (Entering, p. 306 below)

And given the “plan for the planet” with which this section begins,
the “true utopians” for Guattari are conservatives who think things
can just go on as always and even want to turn back the clock to
some bygone era. In a final optimistic burst about “molecular revo-
lutions,” Guattari affirms his belief that “a fabulous expansion [of
creativity and machinic vitality] will eventually break down all the
conservatisms that ‘keep us in place’ in this absurd and blind
society” (Utopia Today, p. 307 below). Thus, despite the “winter
years” that tended to overshadow much of the period covered by
these essays, we can find in Guattari’s essay great inspiration for

reflection and moving forward through activism in our own era.
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| AM AN IDEA-THIEF

Robert Maggiore: Some of your books, like Llnconscient
machinique [ The Machinic Unconscious], are particularly difficuls,
because of the extremely abstract nature of the language, the neolo-
gisms and. the variety of vocabularies borrowed. from very different
disciplines. Is that an elitist gesture or a necessity dictated by the object
of your research?

Félix Guattari: One thing is sure: it is not a gesture. But it could be
a weakness or a necessity. Weakness? I don’t think that is the right
description for the books I have written with Gilles Deleuze. For my
own personal work, let’s say it is a chronic deficiency. But it is up to
you to be the judge. Obviously, personally, I myself would tend to
say that I had to forge my own language in order to confront certain
questions, and to forge a language means to invent words, key-
terms, carrying-case terms. In the best cases, instrumental word
tools are capable of opening up a new set of questions, of carrying
them along and articulating various fields. I do not believe in
universal literature or philosophy but rather in the virtues of minor
languages. So the question becomes rather simple: either a minor
language connects to minor issues, producing particular results, or
it remains isolated, vegetates, turns back on itself and produces
nothing. Therefore I do not think that it is an elitist attitude. I
understand that this annoys some people but, in the end, that is not
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my problem. What bothers me is not being understood when I use
a major language, for instance when I want to say something about
current politics.

You forge specific tools for specific fields of research. But this creates
problems when you communicate that research. Shouldn’t the tool be

universal?

But I trust neither a universal tool nor the virtues of communica-
tion in that area. The most desirable effect that can be anticipated,
in the conceptual field, is not in the order of comprehension, but
in the form of a certain efficiency. “It works or it doesn’t work.”
Imagine that someone offers you a little calculator to perform
arithmetical operations. Is there communication there? A potential
usage is transmitted to you. The performances it allows are estab-
lished as soon as a certain competence relating to its use is
acquired. In my view, the same thing happens with theoretical
expressions that should function as tools, as machines, with reference
neither to an ideology nor to the communication of a particular
form of subjectivity. And this is true in every field. Think about
May ’68. There was no ideological transmission, but rather the
repercussion of events. There was a “It doesn’t work that way,”
which was transmitted at machine speed, and not at the speed of
ideological intelligibility. In the nineteenth century one thought
that the proletariat had to be educated first in order to reach a level
of comprehension, like the ability to read certain fundamental
texts, then it would translate into practice... But really, things do
not work that way!

Lets get back to the way you lift elements of your vocabulary from
different, more or less heterogeneous, disciplines.
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Lacan accused a third of the members of his Freudian School of
being falsifiers. I claim the term fakifier for myself, being an idea-
thief and shuffler of second hand concepts. Borrowing is not a
problem in itself, except on the level of the semantic foundation of
a new word. For example, our term “deterritorialization” was based
on a concept of territory borrowed from American anthropology.
This reference was quickly forgotten and the term integrated into
very different disciplines, where it took on syntactic, rhetorical and
even stylistic dimensions, which in turn guided us in certain ways.

In the case of Deleuze and Guattari the operation seems to have been
successful, because now people borrow terms from you: deterritorializa-
tion, rhizome, war machine... But [ wonder if, because of the object of
your research itself, there wasn't a kind of “necessity” to use all. possible
concepts, diversifying terms, precisely because ‘man” is not “something,”
but a crisscross, an intersection of psychological, biological, socioeco-

nomic, etc. entities, necessitating ‘multiple takes.”

There may be a misunderstanding. What you are saying might
suggest that I have to seek out eclectic expressions in order to
explore a fundamentally heteroclite field. I don't think so. Instead, I
am aware of trying to forge a certain kind of—and here, of course,
I am going to use my own jargon—"concrete machine” that tra-
verses different domains. This concrete machine must be capable
not of integrating, but of articulating singularities of the field under
consideration to join absolutely heterogeneous components. It is
not by absorption or eclectic borrowings that this can be achieved;
it is by acquiring a certain power, which I call, precisely, “deterrito-
rialization”—a capacity to hook onto deterritorialized fields. I'm not
keen on an approximative interdisciplinarity. I'm interested in an
“intradisciplinarity” that is capable of traversing heterogeneous
fields and carrying the strongest charges of “transversality.”
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Could you give a specific example?

Lets consider Freud's notion, quite enticing really, of the “com-
plex”—it would take too long to enumerate the definitions. But in
the beginning people thought this term was weird. Today it is used
everywhere. Deleuze and I forged the concept of “arrangement”
[agencement] that originally belonged to the domain of scientific
logic. It’s a broader, more all encompassing notion because it doesn’t
only designate an unconscious formation, but also relates to
imaginary representations, to language chains, to economic, politi-
cal, aesthetic, microsocial, etc., semiotics. Compared to “complex” it
is a notion whose comprehension is weaker, but whose extension is
greater, enabling categories of diverse origins not to be excluded from
the “complex” field, which in turn graft onto other concepts, like
“machine.” Thus we speak of “machinic arrangements” for an even-

tual association with “collective arrangements of enunciation.”
Why not say “ensemble of machines™?

Because ensemble of machines would give the idea of a spatial
disposition in relation to which individuals, subjects, would remain
exterior, while arrangement problematizes enunciation and subjec-
tivation: how a subject is fabricated. It points to a conceptual
chemistry distinct from any axiomatic idea. I prefer unstable, pre-
carious, transitory chemical formulas to homogeneous axiomatics.
The concepts of “arrangement” and “machinic arrangement” have
no claims to universality. They are tools. To call them universals
would be saying two things: either one expects them to apply to a
very large field, or one wants to make them “universals,” that is to
say foundations, basic principles of a scientific or moral order. But,
in my opinion, the analysis of the economy of desire implies a
multivalent logic that legitimates the coexistence of discourses that
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cannot have an axiomatic homogeneity. If you object and say that
this is not what I said ten years ago, I answer, “Too bad,” or even,
“So much the better.” Perhaps this is a good sign! Expressions of
desire can simultaneously signify formally contradictory things,

because they refer to various universes of reference.

But is it due to the subject that expresses the propositions or to the thing
about which the judgment is made?

It’s both. For example, while delivering a well-constructed speech on
women’s liberation, I can practically, unknowingly, display phallo-
cratic behaviors. Discourses and realities never cease to interfere
with each other. It doesnt do very much good to wave laws or
imperatives ordering this or that; I'll still evolve and the world will
keep changing rapidly, ever more quickly, much faster than in
Heraclitus. How can such fluctuations and contradictions be man-
aged? One day I can say terrible things about Liberation [the
newspaper where this interview appeared],' denouncing its posi-
tions on such or such a point, and then exclaim, on another
occasion, “Oh, where would we be without Liberation!” This duplicity
may appear intolerable from a moral, or a moralizing point of view.
I believe that concrete situations always confront us with this kind
of moral ambiguity, which seems to me specific to schizoanalysis. It
has nothing to do with the question “Where are you speaking
from?” which broke the eardrums of our generation, but rather,
“What is it that begins to speak through you in a given situation or
context?” Nor is it a matter of the Lacanian “if speaks,” but rather
of Foucault’s questioning of what he calls “utterances™ how and

why they assembled in a certain way.

How can this be illustrated, for example, in the political realm?
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Take the notion of class, or the class struggle. It implies that there
are perfectly delimited sociological objects: bourgeoisie, proletariat,
aristocracy... But these entities become hazy in the many inter-
zones, the intersections of the petite bourgeoisie, the aristocratic
bourgeoisie, the aristocracy of the proletariat, the lumpenproletariat,
the nonguaranteed elite... The result: an indeterminacy that pre-
vents the social field from being mapped out in a clear and
distinct way, and which undermines militant practice. Now the
notion of arrangement can be useful here, because it shows that
social entities are not made up of bipolar oppositions. Complex
arrangements place parameters like race, sex, age, nationality, etc.,
into relief. Interactive crossings imply other kinds of logic than that
of two-by-two class oppositions. Importing this notion of arrange-
ment to the social field isn't just a gratuitous theoretical subtlety.
But it might help to configure the situation, to come up with
cartographies capable of identifying and eluding certain simplistic

conceptions concerning class struggle.

You have considered this arrangement logically within the field of the
unconscious and the social field, two areas of research that you have
never given up and which have been explored by Freud and Marx. It
seems then, that even while criticizing Marx and Freud, you have
preserved the questions that both raised—that is to say the edification
of a just city and the exploration of the unconscious. Can we do without
these questions today?

That wouldn’t be easy. But, in order to answer your question, certain
changes must be considered. It is impossible to envisage the survival
of the human species without considering increasing integration
between human work and machinic work, to the point where assem-
blages of individuals and machines would supply goods, services and

new needs, etc. on a massive scale. We are on a dizzying flight

26/ Soft Suhversiing



forward: we can no longer turn back, return to a state of nature,
return to good intentions or small-scale artisanal productions. The
ever more world-integrated processes of production authorize—and
I think that this is a Marxist intuition that remains valuable—a blos-
soming of freedom and desire. We have been provided with new
means of surpassing medieval, or even Neolithic conceptions of
human interaction. In order to constitute and hold human aggre-
gates together, in order to discipline the division of labor, social
systems until now have had to use means of organization that,
generally, have been catastrophic for individual development. Capi-
talism can only create the impetus for productive motivations—on
personal, local, regional and worldwide scales—by calling upon
segregative techniques of incredible cruelty. It only selects and eco-
nomically valorizes those things that fit its specific needs. Everything
else is devalued, polluted, massacred. In this respect, it must be said
that Soviet socialism, the socialism of the Gulag, became the
supreme form of capitalism. Yet we have inherited one essential thing
from it: the understanding that no socialism, no social liberation can
rely upon economic reshuffling alone. The alternative is clear: either
the revolutionary processes take charge of the ensemble of produc-
tive components—and not only the production of markets, but all
the productions of life, desire, science, creation, liberty—or they will
only retrace previous modes of social domination, which have mean-
while become more and more ruthless. Recently, Paul Virilio spoke
here about speed and about a society where only a few people would
move about the globe, while all the others would be under a kind of
“house arrest.” This is the real nature of the problem: how can the
restraints inherent in the most integrated and the most sophisticated
levels of production, taking into account the electronic revolution,
the most advanced technologies, etc., how can they remain com-
patible with a way of life where people can circulate freely not only

in space, but in ideas, emotions, desires, even sexes...
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[sn’t that a sweet dream...?

I don’t know. I'm hyperoptimistic and hyperpessimistic at the same
time! I think that we are going to have to face, in the coming years,
very difficult trials: an increase in the social control of youth, immi-
grants treated like cattle, constantly shrinking free space... This is
what is in store for us. And, in this respect, I must emphasize the
fundamental complicity between East and West, whose displays of
disagreement about the menace of a World War cover up a common
effort that insures both the subjection of liberation movements and
all kinds of potential disturbances. We also cannot forget the back-
ground of a demographic trend that will have us go from five billion
global inhabitants to eight billion in twenty years and, beyond, to
figures that can make your head spin. All this will not make things
simpler. That is the catastrophic side. And yet I continue to believe
that it is advisable to maintain a sort of calm, since “objective” con-
ditions (although we can hardly use this term anymore) lead one to
hope for real revolutions—both molar and molecular—to provide
the means to construct a new social order.

What makes you think this?

Neither the “good intentions,” nor the “good nature” of a proletariat
as the bearer of the hope of the future! But, rather, in what I call
machinic phyla. Wherever a desire to create or an inclination to really
live springs up, wherever something is happening, be it in the
sciences or the arts, one encounters a rejection of contemporary
systems of organization and hierarchization. Scientific progress and
aesthetic or cultural mutations never proceed from authoritative
means. As soon as some general headquarters tries to legislate the
visual arts, literature, science, etc., research and creation come to a
dead halt. If the most complex domains can function perfectly well
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without bureaucratic and elitist segregation, why should the
arrangement of the socius be an exception? The perspective of a real
social revolution seems to me as open as the fields of possibility for
scientific and esthetic revolutions. Perhaps I am being naive, but I
do not see why the organization of social relations in a way that
permits everyone to live and to develop would be more difhcult to
solve than questions of quantum physics or the manipulation of genes.

It is not a question of ‘difficulty,” but of feasibility. This field of possi-
bility for social. revolution that you see emerging in ways of life, in new
freedoms and creativity, is not unrelated to or independent from the
socioeconomic field of organization, which gives history a bad time: on
the contrary, it is conditioned and smothered by it.

In fact, this is what leads me to introduce the notion of “molecular
revolutions,” which I believe complements rather than opposes tra-
ditional notions of social revolution in today’s world. Changes do
not have to come about from large-scale socioeconomic conditions.
All these systems leak from the inside, as systems of defense, but also
as systems of mutation. Molecular mutations do not always assert
themselves on a large scale, and they must be gauged differently in
the short term. But this does not mean that they do not exist. We
do not have the same relations to reading, writing, images, space,
sex, the body, the night, the sun, pain, as we only had ten years ago.
Profound and irreversible mutations are underway in all these areas.
In other words, the molecular substratum on which all large social
collectivities are inscribed has become a sort of bubbling soup, a
“machinic soup,” the way a “biological soup” is not “determined”
unilaterally by macrosocial conditions.

The question of political intervention on a social global level
thus appears to me to have become inseparable from its connections
at this molecular level. We don't need to build “ecological niches” or
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“islands of fresh air” alongside large social collectivities, but,
rather, to aim these molccular revolutions (whose aggregative
effect is discontinuous, cannot be considered in terms of political
programs and often escapes sociological description) towards the
construction of new social war machines, which will themselves
forge their own support creating a new kind of social praxis. The
difference between these kinds of molecular revolutions and earlier
forms of revolution is that before everything was centered on
ideology or The Program, whereas today the mutational models—
even if they involve things which appear to be secondary, like
fashion—are immediately transmitted to the entire planet. It is the
machinic integration of processes of production, circulation and
information that catalyzes this new “deal of the cards.” A mutation
like that introduced by microprocessors changes the actual sub-
stratum of human existence and, in reality, opens up fabulous

possibilities for liberation.

I would like very much if, before we wind this up, you would take up

the question of the unconscious in relation to Freud.

The “unconscious” is not a very fortunate term. Freud’s genius, or
perhaps his madness, was to have hit upon the emergence of a
subjective continent which philosophy, the history of religions and
literatures had only explored from a distance. Then he forged theo-
retical instruments, devised analytical techniques and encouraged
the creation of schools and international institutions, so that
questions that were originally exposed quickly closed up again. For
me, it is not a question of “preserving” Freud, but of acquiring the
means to explore and exploit the continent he discovered almost by
chance. What really happens when one makes a slip of the tongue,
when one is dreaming, when one becomes crazed with desire, when
one has the feeling that the whole world is lost if the beloved’s

30 / Soft Subversicns



attention turns in another direction, when one no longer recog-
nizes one’s own voice? It is impossible to get rid of these kinds of
questions. What psychoanalysts refuse to see is that the molecular
texture of the unconscious is constantly being worked on by global
society, that is to say, these days, by capitalism, which has cut
individuals up into partial machines subjected to its ends, and has
excluded or infused guilt into everything that opposed its own
functionality. It has fabricated submissive children, “sad Indians,”
labor reserves, people who have become incapable of speaking, of
talking things out, of dancing—in short, of living their desires.
Capitalism mobilizes everything to halt the proliferation and the
actualization of unconscious potentialities. In other words, the
antagonisms that Freud points out, between desire investments and
superego investments, have nothing to do with a topic, nor a
dynamic, but with politics and micropolitics. This is where the
molecular revolution begins: you are a fascist or a revolutionary
with yourself first, on the level of your superego, in relation to your
body, your emotions, your husband, your wife, your children, your
colleagues, in your relation to justice and the State. There is a
continuum between these “prepersonal” domains and the infra-
structures and strata that “exceed” the individual.

I'his reminds me of a conversation about informers that I had
with Toni Negri, whom I just visited in a far-away Italian prison. We
were wondering what the difference is between Pecci, the “repen-
tant” Red Brigade member, and the two hard line leaders, Curcio
[primary founder] or Moretti [current leader]. Well, at bottom,
nothing. Those who “talk” to the cops and those who play it tough,
who commit or finance gross and suicidal acts for the movement,
like assassinating or “knee-capping” them, are the same people. Each
has invented a militant personality in imaginary symbiosis with the
same sort of conception of the world. And when difficulties come
up, and when something gets in the way of their plans, everything
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collapses. These people have constructed themselves around a deep
divide between their “militancy” and their lives. This is why they
rejected the creativity of Movement 77 [the Italian Autonomists].?
This is why they have worked for the elimination of movements,
like those of Bologna, much more efficiently than all the Cossigas®
and Berlinguers® in the system. Any stratification or segmentation of
the movement will always mortally wound it. In contrast, a rhi-
zomic organization can be invented to promote components that
lead us through. It is a matter of being able to move from dream to
dominant reality, from poetry to science, from the most violent
social reality to the most tender daily relations. The field of the
unconscious is the site of every possibility, in every domain, of
connections and not separations, of stratifications and segmentarities.
If there is no fusion between analytical practices concerning the
formation of the unconscious, and the political practices of social
formations, then the same attitudes, the same dogmatic gregarity,
the same hierarchies, the same conditions of exclusion and domina-
tion will endlessly recur. Political action should become, in my view,

synonymous with the analytical venture—and vice versa!

32 / Soft Subversiong



INSTITUTIONAL INTERVENTION

Your contribution to the movement of institutional analysis is original,
On the one hand, you are among those to have first explored. this track.
On the other hand, you actively participated. in various therapy and.
institutional analysis groups. Indeed, you are still president of CERFI.!
Can you retrace its history for us, as well as your personal itinerary
within this history?

This history is tied to biographical elements related to the func-
tioning of La Borde clinic, to my participation in what, at the time,
was referred to as the G.T.Psy (the institutional therapy think tank),
and also to an entire political trajectory.? It would be quite difficult
for me to determine the relative importance of these different
elements. In fact, I have never considered myself a theorist of these
matters. Not that I consider the theory as secondary; rather, I
consider the work of theoretical elaboration that I was led to
propose has always been inseparable from certain combinations of
circumstances, from necessities of clarification on the occasion of
confrontations between groups regarding questions of orientation.
A first series of questions became apparent when I came to work
with Jean Oury at La Borde. At that time I was, on the one hand, a
political militant in an extreme-left group and, on the other, one
of the first participants who was not a doctor to participate in
Jacques Lacan’s Seminar. An entire preliminary phase of conceptual



elaboration constituted for me in trying to establish a bridge
between heterogeneous universes, and—I would say today—to try
to reconcile the irreconcilable. In my first articles, I put forth the
idea of an overcoming of institutional psychotherapy by a technique
of institutional analysis. It was then a question of refusing a too
restrictive definition of institutional psychotherapy. In my view, we
had to study and make use of the link that exists between it and
similar practices in other domains: pedagogy, city planning, mili-
tantism (especially in the UNEF and the “Mutuelle Nationale des
Etudiants de France,” with which I was associated.)? Besides, I
thought that we would be able to advance in this new discipline
only to the extent that it would set itself up in connection with
larger political problems, for example, the problem of the opposition
within the Communist Party (such as it was organized around the
newspaper La Voie Communiste), the renewal of forms of revolutionary
struggle, etc... This attempt lasted until May "68. With a group of
militants, we managed to develop an intense multidisciplinary
activity within the Federation of Study Groups in Institutional
Research (FGERI), and through the first issues of the journal
Recherches That gave us the feeling that we had uncovered a
problematic that had, until then, escaped the specialists of these
different disciplines, their theorists as well as their practitioners; we
felt like we had found an undiscovered continent.

The FGERI gathered together psychiatric groups interested in
institutional psychotherapy, groups of primary school teachers who
came from the Freynet movement,® groups of students who took
part in the BAPU® experience, architects, city planners, sociolo-
gists, and also... psycho-sociologists. We considered that a specific
analytic process could graft onto two sides of the activity of each of
these groups:

—“Research into research itself;” that is, an analysis that takes
into account the fact that the researchers cannot reach their goal
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unless the organizers also put themselves into question with regard
to things that don’t appear in any way related to the goals of their
research. An example: A group of fifteen architects and city planners
discussed, for almost two years, not only their projects and their
profession, but also many questions concerning their lives, their
interpersonal relationships...

—“Transdisciplinary research.” To hold onto this same
example, these architects and city planners from the FGERI also
organized meetings with other groups, among them administrators
of the student movement, psychiatrists and psychiatric nurses,
teachers, etc... This detour through other disciplines allowed them
to clear up false problems (relative, for instance, to the functioning
of space: problems concerning volumes, levels, communications,
institutional options and micropolitics of promoters and users).

A rather surprising fermentation resulted from these multiple
exchanges. People as different as Fernand Deligny, Roland Dubillard,
Jacques Besse, Frangois Dolto, Maud Mannoni, Tosquelles, Jean and
Fernand Oury, Gentis, Torrubia, Laing and Cooper came into con-
tact with each other. Lacan himself participated in certain meetings.
Also found there were numerous militant students who had played a
leading role in the movements of May ’68. The benefit that each
person took from these debates was not merely conceptual; in fact,
this interdisciplinary world was supplemented by a collective analytic
elaboration whose individual influences were sometimes evident.

It is in this context that the notions of transversality, institu-
tional transfer, and analyzer, were proposed, which were then
co-opted in a cruel fashion by psycho-sociologists, as I have already
explained elsewhere.

May '68 was an enormous break. From the get go, most of the
FGERI groups found themselves in sync with the events. The main
leaders of the FGERI were active either in the “Movement of 22
March” in Nanterre, or in other theaters of protest. For instance, the



CET, other groups of primary school teachers, and the members
of the FGERI took the initiative of occupying the Institut Peda-
gogique Nationale. On the other hand, Frangois Tosquelles and
several other psychiatrists couldn’t relate to this movement in this
way, and the break with them was profound. (I remember Tou-
squelles declaring: “Nothing whatsoever happened in May ’68!”
That really shocked me.)

It quickly became clear that the new type of microsocial
upheavals that manifested themselves from May ’68 onwards went
much further than we had previously imagined. Personally, I thought
that the transformation of institutions, collective equipments,
lifestyles, of the media, etc., could no longer be considered indepen-
dently from a social revolution freed from the restrictive definitions of
Marxists. In my view, the time for institutional analysis had also
passed. From this point forward, I was concerned with the junction
of the “molecular revolutions” that the social struggles had revealed.

In the years following 1968, I pondered the missing links—
both theoretical and practical—that prohibited or delayed such a
junction. It was clear that in Universities, for example, State powers
had demonstrated a real skill for co-opting aspirations for change;
people like Edgar Faure, with his project for University reform,
perfectly detected the way to immediately get rid of centers of
effervescence and creativity by miniaturizing what was at stake in
terms of power. In the field of psychiatry, it was enough to get
psychiatrists bogged down by sector politics (/& politique de Secteur)
to obtain similar results. Using all the means at their disposal, the
established powers sought to dilute the protest movements. Very
often, this dilution had the appearance of a process of consultation
in order to establish a symbiotic relationship between State power
and the aspirations of the protestors. It was a clever trick on the
part of the State. It was disturbing to see the extent to which the
“Movement,” as it was called, was vulnerable to it.
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For me, it was thus a kind of period of latency that coincided
with a period of intense work with Gilles Deleuze. It was a question
of trying to better define how the metabolism of desire in the social
fhield—the collective imaginary—is connected to the structures of
power, the State apparatus, the hierarchical pyramid that continu-
ously reconstitutes itself, and which has the power to swallow up and
co-opt all embryonic analytic systems. I was led to reexamine, in a
critical fashion, my previous ideas about institutional analysis and to
reformulate the problematic of the unconscious in an even larger
context. (Hence the title of the two principal works that Gilles
Deleuze and I then began to undertake: Capitalism and Schizophre-
nia). When I take a look back at the beginnings of institutional
analysis, I am tempted to see it as the first approach to what we
would later develop. At any rate, I cannot condone its transformation
into a university product, or even a commercial one: the courses in
institutional pedagogy and institutional analysis—the courses in
training... all things that really had nothing to do with our concerns
at the time, and even less with my current ones.

How did the expression “institutional analysis” come about? Does it
have an author?

I suggested it during a session of the G.T.Psy, because I felt the need
for a double demarcation with respect to institutional psychotherapy.

The first demarcation was aimed at the trend represented by
Daumezon, Bonafe, le Guillant, etc... (the trend that threw out
the expression “institutional psychotherapy” after the liberation of
France). There were quite a few of us who hoped that this kind of
practice would introduce an analytic dimension and no longer
content itself with the references that Tosquelles frequently made to
Moreno and Lewin and, secondarily, to Marx and Freud. Except
that this analytic dimension, when advocated by some psychiatrists,
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was still conceived of along the lines of classical analysis. On my
end, I slowly evolved toward the idea that analysis could not remain
an external supporting force, peacefully coexisting in this field with
Marxism, psycho-sociology, group dynamics, social therapy, etc... If
the analysis of unconscious subjective formations was to have a role
in the social field, it could not be that of the psychoanalysts or psy-
chiatrists, or even that of a group of individuals, but rather that of
a complex group of social processes. This first demarcation thus
tended to situate institutional analysis in opposition to micro-
sociological institutional psychotherapy, understood in the sense of
the old Tosquellian watchword: “It is advisable, above all, to treat
the hospital system by disalienating social relationships, by holding
sessions with the ill, with the nurses, by energizing the cooperatives,
the inter-hospital clubs, etc...” (I wrote an article on this subject for
the Mutuelle des Etudiants, in which I tried to define how an
analytic group practice could function within systems like the
different BAPU, the day hospitals, etc...)®

The second demarcation tried to establish that this sort of
analytic process could not be a “specialty” of the mental hygiene
field, but would also concern pedagogy, the social sciences, etc... In
order to denounce this sort of isolated approach to analysis, I
remember that we—paraphrasing one of Trotsky’s expressions—
came up with a funny watchword against psychoanalysis on a single
couch, a single clinic or psychiatric hospital... We had to coin an
expression capable of responding to this widening of the field.

What was the date of the expression?

Around 1964-1965. That is, a little while before the release of the
first issue of the journal Psychotherapie Institutionelle.

You are a Psychoanalyst by training?
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My training was a total mish mash. I began by studying pharma-
cology, which I abandoned after three years. That course of study had
been imposed on me from the outside and it didn’t suit me at all.
Following this, I resumed a degree in philosophy at the Sorbonne, but
I felt uncomfortable in the university environment, and I didn
continue my studies beyond this point. I attended lectures by
Merleau-Ponty and Bachelard; I still have great admiration for both of
them. Moreover, like so many young people of my generation, I was a
Sartrean, at least until the encounter, so decisive for me, with Lacan
and his work. This encounter led me to undergo analysis with him,
followed by courses in analysis. Nevertheless, my training remained
inseparable from my activities as a militant in a number of domains...

But the fact is that you were an analyst by profession ...

No, I first put my training as an analyst into practice in the psy-
chiatric environment, shortly after my friend Jean Oury founded
La Borde Clinic.

As an analyst?

No, as a member of the organizing team of the establishment,
group meetings, etc... I would almost go as far as saying that I was
there in the capacity of a militant bringing a political style into an
institution, but not, of course, in the manner of a propagandist of
political ideas! Rather, as an individual who had been very actively
involved in the Youth Hostel movements, which tried hard to
struggle against the ossified structures of various groupuscules, and
who then tried to develop a certain style of mass politics in the
difficult context of the struggle against the Algerian War. I was
somewhat shocked by the manipulative character of the institu-
tional interventions of the psychiatrists and psychologists, and I
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hoped to push along, as far as possible, the game of democracy and
collective management in the institutions where I found myself,
whatever difficulties might possibly ensue. I became an analyst, all
the while continuing to work at La Borde. It was only ten years
later that I practiced psychoanalysis in Paris for a dozen years. |
suspended my practice following my critical reflection on Freudianism

and Lacanism and then took it up again with a renewed approach.

You have never been—this is unusual enough to merit emphasis—an
academic. Also, despite the trajectory outlined here, you are also not
affiliated with any psychoanalytic school...

Strictly speaking, I have remained a member of the Ecole freudi-
enne, with the title of “Analyst member of the school” (Analyste
membre de l'ecole).’ Despite my criticisms of many aspects of Freudi-
anism and Lacanism, I have been reproached for this loyalty to the
EFP by the small group of academics who surround Lacan—a kind
of Praetorian Guard which not only intends to assume all rights to
the Master’s legacy, but also exercises absolute power over the new
Lacanian youth movement that they have just founded, known as
“Cause freudienne.” My position on this is no secret: I have always
said that, rightly or wrongly, I hope that out of some analytic trends
and through the efforts of mental health workers, something will
arise that will radically challenge this kind of elitist technique. I
consider both Freudian and Lacanian theory as fundamentally
reactionary with regard to everything concerning the connection of
questions of desire with the social field. But I don’t condemn
wholesale all current practical approaches to the analysis, although,
all too often, they have become as shamefully reactionary as the
theories. Furthermore, I am convinced that the share of true analysis
contained in the practices of a number of analysts has nothing to do

with their theoretical orientation.



The fate of analysis is not necessarily tied to the existence of all
of these camps, to this whole unbearably mannered world that
makes up what are known as psychoanalytic societies or schools!
After all, it is also in the name of a certain conception of analysis
that hundreds of Argentinian psychoanalysts got involved, with-
out hesitation, in the struggle against the dictatorship, and
confronted the imprisonments, torture, death...

Can you elaborate on this idea that analytic practical approaches have
nothing to do with analytic theories?

From the outside, its difficult to imagine the weight of the psycho-
analytic hierarchy in the selection and promotion of young analysts,
the rituals of submission that were coined “control” and “training
analysis,” “pass,” and the fact that money and information are the
privilege of those at the top... There would also be a lot to say about
teaching of psychoanalysis in the universities, about the role that the
new analyst bosses play in the psychiatric hospitals, about the
blackmailing into analysis that takes place during the training of
specialized educators, and how we are heading in the direction of a
much more subtle surveillance system, but also one that is much
more rigorous than the traditional ones. Seen from this angle, it is
true that theory and practice certainly seem inseparable!

One day, quite a few years ago now, after having patiently
suffered through one of my favorite diatribes on this theme, Lacan
let out a deep sigh and proceeded to tell me that he was aware of
the existence of such “distortions” within I'Ecole freudienne and he
added, roughly: “You see, what counts above everything is that
through all of this, analysis can continue to exist.” I responded that
he didn’t have to worry himself about this, that analysis would
continue to thrive in such conditions, that there would soon be as
many analysts as notaries or pharmacists. But I remained sensitive



to his concerns. I am also anxious for there “to be analysis™ But not
just any sort!

The criticisms of Freudianism and Lacanism that Gilles Deleuze
and 1 developed are not to be taken as a dismissal of analysis as such.
There is obviously no question of returning to a Stalinist position of
the Politzer sort, or else American-style behaviorism. But I am
convinced that analysis will get out of this deadlock only if it ceases
to be the exclusive concern of a specialist or psychoanalyst, or even
an analytic group, as these cannot avoid constituting themselves as
authorities. Analysis must become a process defined by what I have
called assemblages of analytic enunciation; it must be founded not
only on speech and composed of individuals, but also defined by a
specific social, economic, institutional, micropolitical operation,
and a non-linguistic semiotics.

As an example of the role analysis plays in the social field, I have
occasionally evoked the “Movement of 22 March” in France in
1968, or else that of Radio Alice in Bologna in March, 1977, which
was revealing of the situation in Italy during this period.

What is analytic in all of this? All of it was due, not only to the
fact that people there spoke up against the reigning ideologies, or
that they demanded, both for themselves and for others, more
freedom and more creativity...

Through speech, but also through technical and material
means, such groups succeeded in modifying what I would call co/-
lective modes of semiotization. 22 March happened in Nanterre,
against the background of a certain kind of city planning, as a
particular type of social system, of a clear conception of the rela-
tionship to knowledge, of the division between manual and
intellectual labor. In Bologna, “Radio Alice” appeared in the context
of complex interactions between the “emarginati” (half-student,
half-Lumpen), workers from the South migrating toward the indus-
trial North, and the traditional working class (les “garantis”) under
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the influence of the Italian Communist Party and various intellec-
tual trends, etc... The analytic assemblage thus does not exclusively
concern individuals, groups and recognized speakers, but also very
diverse and heterogeneous socioeconomic, technological, environ-

mental, etc., components.
Arid. your opposition to analytic theories. ..

It is directed at the theoretical support of this individuation, this
specialization, this “elitization” of analysis. The people who work in
a CMPP, in a psychiatric service, or else in training programs for
social work (éducateurs), tell us: “Yes, this is all very good, but what
do I do with all of this?"' I see people who are totally lost. I have to
instruct future social workers who are full of goodwill...” And I'm
not among those content to say: “Let’s wait for a more auspicious
time. Let’s wait until the revolution creates new conditions...” No
way! I repeat again that the processes for elucidating the formation
of the unconscious does not correspond to any specific analytic
technique. For example, the women’s movement in France, in
Europe, played a role of the proto-analytic type, not because of this
or that leader in the movement who is an analyst, but because the
movement introduced—in the manner in which the female con-
dition is felt today in France—something that touched the whole
society. This analytic impact concerns elements that are situated
“beyond” individuals, elements found in the socius as well as in
infrapersonal elements, modes of sensibility, of apperception of
time, of the relationship to the cosmos, etc... and defined by what
I term abstract machinisms.

This last point seems crucial to me. One of the greatest analysts
of contemporary subjectivity, Samuel Beckett, doesn’t seem—at
first glance—concerned with political and social struggles, the
fight for women’s liberation, for homosexuals, etc. Nevertheless,
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his exploration seems to me to be at the heart of the micropolitical
mutations of our age. There are fundamental interactions between
this type of personal elaboration and the social unconscious. Here
we find a view in some sense prospective, and which, on a larger
level, calls for the rejection of all dogmatism, all sectarianism, and
all disciplinary compartmentalization.

Today, a teacher or social worker who hopes to better under-
stand microsocial relations, emotional relations, the relationship to
the world of the children of whom he is in change, is in a potentially
analytic position, to the extent that his beliefs are free from peda-
gogical and psychological dogmas, and he is committed to following
the trajectory of singularities with which he is confronted. What
seems pathetic to me is that, in the current cultural context, this
teacher is often led, by pangs of guilt, to say to himself: “I should
first undergo analysis, I have to find a supervision group,’ I have to
know Freud and Lacan by heart...” I know people like this who are
institutionally engaged in an authentic analytic micro-process, for
whom the prestige of psychoanalytic knowledge, the prestige of ana-
lytic societies, has been a factor of inhibition and hang-ups for their
practice. | am convinced, in a more general way, that class struggles
in developed countries, transformations of daily life—all the prob-
lems of “molecular revolution”—won't result in anything unless
practices and modes of individual and collective analytic theoriza-
tion develop alongside these modes of traditional theorization,
renew their functioning and their functions, and lead to a collective
co-opting of questions about the economy of desire. No one today
can propose a theory of reference and, even less, practical protocols
in this domain. Nevertheless, the key question remains: as long as
there is no new analytic vector of this kind, occupied with the social
economy of desire, traversing militant activities, social struggles,
mass struggles, institutional struggles, and everyday struggles, we
will inevitably fall back into systems of either macro-gulags or
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micro-ghettos, or else into Giscardian systems of co-option. Only
one position—I won’t call it duplicitous, but multiplicitous—that
consists in attacking these problems with a multivalent logic, will
allow us to move forward.

What I mean is that, at the very moment when we are formu-
lating something that we think is right, when we take up a position
in the name of its presumed efficacy, it is necessary for us to preserve
a kind of “passage to the other,” an acceptance of his singularity, and
also a calling into question of ones own certainty. “Why are you
going in this direction, why did you opt for this kind of formula,
what is the investment of power that brought you to do it and, at
the same time, what does this imply as far as ‘treating’ the invest-
ments of desire, in particular, the desire of the militants who are
following you, or else with regard to the leaders who guide your
actions... The same kind of question applies with regards to your
colleagues, your children, your spouse, etc...”

These questions, I repeat, cannot be entrusted to specialists. In
every militant body that I have known, whether the Communist
Party or groupuscules, problems of organization were systematically
referred to “permanents.” One would always have to deal with such
miniature Stalins, modest and hard working. Most members of
these groups were in no way aware that organizational issues were as
important as the issues that were, strictly speaking, more political, if
not more so. They didn't suspect—or else refused to see—the
weight of libidinal investments on the manifestations of readership
or else in bureaucratic stratifications. In other fields as well (peda-
gogic, psychiatric, etc...), you find yourself up against the same type
of problems. What are the real possibilities for intervention, what
degree of freedom do teachers, mental health workers, and social
workers really possess? Determining this requires the juxtaposition
of different kinds of discourses, not only the discourse of general
theorization, but also a “minor theorization,” a cartography of



affects, on the level of daily relationships, the relationship to space,
etc... In this view, analysis consists in connecting and making
coexist, neither to homogenize nor to unify—but rather to arrange
these different levels of discursivity according to a principle of trans-
versality, and make them communicate transversally.

If you are saying that the people who have to ask the questions are
neither the analysts nor the specialiss—whatever their specialty—
then who are these questioners?

We are crushed under the weight of mass media, by images of power,
by a manipulation of the imagination in the service of an oppressive
social order, by the fabrication, whatever the cost, of a majority
consensus, by the cult of security, by processes of intoxication that
scare people about everything and nothing, infantilizing them to the
point that they no longer ask themselves questions. Several hundred
young people get organized; they piece together transmitters and
launch free radio stations. They experiment with a new type of
communication; they give people a chance to speak, they go into
working-class neighborhoods, produce cassettes together, etc...
Then what happens? Repression rains down on them; nevertheless,
after some time, they trigger a genuine public reaction. Politicians,
although far from being in agreement with the ideological frame-
work supporting these initiatives, still stand up for the young people.
Frangois Mitterrand agrees to challenge the law by participating in a
free radio broadcast. I would say that, in a way, Mister Mitterrand is
“under analysis” by the free radio movement. Maybe he himself
doesn’t know exactly why he took that step, he who time and time
again lays claim to the highest public office. Why did he put himself
into an illegal situation and risk finding himself summoned by an
examining magistrate? Serious people cried, “He’s crazy; what has
happened to him?” But what can it mean, if not that he was aware,
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however unconsciously, of the appearance of a decisive crack in this
branch of the media. All of this might not go very far, as he remains
hostile to the idea of breaking up the state monopoly. Nevertheless,
it seems to me indisputable that this kind of transformation of the
relationship to public speech is played out, first and foremost, on the
level of the social unconscious.

In order to back up this problematic it is necessary, I think, to
create a wider concept of collective equipments, one that would
encompass all media and all systems of transportation. The theory
of assemblages, as I propose it, no longer allows us to think about
collective equipments in the usual way, that is, independently from
productive forces, and the training systems of the collective labor
force. It implies the existence of a continuum between domains
that, until then, had been the privilege either of state apparatuses or
of the private sector, or even of private life. I argued that capitalist
production not only manufactures commercial goods, but also insti-
tutions and infra-individual mechanisms, systems of perception, of
behavior, of imaginary representation, of submission to hierarchies
and dominant values.'? Hence the importance today of:

1) Social resources, resources for health, education, leisure,
etc..., all of which are the true factories where the labor power and
the socius as a whole is manufactured.

2) Mass media, which are tools, not only of communication,
but also for the modelization of individuals.

3) Modern means of transportation, which don’t serve exclu-
sively to take people to work, but also to transform archaic
territorialities, to split up geopolitical space, to permit the mobility
of one segment of the population and prohibit that of another.

The modes of “semiotic guiding” operated by collective equip-
ments (in order to give a bottle to her child, a woman listens to
Dr. X on the morning radio. In the afternoon she consults a child
psychologist at the community clinic, makes him take a test that she
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cut out of a magazine, etc...) bring about a progressive decline of
what I would call territorialities of use. Everyone participates in this
tremendous network of collective equipments. Through them,
integrated global capitalism carries out vast cross-fertilizations of
territories, representations, images, and systems of control. We
should tackle this problem and all of its aspects in depth, in order to
explore the production of contemporary subjectivity. Unconscious
complexes develop less on the familial Oedipus than on this type of
equipment of mass media effects and on means of transportation.
We can't utter a phrase or make a gesture that isnt immediately
inscribed into the network that they constitute. Multiple semiotico-
machinic gauges orient, guide, marginalize, or reward us: “That was
exactly what needed to be said; that was the right question...” Psy-
chotics and science fiction writers have long anticipated the
interpretation of this machinic environment, of these waves, these
influences, of these machinic teleguidings... Once again we find
ourselves faced with something that is going in the direction of a
dissolution of the categories of individual identity, personological
poles, family structure, and, finally, social group as such.

You have worked and continue to work in groups. What, for you, is the
status of the group? Is it an “intermediary” between the individual and
society, or is it part of an organization, an institution?

I no longer have much faith in the specificity of the group, and I
would even say that I believe less and less in the existence of the
group as an entity. Most of the time, it'’s no more than a fiction.
Ultimately, aggregates of individuals rarely function as a group;
on the other hand, isolated individuals—the “Beckett assemblage,”
for example—can do group work. I would prefer to start from a much
more inclusive, perhaps more vague, notion of assemblage. Who is
speaking? Who is intervening? What assemblage of enunciation makes
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something real? Assemblage is not just speech, subject and signifier;
it’s the tangling up of a thousand components such that reality and
history are what they are, so that it’s not exclusively in relation to the
economy of micro-groups or macro-groups that we can understand
this type of process. Here we are back to a topic that has been with
us for a while: we can see the “terminal” of speech, what comes out
of the “black box;” we can locate the transmitter and the person,
there, in front of us or on the TV, on the microphone, on the tele-
phone; we can easily identify the material origin of the message; we
can make out a signature. But for all of that, can we truly say that it
(¢a) is speaking from there? Communication conveys pure redun-
dancies whereas assemblages of semiotization are messengers of many
other things, of effects on objective and subjective reality, what I have
called diagrammatic effects. Let’s return to the example of the free
radios: who is speaking in this assemblage? The radio hosts? It’s not
clear... It perhaps betrays, first of all, a collective sense of being
“fed up” with official media... Additionally, technological mutations
enter the picture, which has led to the miniaturization of trans-
mitters. And we also have to take into account the evolution of
conceptions relating to militantism, etc...

Quite different in this from the category of the group, this
notion of assemblage leads us to contemplate problems in their
entirety, and to take into account social mutations, subjective
transformations, semantic slidings, everything that touches on
perceptions, sentiments and ideas. We cannot attribute responsibility
for a statement (enonce) to any social transformation, group or
individual, in the sense in which we usually understand it. To
grasp this type of phenomenon, it is not enough to say, as it still
was said a few years ago: “We have to take the context, the implicit,
into account...” Power relationships, hierarchies, technological
mutations linked to the rise of semiotization machines such as

computers, are an intrinsic part of new assemblages of enunciation.
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In these conditions, its the opposition between statement and con-
text, and even between language and referent, which finds itself in
question. I have attempted to show that the current trends in prag-
matic linguistics continue to separate, in an excessive way, the
phonological, syntactic, semantic and rhetorical levels, among
others, which, in my view, has the effect of somewhat paralyzing
research. The most disparate components can interact in order to
“assemble” a statement, a discourse, or a project. This view calls for
a case-by-case redefinition of the procedures of pragmatic analysis.
It is a question of determining, within each assemblage, the operating
components, and the corresponding transference affects, and of
finding out which work of semiotic de-outlining (decernabilisation)
should be brought to bear on each of them.

When confronted with anorexia, an anxiety neurosis, or even
the simple stuttering of a child, every specialist shrink will call upon
his own theoretical corpus. He will, for example, decree that he
is dealing with psychosomatic symptoms, or communication
problems better dealt with by family psychotherapy, or of the
disturbance of a “matheme” of the unconscious... what else, I don’t
know. Others will hold the social field responsible, it’s the schools
that aren’t working, OK, so let’s change the schools before we devote
ourselves to the psychopathological problems of children on an
individual basis. Maybe all of this is at stake at the same time, but
not in simply any order or to the same degree. What is important to
prioritize here is to update the possibilities for intervention, as well
as the range of effects that we may expect from them.

If we reexamine in this spirit, for example, the monograph that
Freud dedicated to his study of “Little Hans,” we cannot fail to
question the appropriateness of a number of Freud’s interpretations.
These interpretations seem more like intrusions likely to confuse the
child, and even lead him into neurosis. It hasn’t escaped notice that

it isn’t until the end of a long analytic process, put into place by the
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father, under the direction of Freud, that phobic symptoms
appeared. At the time, Freud was really “in need of” data about
infantile sexuality, the importance of which he had just discovered.
[f we attentively follow the text of his commentary and the account
of his father its possible to locate the stages of a true encirclement
of Little Hans’s subjectivity. A kind of analytic-familial, panoptic
system found itself set up in the heart of domestic territory. His
every move, his comings and goings, his dreams and his fantasies,
were submitted to an absolutely stupefying observation and control.
And we see the child successively abandon the spaces of exterior life
that he had conquered up until then—his relationships with girls,
his love of long walks, his seductive relationship with his mother,
her caresses in the bath—to fall back on highly guilt-laden mastur-
bation and, finally, to construct a true bastion of fantasies from
which he reclaimed, in a certain way, control over the situation, tor-
menting, in turn, his parents, by making them guilty. All of this for
the profit of Professor Freud who, at the end of the chain, collects
throughout this affair what he finds to be the brilliant confirmation
of his gestating theories about the Oedipus and castration complexes.
I'm not claiming that we can recreate the true etiology of the neu-
rosis from this. There might have been other contributing factors
that Freud, despite his ingenuity as an investigator, wasnt able to
identify. But I see no reason why we should keep quiet about the
clearly pathogenic effect of the situational transfer brought on by
the relationship between Freud and the father!

Let’s now think about what frequently happens in a number of
medical-pedagogical centers or dispensaries of mental hygiene,
where they thought that they were doing a good thing by introducing
psychoanalytic methods. A specialized therapist with the help, for
example, of some modeling clay, explores the past and fantasies of a
child, its familial situation. Is he really trying to understand the
position of this child in the social networks that are hindering its
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specific possibilities for development? For an authentic analysis, (a
schizoanalysis, a molecular analysis, what we call it isn’t important),
the first concern won't be interpretation, but intervention. What can
we do to clear up a situation? In some cases, it would be advisable
to concern oneself with the school, in another, the family or, surely,
the status of the father in the couple... unless we are up against an
economic problem, or issues stemming from sociological inertia.
But we also can’t leave out physical, biological, physiological, envi-
ronmental, and other such determinations. There is thus a kind of
potential “integral” of all the factors (instances) that work together
to block an assemblage. Without claiming to elaborate a systemic
theory that would account for the interactions of all of these com-
ponents, we should interrogate the ones that are operative in a given
situation. We can now face the question of “institutional transfer-
ence” in a renewed form. After all, what is the point of defining the
elements of transference and counter-transference if it only involves
identifying the fantasmatic elements? What’s the point of trying to
determine the role of the father, the mother, the national education
system, Knowledge, Power, the Economy, if we don’t offer to inter-
vene in any way and to work through these different components?
In persisting to explore and interpret elements on which we won't
have anything more than a fictive hold, we run the risk of developing
a system of mystification, a new formation of power, capturing
and co-opting investments of desire, thereby giving birth to a new
system of subjugation potentially even more harmful than those
previously in place.

For you, the group is no longer an important or privileged component?
In fact, a group is often nothing more than an illusion. This is quite

evident in family therapy. I don't deny the importance, and often
even the determining character, of family interactions, in particular
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in the case of certain psychoses. However, these systematic
approaches to the family only serve, in most cases, to hide other
components: age group, social environment, socioeconomic condi-
tions and considerations of salary, urban issues, and, above all,
individual singularities. Beyond the inventory and an appreciation
of the relative importance of these components, let’s agree to explore
the distinctive feature of an assemblage—what I have called the
“machinic,” that is, the manner in which it insures communication
between passing components, its modes of blocking (blocage) and
inhibition, its black holes, its catastrophies, etc... I prefer to speak
of a “machinic kernel” instead of speaking about structure, system,
complex, etc... in order to emphasize that no general formula, no
psycho-sociological, structural or systematic recipe, to name but a
few, can give us access to this kind of phenomenon. Only the
putting into place of an assemblage that is specific and singular in
its enunciation, allows for the possibility of a practice that will serve
both analysis and change.

Intervention

Lets talk about intervention. What are your professional, social or
political practices? On the one hand, you are a prominent figure. On
the other, you participate in a group practice: What sort of practice? In
the groups that you belong to, do you intervene and, if so, with whom
and. how?

As [ told you before, I think that it’s necessary to link this question
with the question of interpretation. Sometimes people have told me:
“The analysis that you advocate comes down to the work of social
assistance or savage psychoanalysis (psychanalyse sauvage). Analysis is
not at all about that; it’s about interpretation and a pure listening
(écoute) to the unconscious, it’s the exact opposite of all intervention.”



It seems to me, on the contrary, that these alleged significant
interpretations are never neutral. In practice, whether or not we like
it, we are, each and every one of us, thrown with all hands into
intervention. The people who deny it are either in bad faith or else
completely natve and fooled. “To take into analysis,” as is said, a
married woman, the mother of a family, doesn’t consist in establish-
ing a relationship of pure listening with a transcendent subject. We
aren’t dealing with autonomous people, but with subsets of complex
assemblages that include, for example, the fact that the payment for
the course of treatment is connected to the father, one’s professional
life and salary, medical coverage, etc... Psychoanalysts would have
us believe that the money relationship that they establish with a
patient remains extrinsic to the field of analysis—except insofar as it
relates to anal-sadistic affects. How absurd! Nothing is neutral in
analysis. A patient might remain silent for years on the divan: that
doesn’t mean that his analyst “doesn’t intervene™ In reality, it guar-
antees a certain state of affairs, if only in keeping the idea alive that
a pure effect of empty discourse can interact with the unconscious.
Something is always supposed to be happening in analysis, even
when nothing is happening. Above all when nothing is happening!
A minimum of honesty would mean renouncing this kind of bluff!
In my view this is one of the essential points of departure of
schizoanalysis.

Who can be seen to benefit from this leading to believe in the
existence of a secret metabolism at work in the unconscious, when
absolutely nothing surfaces in a cure. Neutrality is another illusion:
We are ourselves always mixed up in the situation. And we will do
better to realize this so that our interventions will be as little alien-
ating as possible. Instead of conducting a politics of subjection, of
identification, normalization, social control and setting the people
we are dealing with along a semiotic track, it is possible to opt for
a micropolitics that at least takes into account our own humble



participation in the story; it is possible to work in the direction of
dis-alienation, of a liberation of expression, of opening “exit doors,”
if not “lines of escape,” from oppressive social stratifications.

This question of intervention also evokes for me other quarrels
of old related to the “directivity” in groups, as well as the entire
mythology of a spontaneity which is supposed to permit access to
the depths of the unconscious! In fact, the non-directivity, the non-
organization of a group can have an effect that is the exact opposite
from the anticipated one. The structuring of a group practice can be
absolutely necessary in order that those who never manage to
speak can do so. In different groups in which I have participated, I
frequently ponder these kinds of problems. Collective discourse
focuses on certain themes, but maybe other people hope to speak
about other things! How can we develop conditions for collective
and/or individual expression in a way that will leave room for the
most singular modes of semiotization? The act of designating a
president or a coordinator for a meeting can free its participants and
get them going. Yet this is not a universal panacea. Still, far from
being liberating, non-directivism can favor the emergence of phe-
nomena of consensus, of oppressive redundancies, and lead to a
situation in which participants say exactly what they are expected to
say. All of this brings us back to an even older debate, the one that,
in the workers’ movement, opposes “basism” to centralism.

All of this brings us back to an even older debate, the one that,
in the workers’ movement, opposes “basism” to centralism. I am
convinced that it’s necessary to consider these options as tied together
into a false alternative. I'll spare you the long history of the criticism
of centralism. We know about the havoc wreaked by Leninist forms
of organization in the parties, States, intellectual production,
etc... This doesn’t mean that we should give up on all institutional
systems, all organization structure. By failing to map out the traits
these struggles share today, even those of a transitional nature,
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oppressed people would find themselves entirely powerless. And in
times of crisis, Spontaneists always end up having recourse to orga-
nizations and to traditional leaders. How many times have [ seen
committees struggling against repression leave it up to one or
another groupuscule to organize a common meeting, a demonstra-
tion, etc... After which they find themselves the prisoners of
watchwords, of a style of action and discourse that completely
betrays their initial project. Beyond “basism” and centralism, it’s a
matter of inventing a new type of organization. Gilles Deleuze and
I put forth the term of “rhizome™—the choice of term is of little
importance—to index the modes of structuration that authorize an
association of differentiated components that do not alter their
specificity. In fact, far from being a set back, from the standpoint of
efficiency with respect to centralist organizations, I am convinced
that this kind of orientation alone will succeed in avoiding the
phenomena of bureaucratic inertia and conservatism that currently

characterize leftist and extreme leftist groups.

You react strongly to the practice of intervention, to traditional analysis,
to contemporary institutional analysis. Can you discuss this type of
intervention?

Given the direction in which things are heading, we will soon have
ministries of Psychological Intervention and Social Innovation. The
Ministry of Health already allocates funds to marginal groups to
accommodate drug addicts, psychiatric patients, and children in
difficult situations; I happen to know that Simone Weil was plan-
ning to challenge the status of psychiatric hospitals. Why not?
Marginalized people would be wrong to spit on possible subsidies if
they do not infringe on their freedom. Ultimately, I don’t see any
difference whether a person is paid by the Department of Education,
the CNRS, The Ministry of Health, or by the Renault factories. On
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this point, there are neo-Maoist subtleties that totally escape me!
We are all always more or less co-opted! Ultimately, its about poli-
tics and micropolitics, not purity. What can come out of current
attempts to co-opt research in the social sciences, to co-opt margin-
alized people, or indeed, even tomorrow, free radios? (I can easily
imagine, tomorrow, a Rocard-Chaban government, proposing a
statute for free radios, a supervision of the “Maisons de la Culture”
kind. One of two things: either current power relations will evolve
irreversibly in the direction of a hierarchization, the establishment
of an absolutely terrifying society of social control (not at all like the
one that Orwell predicted, which he conceived of on the basis of
pre-war fascism, but rather, one emerging from much more sophis-
ticated systems, both hyper-seductive and hyper-repressive and,
above all, more miniaturized, spreading through the socius in a
much more capillary fashion). In this scenario, the powers that be
would have recourse to all available means. We would end up with
psycho-sociologists and psychoanalytic divans all the way into the
police stations, which would not prevent the police from continuing
to beat up people. There will be psychiatrists, as in Germany, who
will be able to keep a detainee imprisoned indefinitely, beyond the
term of his sentence, for “asocial tendencies.” All co-opting will be
effective: we will be screwed, or, rather, conditioned like Pavlov’s
dogs. On the other hand, if we are indeed engaged, as I believe, in
a long-term molecular revolution, shaking up, on every level, all the
ways of life on this planet, these attempts to co-opt will slide past
one another without catching hold of anything in social reality.
Marginality and its co-option, as they continue to spread to larger
and larger sectors of society, are starting to take on a new character.
Today, we are no longer confronted with those categories of mar-
ginals traditionally refered to the psychiatric asylum, the prison,
reform schools, etc... The new marginal people can be found at
Longwy and at Denain, in Corsica and in Brittany, in suburban



streets, in public housing (H.L.M.) cellars, in unemployment
offices, etc... And that amounts to quite a number of marginal peo-
ple! These are true social continents that are being marginalized in
the context of the said attempts of capitalist restructuration.

In an article that took up old and wild imaginings of Robert
Linhart, Le Monde Diplomatique thought it wise to circulate, a few
months ago, a virulent attack against the CERFI, said to function,
apparently, as a “suggestion box” for Giscardisme, all the while
praising the “molecular revolution.” It’s curious to see this sort of
literature reappear at a time when searches, interrogations and
months in prison are raining down on some members of the CERFI
and the CINEL. Certainly a new illustration of the proverb: “He
who loves well, punishes well”! Well, it turns out that the CERFI is
currently literally boycotted by the official bodies that grant research
contracts and that it is denied any legitimate role in the national-
ization, or rather, the “CNR-ization” of research. Today, only the
journals Recherches and Encres are lefr. Believe me, I lament this
drying up of our sources for financing. Micro-spaces for freedom,
such as the CERFI or La Borde, are becoming increasingly scarce
these days; I think that leftist hacks should defend them instead of
wildly attacking them.

The co-option of ideas, of techniques, innovations—that’s really
the false problem par excellence. As of a good while now, there are no
longer any “trade secrets” in any domain whatsoever. They all com-
municate at the speed of the audiovisual. It’s useless to try to pit oneself
against the general mixing of research and experimentation. Giscard
d’Estaing is co-opting institutional analysis. What does it matter?
Maybe next year there will be a congress of institutional analysis in
Moscow! Wasn't a psychoanalytic symposium held in Tbilisi? The real
question is elsewhere; the real question concerns the effective reappro-
priation of these ideas, these techniques, and these innovations by

collective assemblages of enunciation and by liberation movements.



How do you define yourself within the groups you are presently part of?
As a militant individual or. a paid professional? Are the groups that you
are connected with always ones that you ‘meet. with” by chance? Do
groups call on you? How?

I work at La Borde Clinic, where I am salaried. It’s already an old
experience, and one that doesn’t perhaps entirely correspond to
what, in my view, it would perhaps be possible to set up today. Be
that as it may, despite its unavoidably limited nature, it remains of
interest as an “island of fresh air,” a place where people can reflect,
and where it is possible to try out a certain number of things. But,
to tell the truth, La Borde isnt an entirely satisfactory illustration of
the views that I've been sharing with you.

The other groups that I am part of are the CERFI and the
CINEL. Formally, I am the president of the CERFI, but I am no
longer an active participant. 1 am the director of the journal
“Recherches,” but I am not involved with it except for when I pro-
pose the theme of a special edition myself, or else when the Justice
Department tries and picks a quarrel with us.

Can you explain what the CINEL is?

Le Centre d’Initiative pour de Nouveaux Espaces de Liberte is a
rather informal organization which raised its voice in response to
political problems in Italy (against repression: Bologna 1997, the
cases of Negri, Piperno, etc...). In France, it also supported the
campaign against the extradition of Klaus Croissant, who partici-
pated in the meetings known as the “Tunix” meetings in Berlin in
1978, which were originally “spectacular” initiatives related to the
free radios, (for example, the “Anti-noise” (Antibrouille) festival of
June '78) and which, today, are trying hard to be the impetus for the

establishment of “committees of active defense” against repression,



not only with regard to “big issues,” but also to the rampant micro-
fascism whose victims are young people, immigrant workers,
“nationalitarian” militants, etc.

At the CINEL, we aren’t under the illusion that we are either
very active or very effective. We are simply trying to position our-
selves against the current “New Philosopher” frame of mind, which
consists of renouncing all prospects for militant resistance to the
dominant order. This already cost us a number of run-ins with the
police and the law: trial for free radios, incarceration of the film-
maker Francois Pain, etc... But even so, I'll say it once again, if we
put the quality of its participants to the side, the CINEL is really
not such a big deal! It simply shows that, today, public life feeds
more on symbols than on tangible realities. In fact, what is interest-
ing about it is perhaps less to be found in its deeds than in the shift
of attitude it shows in relation to the customary relations between
militants, intellectuals, artists, technico-scientific workers, etc... I
feel that these categorizations themselves also need to be rethought.
Contrary to appearances, people—I no longer know how to say it:
workers, the proletariat, salaried workers...—are much more “intel-
lectual” than is thought! Or, at least, they conceal many more
intellectual and artistic aspirations than the media’s system of intox-
ication would have us believe. Here as well, we are in the presence
of profound and irreversible molecular mutations.

You have been quite involved with Italian issues.

It’s true that, these last years, I have often felt more Italian then
French. This is connected to the way in which the Italian prob-
lems—the struggle of the “emarginati,” the free radios such as “Radio
Alice” in Bologna, the “autoreductions,” the questioning of relations
to labor, etc...—seemed to me to “announce” transformations as yet
barely begun in other European countries. To tell the truth, I don't



know if the situation in Italy, or else what is now called the “German
model,” can shed a light on the situation in France. We are clearly
caught between two types of possibilities. One is an implacable pyra-
midal order, the only one compatible with the Global Integrated
Capital’s big projects of restructuring. The other possibility is for us
to erect a new kind of society with more “rhizomatic” modes of
sociality, one that would attempt/do its best to articulate the econo-
my of desire and the constraints of the productive economy.

For the moment, we have to concede that it’s more the “Ger-
man social-democrat model” that is gaining influence in Europe. All
of those who claim to be challenging this evolution again are sub-
ject to particular criticism. Intellectuals and militants who try to
tackle these questions are seen as dangerous agitators by those in
power, despite the clearly derisory character of their methods of
action. I know all too well that the issue of terrorism is poisoning all
of the debates and “justifies” all the suspicions. We have, for exam-
ple, been astonished to learn that police authorities in different
European countries got it into their heads that the CINEL was the
“French branch” of a vast global terrorist network! Flabbergasting!
But that shows the nature of recent police operations and the sys-
tematic character of some judicial investigations regarding cases that
have no foundation whatsoever. The reigning authorities have
absolutely no insight into the escalation of violence and crime in
developing countries; therefore, they interpret it in their own
way. It’s always the same technique that consists of imagining the
existence of occult centers and searching out intellectual scapegoats
when the investigations, obviously, prove themselves incapable of
locating these alleged headquarters (thus the arrests on the 7th of
April, 1979 in Italy: those of Toni Negri, Oreste Scalzone and then,
one after another, Franco Piperno, Lanfranco Pace, etc..., thus, also,
the Graindorge cases in Belgium, etc...). Those in power shoot their
mouths off with fantasies, hoping to take out their powerlessness on



marginal people and dissidents. Afterwards they can announce, to a
scared public, that they are “doing everything in their power to stop
the unrest and the violence” But where are these things coming
from? How is it, for example, that the Italian terrorists—whose
methods and goals, I repeat, I entirely disapprove of—are not
isolated people, but rather develop quite easily among quite diverse
social levels of Italian society (marginal people, workers, etc...).
This is obviously because active contingents of people in this
country no longer expect anything from traditional political for-
mations, without, as yet, having found new forms of expression
and intervention.

The development of terrorism in Europe of late seems moreover
to belong to the kind of co-opting that I mentioned previously. It is
notable that these phenomena are not primarily the result of classi-
cal groupuscular systems, and that even when they have adopted
traditional modes of theorization and organization, referring to the
most ossified kind of Leninism, movements like the R.A.F. and the
R.B. have not been able to take root or find an adequate social envi-
ronment, except in the context of the movements of molecular
transformation which I spoke of earlier. It would be necessary to
show, in detail, how this “appeal” to terrorism corresponds both to
a rejection and to a co-opting of the molecular revolution. Lets say,
nevertheless, in defense of the movementists and their potential
sphere of influence that, having found no channel through which to
efficiently address any issue whatsoever, they knocked up against a
dead-end, a situation for which, ultimately, all social elements are
responsible in one way or another.

Many more people than is thought are conscious of the current
transformations in the social fabric. Power is that much more
repressive when it senses that its means of control are dissolving—
perhaps first and above all on the level of the social unconscious. It
is no longer able to reconstitute a stable society of the sort found in



the nineteenth or the first half of the twentieth century. The old
right/lefc dualism, in which the partners divided roles—the right
controlling the police, the army, and the businesses; the left holding
sway over the unions and the associations—seems a thing of the
past. Today we can expect the best just as we can expect the worst.
Planetary mutations and an elusive revolution coexist with repres-
sive miasmas that are oozing out all over the place. All of this will
perhaps lead to terrible things, worse than the Hitlerian concentra-
tion camps (Cambodia, Bangladesh, Central Africa, etc...). The
monstrous situation of these billion people mired in physical and
moral misery, who don't see themselves reflected in any way in the
current social goals and ways of life, who have no connection with
these gigantic military machines, these polluting modes of produc-
tion, which lead to ecological devastations that are more
catastrophic by the day, will not evidently find any sort of amelio-
ration, either in capitalist restructuration, or in a return to
totalitarianisms of the Nazi kind. Disastrous attempts of the latter
kind will likely take place. All the same, I have the sense that a new
and broad enterprise of social questioning—and not only among
the marginalized in developed Capitalist countries, but also in Third
World countries—will transform, bit by bit, our political horizon.
It will bring exhilarating “highs,” but also catastrophic “lows.” The
way the situation will evolve in the Soviet and Chinese empires also
seems, to me, far from clear. The biggest surprises may still be in
store. Current totalitarian systems, whether in their most fascistic
forms, or in their most liberal-appearing forms, in fact rest to a
large extent on a series of delusions; they are much more fragile
than is thought and stay in place only because no force today, if
only minimally organized, is in a position to stand up to them.
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SO WHAT

When I was a child, I was, so to speak, in pieces: really a little
schizo around the edges. I spent years trying to put myself back
together again. Only my thing was, I would pull along different
pieces of realities in doing it.

My relationship to my not-too-terrible but still... petit bour-
geois family was lived in a kind of dream world, as were my studies,
mostly solitary, except for an experience with gangs that was
abruptly and authoritatively put to an end. Then I became inter-
ested in poetry, and philosophy. 1 got involved in social and
political activities. I often changed my style, my preoccupations
and my character, to the extent that I was called Pierre by my
family and Felix in my other worlds.

I ended up—*“I1 ended up,” that’s saying a lot—I began to put
myself together a little only around the age of forty, by working with
a friend who was able to take into account all of my dimensions.

For as long as I can remember, I was preoccupied with joining
together different layers of things which fascinated me: the phi-
losophy of science, logic, biology, early works in cybernetics,
militantism, along with another dimension, which literally had me
by the throat: horrible bouts of anxiety and an irrevocable sensation
of existential loss.

And then I had some luck; I had some really fortunate encoun-
ters. I met Jean Oury, who enabled me to settle into a job and a life—



at the La Borde Clinic—an innovating experience at the crossroads
of psychiatry and psychoanalysis. 1 also met Lacan, who had a
friendly and attentive rapport with me during the first years that I
knew him. That is until it was ruined, particularly by the appearance
of Jacques-Alain Miller, whom I'd rather not characterize more
precisely, and of his group at the rue d’'Ulm, which established a
monstrous symbiosis between Maoism and Lacanism.'

I had a lot of luck, then, which saved me from all kinds of
sidetracks: neuroses first off, and perhaps psychosis, and psycho-
professionalization, from which many intelligent people never
recover. Next, the militant path, and finally—this may seem
strange—it saved me from the suburbs, the universe of my child-
hood, kind of wonderful, but which is often, all the same, a
cultural dead end.

That’s the first descriptive level. The other is the result of a
choice. A whole conception of culture, and not only bourgeois cul-
ture, implies a sort of castration with regard to the wild dreams of
childhood and adolescence. One becomes willing to limit oneself
in order to develop a field of competence to the maximum. I
understand all this very well, but it’s not for me, to such an extent
that I managed to define myself as a specialist with a term that I
developed, “transversality,” to consider the unconscious elements
that secretly animate sometimes very heterogeneous specialties.

Currently, for example, I spend a lot of time with ecologists,
alternativists, members of the Unified Socialist Party, old-time
Maoists and I dont know who else, in order to try and consolidate
for the elections of 1986. And I continue my work with schizo-
analysis. In between, I travel a lot.

Someone who was more normally put together wouldn’t be able
to stand this kind of systematic disorganization. But I want it for me,
not for other people—for the simple reason that I can only tolerate

an idea—more than an idea, what I call a concrete machine—if it



crosses different orders. My ideas on psychoanalysis wouldn’t interest
me if they didnt also help me understand all the garbage one
encounters, not only in one’s personal life, but also in institutions
and groupuscules, that is to say in all kinds of power relations. And,
conversely, I think that if you are not capable of understanding
someone’s personal difficulties in light of the social investments and
collective subjectivity involved, none of it can work.

In other words, my problem is to extract elements from one
domain in order to transfer them into other fields of application.
With the risk, of course, that it may miscarry nine times out of ten,
that it may turn out to be a theoretical mess. It may not seem like
a big deal, but conceptual transfers from philosophy to psycho-
analysis are not so easy. Lacan appears to be a virtuoso in this area,
but despite appearances he had some weaknesses in philosophy,
with the result that this cost us one more reductionist vision in the
field of psychoanalysis.

Without presenting a recipe, I more or less began with my own
way of dealing with things which I tried to bend towards my
analytic practice. For me interpretation is not the wielding of a sig-
nifying key to resolve some “matheme” of the unconscious. It’s first
of all an effort to determine various systems of reference that
belong to the person who is right there, with his or her familial,
marital, professional, esthetic or whatever kind of problem. I call it
an effort because these systems are there, in front of you, but not
in an ordered way. They lack the functional articulations that I
call “components of passage,” which cause other coordinates of
existence to emerge suddenly, allowing for a way out. Lapses, para-
praxes and symptoms are like birds tapping at the window. It’s not
a matter of “interpreting” them, but of tracking their trajectory to
see if they can serve as indicators for new universes of reference
susceptible of acquiring sufficient consistency to change the direction
of the situarion.
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I'll take a personal example. I consider poetry as one of the
most important components of human existence, yet less in terms
of value than as a functional element. Poetry should be prescribed
like vitamins. “Careful now. Old as you are, youd feel better if you
took some poetry...” Still, however important poetry is for me, it
is very rare that I read or write a poem. It’s not that I never have
opportunities to do so, but that they slip away and then I tell
myself I've missed them. The same thing with music: it’s funda-
mental, yet sometimes I can forget about it for weeks. I steer my
strategies along these kinds of lines. How, in such or such a con-
text, with such or such a group, can people have a creative rapport
with the situation in question, like a musician with his music or a
painter with painting? A cure is like constructing a work of art,
except that you have to reinvent each time the art anew.

Let’s backtrack a little. My analysis with Lacan lasted about
seven years. When [ became an analyst, a member of the Freudian
School in 1969, I gradually discovered the other side of the analytic
myth. [ found myself with thirty patients pulling at my tails, and |
must admit that it was a nightmare. A human cluster with ceaseless
demands and problems bound up in dramas before which I was
struck dumb. Plus money matters, vacations, bottlenecks between
appointments... Whenever I said nothing, it meant, for sure, that
[ knew a lot more about whatever it was! What a scene! What had
I gotten myself into? The “Guru Despite Himself.” A stand-up
comedy routine. I wanted to scream, “Leave me alone already!”
One day I let everyone go and disappeared for a year.

Then I said to myself, it’s not because I write books criticizing
psychoanalysis that people’s problems will be resolved. But maybe
it would be worth saving an analytic practice by reinventing it. So
I started again from scratch, to arrive at my current position, much
more relaxed, with greater freedom, a kind of grace. Today, when
someone undertakes analysis with me, I explain that the main
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thing is that it work: the rule, on both sides, is that it can be ter-
minated at any moment. Each session calls the next session into
question, because I am completely against the system of the guru
condemned to success in therapeutic exploits. What interests me is
the collective arrangement of semiotization. And I can say right
away that it works, since if it doesnt work, we call it quits.

And the anguish in all this, the anguish that weighed upon me
in my youth? Well, I find that I master it pretty much the way
other adults do, through the use and abuse of infantile techniques
that are even more childish than those of children. Adults are so
taken by their business that the closer they come to death the less
they see it coming. While children, less armed with all these sys-
tems of defense, sometimes maintain a rapport of extreme lucidity
in relation to it.

Sometimes | have this image: I see myself walking a plank
above an absolute abyss, and I say to myself, “What is this? What
does all this mean? How is it that this keeps on happening? Who
among us hasn’t come up against such evidence?” But immediately
one is snatched up, thrown against remote-controlled behavior
apparatuses, taken up by emergencies, games and gambles. Even
dead tired, one keeps on at the roulette wheel or the poker table
with an amazing vitality.

Politicians—it is their infantilism, their childishness that both
keeps them alive and sustains their idiotic relation to life. And this
shouldn’t end! A vacation can be dangerous, or a lover’s quarrel, or
a toothache.

It is obvious that we are all suspended over the same abyss, even
if we use different means in order not to see it. We are all at the
mercy of the same stupor that can take you by the throat and liter-
ally suffocate you. We are all like Swann, half crazy after his
separation from Odette and fleeing, like the plague, any mention
that could evoke, even indirectly, her existence.
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This is why we each cling to our own semiotic scaffoldings in
order to continue walking down the street, waking up each day,
and doing what is expected of us. Otherwise everything would
stop; people would bang their heads against the wall. The way to
have a lust for life, to maintain commitments, to forget oneself is
not simple or obvious. “What for?!” has incredible power. It is
much stronger than Louis XV and his “aprés moi le deluge!” Is it
worth trying to keep everything up, taking up the heritage of gen-
erations, keeping the machine running, having kids, doing
science, making literature or art? Why not break down, burst and
leave it all in the lurch? That’s the question. Giving way to it is
always only so far away...

The answer of course is at the same time both personal and
collective. In life, one can only hold on to momentum. Subjectivity
needs movement, directional vectors, ritournelles, rhythms and
refrains that beat time to carry it along. The most singular and
personal factors have to do with social and collective dimensions.
It is stupid to imagine a psychogenesis independent of contextual
dimensions, but that’s what psychologists and psychoanalysts do.

Jean Oury, who got me up on my feet when I was twenty, when
I was pretty lost, provides a telling recipe. Many times, and at
length, I explained my anxiety crises and attacks to him, without it
seeming to move him in any way. Until one day, he answered me
with this Zen-style response, “It comes over you at night in your
bed, before you fall asleep? Which side do you sleep on? Okay, so
all you have to do is try the other side.”

Analysis is sometimes like that, a little turnaround is necessary.
The humility of the earliest days of the church is what’s needed,
and to say to oneself, “So what. It doesn’t matter. Insha’Allah...”
It’s really basic. Of course one cant just say this in any old way. One
must also have the right semiotic lozenges handy: the precise little
indexes that can rock significations, giving them an a-signifying
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bearing, and working with humor or surprise: the dope fiend with
a gun in his hand whom you ask for a light.

This is how the instant fuses with the world. It’s in this register
that the category of poetic performance, the music of John Cage, the
ruptures of Zen—it doesn’t matter what you call it—are found. But
they're never acquired. Juggling has to be learned, like playing scales.
One acquires a relative mastery in certain situations, not in others,
and then this can change with age, etc. One of the stupidest things
about the psychoanalytic myth is to think that after you have put in
your ten years on the couch, you are necessarily stronger than those
who haven’t. Not at all! There is no relation between the two!
Analysis should simply give you a boost of virtuosity, like a pianist,
for certain difficulties. It should give you more freedom, more
humor, more willingness to jump from one scale of reference to
another... Therefore, I would say, in order to continue living, one
should circulate in supportive orbits. Shakespeare, we know nothing
about him, but we know that he had a “supportive” environment.
So, go on, it’s now or never, it’s time for your last next act, right away.
You're depressed? Don't let it get to you: they’re waiting...

We're on the edge of a black hole of History today. It doesn't
matter whether you are thinking or not. Especially in France,
where nobody gives a damn. But what is interesting is that rather
than adhering to their most immediate concerns, there are still
people who want to change society. Sure, societal issues interest
no one, and politics is an illusion, etc. Sure, it all looks pretty
dreary. We're really in for it. Because it is not possible that so
much stupidity, cowardice, bad faith and malice should have no
consequences. Sooner or later, it’s unavoidable: everything will
crystallize heroically. We can do a lot better than Le Pen,? you'll
see... Because, watch out, if you think that Le Pen is only a simple
resurgence, or some flaky throwback, you're dead wrong! Much
more than Poujadism revisited, Le Pen is also a collective passion
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looking for an outlet, a hateful pleasure machine that fascinates
even those that it nauseates. To be content to speak of neo-fascism
lends confusion to the matter. Really, one can immediately think
of the imagery of the National Front, and forget that Le Pen is
also fed by the conservatism of the left, by trade union corpo-
ratism, by a beastly refusal to address questions of immigration or
the systematic disenfranchisement of the youth, etc. It is not
enough to refer to the past, because this kind of fascism strives to
find itself in the future. Le Pen is nothing but a homing device, a
trial balloon for other, much more potentially frightening formulae.

Lets face it, the economy of collective desire goes both ways, in
the direction of transformation and liberation, and in the direction
of paranoiac wills to power. From this vantage point it is clear that
the left, and the Socialists above all, have understood nothing.
Look at what they did with the movement “SOS Racism”: they
think that they've changed something with their million buttons,
but they didn’t even consider talking to the people at stake. Has
this publicity campaign changed anything in social practice, in the
neighborhoods or in the factories? I know some “beurs,” Algerian-
French people who have been rubbed the wrong way by this new
kind of paternalism-fraternalism. I don’t deny the positive aspects
of that campaign, but it’s so far off the mark!

The passion for existence is short-circuited by the immersion
of individuals into a network of ever more infantile relations of
dependence. This corresponds to the way production machines,
instruments of the media, social ensembles and public assistance
institutions are being used to capitalize human subjectivity so that
it disciplines itself and works toward sustaining an old social order,
an order composed of hierarchies that are sometimes inherited
from the middle ages. It’s stupid, but that’s how it is!

What's miraculous about this new capitalism, which is as preva-
lent in the East as in the West, is that these values, these insipid
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systems of sensibility, these flattened-out conceptions of the world,
are internalized, are consciously and unconsciously adopted by
most people. This makes for the unpalatable ambiance that spreads
over just about everything, and for the massive and loathsome
increase in religiousness.

This being the case, the same machinic systems can be turned
around and redirected. That’s what happens when a creative escape
line appears. It can begin at a very molecular level and snowball.
From there, one can imagine great world recreations.

Meanwhile, infantilizations of immense proportions are under-
way. These are really the top priorities, the key enterprises. In a
manner which I hope is humoristic, I see the history of human
subjectivity as a tremendous succession of collapses. In comparison
to ours, Neolithic societies were certainly richer, being extraordinarily
capable of perceiving elements of the cosmos and of poetry; the
sketch marks of Lascaux, body painting, dance—all amazing.

I’'m not preaching the noble savage, but it seems to me that the
cruelty of relations within what are called archaic societies at least
kept the kind of miasma in which we flounder from covering
everything, causing the loss of any theme for creative exaltation.
The last great hero in France was De Gaulle. What does that tell
us? Better not examine him too closely. There is such a flat-footed
side to the character.

And now it gets worse and worse. The new heroes are like Prime
Minister Raymond Barre, unbelievably lamentable, or Reagan, an
idiot. The Emperor of China also had ritual gestures to keep the
cosmos balanced. One false move, and the stars would be thrown off
course. Reagan can make as many blunders as he wants, say the most
stupid things imaginable: that he’s going to push the button, oblit-
erate the Russians, unleash the Apocalypse, no one even laughs...

If one turns away from media representations of politics for a

second to look at what happens on the stage of affects which are



resistant to any meaning, to look only at gestures, the expressions
of the lips, grins—then the majority of the time one would discover
that the champions of freedom are as worthless as the other camp,
the supporters of conservatism. And when this dance begins at the
lowest “grass roots” level, then perhaps one arrives at a possible
procedure for validating social molecular practices.

It is like the painter who distances himself from a preliminary
vision of things in order to come up with the system of reference
that will constitute the real texture of the canvas. It’s dark, it’s close,
it’s hot, it’s grainy, it recedes into the distance... Politics works the
same way. Georges Marchais, the Communist Party leader, what an
idiot. Le Pen belongs to the same genre, but more fine-tuned, more
finished. But don’t they give off the same bristling sensation of
infamy and wickedness, and make one’s skin crawl?

Just looking at them, one becomes aware of one’s own stench.
At bottom that’s the way we are, and that’s the way we can find our
own limits. With their berets or their caps and their dirty feet, we
suddenly realize how they get under our skin. Who said these
people would like to build crematoria? That's much too Wagnerian
for them! No, they only want to clean up their little garden paths.
“Just give the illegal aliens some money and get them out of here!
Let them rot somewhere else, it's not our problem! The Third
World? Famine? Bother someone else! All those pictures of kids like
wax dolls, that’s just propaganda, it's annoying. We don't have time
for all that; we already have enough problems of our own. Righe?”

There’s the “theater of cruelty” for you, the stage where we can
learn about everything that is wretched: there, in front of us, and
also all around us and even inside us. It is by mapping this genre of
subjective formation that we can hope to take our distance from
dominant libidinal investments.

And yet, parallel to this impoverishment of content in
individuals as producers of subjective singularities, there is an
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absolutely fantastic expansion of machinic phylums, that is to say,
of all the processes of selection, elimination and generation of
machines by machines, which never cease producing new, artistic
as well as scientific and technical possibilities. Thus, on the one
hand there is the infantilization of the production of subjectivity,
with the intense binarization of messages, uniformization and
unidimensionization of relations to the world and, on the other,
expansion of other non-denotative functions of language: the
composition of rhythms and the unprecedented production of
relations to the world.

I have always been bothered by the din made about the theme
of “science without conscience.” This is foolish, since it is only
because of this very same subjectivity and its ever-accelerating, irre-
versible degeneration that machinic systems are able to take off the
way they do. And isn't it also kind of stupid to hope to improve the
condition of the human, one of the most vulgar, mean and
aggressive of all species? I am not afraid of machines as long as they
enlarge the scope of perception and complexity of human behavior.
What bothers me is when people try to bring them down to the
level of human stupidity.

I am not a postmodernist. I don’t think that scientific and
technological progress must necessarily bring about a “schiz” in
relation to desire and creativity. On the contrary, I think that
machines must be used—and all kinds of machines, whether con-
crete or abstract, technical, scientific or artistic. Machines do more
than revolutionize the world: they completely recreate it.

And what the structuralists say is not true: it is not language
and communication that engender subjectivity. At a certain level it
is collectively manufactured like energy, electricity and aluminum.
Of course an individual results from a biological, metabolistic
process involving a mother and a father. But we shouldn’ stop

there because, in reality, the production of an individual also
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depends on biological industry and even genetic engineering. And
one must admit that if these were not constantly set on responding
to the waves of viruses that regularly traverse the planet, human life
would quickly be eliminated. For example, the spread of AIDS
leads to a kind of hunt for a treasure of immense importance, a race
to find the proper “response.” From now on industrial production
of an immune response will be part of the maintenance of human
life on this planet.

Subjectivity works the same way. It is increasingly manufac-
tured on a worldwide scale. I dont only mean to say that
representations of sociality and social hierarchy tend toward a gen-
eral unification. Actually, the fabrication of subjectivity also
concerns very varied models of submission to productive processes,
like particular relations to abstractions of the economic order. And
it goes much further than that. From infancy, the intelligence,
sensibility, behavior and fantasy of children are shaped so as to
make them productive and compatible to social conditions. And
I insist that this takes place not only on representational and
emotional levels: a six-month-old put in front of a television will
structure his perception, at that stage of development, by fixing his
eyes on the television screen. The concentration of attention upon
a certain kind of object is part of the production of subjectivity.

Thus we get beyond the simple domain of ideology, of ideo-
logical submission. Subjectivity from this point of view has nothing
to do with Althusser’s notion of the ideological apparatus, because
it is produced in its entirety and, particularly, its components
involve what I call a-signifying elements, which sustain relations to
time, to rhythm, to space, to the body, to colors, to sexuality...

From there all kinds of attitudes are possible. For instance, after
1968, people were filled with nostalgia when Illich’s ideas about
returning to the smallest units of production, about conviviality,
etc., became popular. Or there were those of American neo-liberals,
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like Milton Friedman & Co., who cynically disagreed: you can say
whatever you want, however you want, but the transformations of
capitalism are irreversible. While it is true that capitalism has
wreaked havoc all over the world, taking into account demographic
pressures it would have been much worse without it.

However disgusting these guys are, one can't always cling to
the past. I am completely in favor of defending the environment,
of course. Only it must be admitted that technico-scientific
expansion is irreversible. The real question is to bring about mol-
ecular and molar revolutions capable of radically altering its
finalities since—and this has to be said again and again—a muta-
tion does not have to be catastrophic. The ever-more artificial
processes of subjective production can very well be associated with
new social and creative forms. That’s where the cursor of molecular
revolutions is located.

This whole business of reclaiming cartographic references of
individual and collective subjectivity is not just a matter for psy-
chologists, analysts, educators, media or publicity people, etc. It
involves fundamental political questions, which are even more
urgent today than they were twenty years ago. But our heads are
still in the clouds. The hardheadedness that characterized the
social critique during the period of the “new culture” seems to have
collapsed. The only thing that the culture values is competition—
in sports, business and politics.

Perhaps I am a naive and incorrigible optimist, but I am con-
vinced that one day there will be a return to collective judgment,
and these last few years will be considered the most stupid and
barbaric in a long time; barbarity of the mind and in representa-
tions, but also in reality. What is happening to the Third World
and with the environment is truly monstrous, yet people continue
to view things through the calm perspectives of actors, journalists
and media personalities. Nobody wants to know too much or think
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too much: “It’s going badly, but it’s still moving ahead. Progress
marches on, so all we have to do is wait. It'll all work out.”

It appears to me essential not to let things fizzle out, but to
reestablish, as fast as possible, a social practice. A practice—a mili-
tant stance, even if that makes people laugh or gnash their
teeth—that would not be cut off or specialized, but would establish
a continuum between political, social and economic questions,
technico-scientific transformations, artistic creations, and the
management of everyday problems, with the reinvention of a
singular existence. From such a vantage point, the present crisis
could be considered a dysfunction in social semiotization. It is
obvious that the mechanics of semiotic and institutional manage-
ment in the flux of production and circulation correspond less
and less to the evolution of productive forces and collective
investments. Even the most narrow-minded economists are
stunned to discover a sort of craziness in these systems and feel the
urgent need to find alternatives.

But what? There is no answer if the analysis keeps focusing on
dysfunction. Because what prevents the possible elaboration of
alternatives—the old idea of a “New International Order”—is not
only the “selfishness of oligarchies” —even when this exists—nor
even their congenital idiocy. Instead, you come up against another
phenomenon, linked precisely to the worldwide production of
subjectivity and its ever-greater integration into every human or
machinic function: what I call WIC, World Integrated Capitalism.

Let’s take the case of Iran.. This ancient Third World country
had the means to produce a fabulous economic take-off, becoming
an international power of the first order. And then a mutation in
collective subjectivity occurred which completely upset that system,
plunging the country into a complex—at once revolutionary and
reactionary—situation, with the return to fundamentalist Shiism
and its awesome archaic values. What took precedence there was
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not the interests of workers, peasants or intellectuals. A passion
seized a large portion of the Iranian people, led them to choose to
exist through a charismatic leader, through a religious and ethnic
difference akin to a collective orgasm.

Today, all political systems, in varying degrees, are confronted
with the question of subjective identity. This is what sometimes
makes international relations so maddening, since they depend
less on arms, on the opposition between East and West, etc., than
on these kinds of questions, which seem aberrant. The Palestinian
or Irish problems, the national claims of the Basques, Poles or
Afghanis actually express the need for human collectivities to
reappropriate their own lives, their own destinies through what I
call a process of singularization. This emergence of dissident
subjectivities calls for a new theory of archaisms. Just one remark
on this subject; let’s look at the question from a lower point on
the ladder. Does infantile regression, in the behavior of an indi-
vidual, automatically indicate that the person has “returned to
childhood”? No. What is really at stake is a different use of pre-
existent elements, of behavior or representations, in order to
construct another life surface, or another affective space, laying
out another existential territory. When the Basques, the Irish or
the Corsicans fight to reconstruct their land, they have the con-
viction that they are fighting to defend something inscribed in
tradition, they believe that they are relying on historical legitimacy.
I think that they reemploy representations, monuments and histor-
ical emblems in order to make a new collective subjectivity for
themselves. Surely their struggle is facilitated by the staying
power of these traditional elements—to the point that they can
lead to xenophobic passions. But, in reality, they are pretty much
on the same level as the people who live in French industrial or
residential suburbs, who also aspire to restore collective ways of

life for themselves.
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Not everyone has the good luck, or the bad luck, to be Irish,
Basque or Corsican. But the problem is comparable: how to rein-
vent existential coordinates and acceptable social territories? Is it
necessary to launch the Liberation Front of Seine-et-Oise [a
Parisian suburb], as Godard did in Weekend, a new Picardie, a new
Belfort territory, and so many Disneylands in metallurgical basins?
What else can spring up in our industrial deserts? I say, new terri-
tories of reference. And not only in people’s minds, also in the
workplace, in the possibility of finding their way through social
and economic mechanisms. A territory is the ensemble of projects
or representations where a whole series of behaviors and invest-
ments can pragmatically emerge, in time and in social, cultural,
esthetic and cognitive space.

How does one go about producing, on a large scale, a desire to
create a collective generosity with the tenacity, the intelligence and
the sensibility which are found in the arts and sciences? If you want
to invent new molecules in organic chemistry, or new music, it
doesn’t just happen: they don’t fall from the sky. It takes work,
research, experiment—as it must with society. Capitalism is not a
fair nor a foul weather friend, no more than Marxist determinism
or spontaneous anarchy are. The old references are dead, and so
much the better. New ones must be invented. Under today’s con-
ditions, which are different from those of the nineteenth century,
with six or seven billion inhabitants on the globe and the entire
technico-scientific revolution, how can human relations be orga-
nized without automatically reinforcing hierarchies, segregations,
racism, and the erosion of particularities? How to release an inven-
tive, machinic collective passion that would proliferate, as the case
in Japan seems to be—without crushing people under an infernal
discipline? Oppressed minorities exist in Japan, women continue
to be treated as inferiors, childhood is torture. But it is true that the
hypermodern cockrail, the high-tech current, and the return of
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archaic structures found there are fascinating! Perhaps not enough
attention has been paid to certain theoreticians, like Akira Asada,
who perceive that capitalism in Japan does not function on the
same bases as it does in the West. Oligarchies do not have the same
privileges, class is not delimited in the same way, the work contract
is not experienced in the same way...

I say all this to indicate that it is possible to envision different
formulas organizing social life, work and culture. Models of
political economy are not universal. They can be made to bend,
and others can be invented. At the root of all this is life itselfiland
collective desire.
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EVERYWHERE AT ONCE

Michel Butel: First there was childhood, then adolescence. Afier the
war there was Lucien Sebag,' there was La Voie Communiste,? there
was the end of the Algerian War, the break up of “La Voie,” there was
May '68... all proper nouns. And then the last... Deleuze. “Deleuze,”
it responded to something you wanted: to work, to create something
with someone. You talked about Sebag as if, at a certain moment, you
could have worked together. You hoped not to have to continue work-
ing alone; I'm not only talking about not continuing with

psychoanalysis. ..

Felix Guattari: I participated in a myth, the myth of a project, a
productive workshop dealing with theory, analysis and politics. It
was a particularly exciting time because of the meetings at the
FGERI, the Federation of Study Groups in Institutional Research
with Frangois Fourquet, Medam... We wouldn't often talk about
personal matters and yet they would surface and we could get pretty
delirious before switching back to extremely serious matters... Even
earlier on, the meetings with Jean Oury were also a kind of collective
arrangement of expression...

Now, I'm very hesitant about passing judgment on all of that.
I think that there were positive and negative aspects. We were
exploring a completely different way of working than what is gen-
erally found at universities and research centers. Ideas were germinated



that never would have reached fruition, that possibly never would
have occurred at all: sudden flashes, projects, institutions, all this
through jokes, but also discussions, conflicts, denials, etc.

The FGERI was really quite extraordinary: no funds, no
grants, and still there were more than a hundred people, from very
different backgrounds, who met on the one hand to reflect on the
idea of widening the scope of analysis, getting it beyond the couch,
and on the other getting it beyond the kind of psychoanalytic
structuralism that was beginning to despotically establish itself
around Lacanism. The negative aspect was that “brainstorming”
could become an alibi for doing nothing...

But the pre-project work with Deleuze was still very much
along these lines. The idea was to discuss things together, to do
things together—it was 1969, a period that was still marked by the
turmoil of '68. Doing something together meant throwing
Deleuze into the stew. In truth, he was already there, he was meeting
people, he was doing all kinds of things... It was during the time
of the GIP (Group Information on Prisons) that I had gotten
Deleuze together with Foucault to embark on what eventually
became the CERFI (Center for Study, Research and Institutional
Training), by obtaining a research grant for them and their
coworkers. In a way then, there really was a moment for this kind
of collective work. But as soon as we agreed to work together,
Deleuze immediately closed all other doors. I hadn't anticipated
that. And the CERFI pursued its path independently of me. This
turned out to be a problem for some of the other people involved,
like Fourquet, Medam...

At a certain point you were hugely disenchanted, even if you werent
aware of it. There was no political impetus; the Algerian War was over
and 68 hadn’t happened yet. It was a period of creative suspension...
Am 1 going to continue with politics? Am I going to continue working?
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Am I going to go on being an analyst? Am I going to drop every-
thing...?” In the years immediately preceding the encounter with
Deleuze, it was as if you were getting ready for something.

Just before 68, I felt like I was riding a powerful wave, connecting
all kinds of vectors of collective intelligence: I broke up with
“La Voie Communiste,” with a militant style that was a little too
dogmatic, a little backwards. .. I gradually came to question Lacanism,
but less on theoretical grounds than in practice... I questioned a
certain style of conjugality, linked to my situation at La Borde...
Really, all of that was very promising.

’68 was a very ambiguous move... It’s true that there was a very
high level of entropy in collective projects; a kind of mediocrity and
demagoguery prevailed... I was trying to create instruments of
expression, but always with the same gang of people... It was kind
of heavy, and power games would always take over, with people like
Serge July, Alain Geismar, and the disaster of the Proletarian Left*—
of which, in my opinion, one will never say enough bad things.

For me, the aftermath of ’68 was made up of action commit-
tees, psychiatric alternatives, the feminist and gay movements... I
was hoping that a collective development could be pursued, but
instead a sort of prohibition against thinking set in. Today it’s hard
to imagine the kind of demagoguery that reigned at Vincennes*and
in those milieus: “What are you talking about?” “I don't get it.”
“What does that mean?” “Why use complicated words like that?”
Deleuze’s course was continually interrupted by unbelievable
idiots. A real circus. Such is the price of History...

Then there was the miracle, my meeting Deleuze, which
opened the way to a whole series of things. How did it happen? I
told him my ideas about group subjectivity, about transversality,
etc. | was very pleased. He was very encouraging. And then he said,
“Why don't you write all of this down?” To tell the truth, writing
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always makes me a little uncomfortable; talking with people, dis-
cussing things, that’s okay, but writing... Then he said, “We can
do it together.” For a while it wasn't very clear to me. Nawvely I
thought “together” must mean “with my friends, the gang.” But
that didn’t last long! I quickly understood that it would only be
the two of us. It was a frenzy of work that I hadn't imagined possi-
ble until then. Both a careful and scholarly enterprise and a radical
and systematic demolition of Lacanism and all my previous refer-
ences; clarifying concepts I had been “experimenting with” in
various fields, but which couldnt reach their full extension
because they were too attached to their origins. It was necessary to
impose a certain “deterritorialization” of my relations to the social,
to La Borde, to the concepts of matrimony and psychoanalysis and
to the FGERI, so that concepts like “machine” could be given
enough room to develop.

The philosophic shoring up was above all a long-term project
with Deleuze, which gave my earlier attempts at theorizing an
entirely new energy. It was, if you'll permit the comparison, like the
difference between Jean-Jacques Rousseau writing the little
melodies of the “Devin du Village” and Bach developing the “Well-
Tempered Clavier” from a couple of ritournelles...

You say that Deleuze was extremely careful to keep things, day after
day, out of collective experimentation. ['ve always had the impression
that, almost physically, there has always been a distance in relation to
the triviality of events that makes one expect a kind of take-off from
you. At the same time ['ve always noticed a kind of vigilance that I
would personally call Stalinian: your need to understand everything in
terms of institutions.

It’s true. Deleuze, carefully, with a light touch, broke down a kind
of myth about groups that I had had. “Packs” have been roving my
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mind since childhood. That another “gang” form came about is
part of the same social physics; nothing is lost, all the aspects are
there, at every crossroad.

Anyway, thank you for the take-off—what others have called
my readiness. I believe that I've succeeded to preserve it for almost
characterological reasons. Yet it also has its negative sides. Every
project I'm involved with has its other side, “Okay, that’ll work,
that’s great, but if it falls apart that won’t be bad either, that could
even be much better!” In the background there is the refrain of
purification: “Drink. Eliminate.” I think that perhaps you put too
much emphasis on one aspect, my way of pushing everything
toward a positive project, a “good cause.” You fail to recognize the
other dimension of unconscious sabotage, a kind of passion for
returning to the zero point.

[ also have a kind of capacity in me for detachment, where I
become the spectator. There are the people who light up, and then
they blink off. And sometimes the light goes out to the extent that
I even forget the name of the person in question. Then at other
times everything is there, nothing has changed...

There are two ways of looking at this. The positive side corresponds to
a dream-like state. For example, one can believe that people one leaves
behind, can at some point become part of one’s life again. The ability to
begin again—that is what really works against ordinary horrors. It is
also a rule of life that one can’t remain dumb-struck forever. One must
go on living... So I wonder if it doesn’t ultimately mean misunder-
standing the capacity for numbness, the incredible breakdowns that
take place to people, in life, these blackouts that suddenly make people
stop emitting, stop blinking...

I hadn’t fully realized the importance of transference, and all the
crap it can release in the heart of work relations. I had the freedom
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to step back, but they didn't always have that. It's easier to under-
stand this in terms of love... Anyway, I think that the problem is
not that people stop blinking, but that they blink too much.

Don't we need. people who are completely dead, who have no reactions?

I feel closer to what Freud said of children who can't imagine some-
one else’s death. It’s like that, switched off. For me most people are
dead, they don't exist, never existed. As some sort of an intermedi-
ate link, I'm never in the position of defining a finality, an
anticipation, a demand. A very passive position.

Coluche.® I think he is somewhat of a genius, and. I wonder how it was
that the tide turned, besides the fact that Mitterand won?

Coluche is an autodidact. In part, he is totally sure of himself, an
extraordinary self-assurance, with a facility, an exceptional virtuosity
to quickly grasp situations. Like a Buto dancer, he gets a hold of
things before they even take shape in people’s minds. He is every-
where at once. And at the same time, he is completely fragile, that
is to say disarmed by intellectual adversity, by journalists. The
intellectual reinforcements we gave him in 1981 were both very
valuable and incredibly cumbersome.

All the dangers of being in the public eye were suddenly
focused on one individual, like a concentrated ray of sunlight
setting one spot ablaze. I think this is what happened to Coluche. As
long as he only exposed his clown’s mask he was able to manage it,
and with great virtuosity. When it was no longer the mask, but his
particular fragility, his precariousness, perhaps even a slightly psy-
chotic personality, then... It is great that he has gone back to film.

I have to return to the notion of drawing rare combinations
from the deck. The dynamics of singularities always result from a



small miracle, encounters that may trigger transformations that are
no longer singular, since they can upset the entire planet. Certain
events, the lamest as well as the most extraordinary, statistically
must occur.

It is foolish to think that ’68 came about because of the pressure
of the masses—what a joke. It was an amazing chain reaction
released by a very unlikely semiotic scaffolding. It was the same for
Coluche: a very exceptional coming together. In both cases, the effect
imploded, the components were disengaged. Then, in reaction, the
whole context rearranged itself in order to preclude recurrence.

I'm sure that there were grand bourgeois, like traditional Gaullists and
diplomats whom nothing could excite anymore, who found themselves
in total agreement with Coluche.

It eludes programming, because of what I call the production of an
endo-reference. Subjectivity is being produced before it is aware of
itself. That is what happened in ’68: a subjectivity was in the
making before anyone had a chance to realize what was going on.

[ really like the image of the slumbering beast. A completely
dormant mass, totally infantilized by the media. But when some
singularity awakens it, it turns into an extremely receptive milieu.
Politicians and intellectuals are the last to reach this receptiveness.
That stroke of singularity, that arbitrary conglomeration of signs
and sounds, is immediately perceived and received by those who
crave it. They are already so bored...
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WHY ITALY"






AN OPEN LETTER TO

SOME ITALIAN FRIENDS

More than ever before, it is on the European and global level that
political and social problems in Italy and in France are being dealt
with. Repression is going international. As happened during the
worst days of the Cold War, the U.S.A. is dictating their behavior to
Italian politicians. Considering these diverse interferences, retreating
behind national borders will lead nowhere [!] Rather than secret
dealings, what we need is the largest possible public debate. As far as
I am concerned, I would encourage Italian intellectuals to intervene
in French political questions. On the other hand, I would be in favor
of initiating an international discussion on the development of the
situation in Italy. This is the purpose of this letter. It has no other
claim than to instigate a kind of “circular” correspondence.

There is another reason that led me to pay attention to the
repression which is raining down indiscriminately on the militants
and theorists of the Italian Autonomia. Toni Negri is my friend, and
I would like to show him my support through the ordeal that he is
presently exposed to. I would like to vindicate his claim that he did
everything he could to prevent terrorist groups inspired by the Red
Brigades to expand. I am convinced that, to a large extent, it was his
influence on the revolutionary extreme left in France that spared us
a similar phenomenon in France.

Violence in Europe is growing with the social and economic
crisis. The first act of violence comes from the capitalist redeployment
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that condemns millions of families to misery and disrupts impor-
tant branches of the economy. The first act of violence comes from
powers that jail hundreds of young workers and students who
rebel against conditions that have been imposed on them while
swindlers of the first magnitude are set free (whatever happened,
for instance, with the Lockheed affair). Today, entire regions of
[taly and France appear emptied, little by little, of their substance.
The major forces on the left, starting with the Italian Communist
Party and the French Communist Party, remain powerless in front
of such an evolution [!] No wonder that thousands of youths are
tempted to launch into desperate actions? The collapse of the
Historical Compromise in Italy and of the French Common Pro-
gram has, as a consequence, profoundly demoralized the diverse
avant-gardes of the European extreme left. Does this mean that
the hour has come to confront the power of the State with arms in
hand? It is true that we cannot hope to change, exclusively with
pacifistic means, the bourgeois and bureaucratic institutions that
bring about a constant reinforcement of the repression of exploita-
tion and, perhaps, ultimately, will lead to a true catastrophe!
Today, an effective action would necessarily do violence to the
established order. Does this mean that the time has come to form
small clandestine urban guerilla groups? The outcome is known;
such attempts have only had the effect of increasing the strike
force of the reaction and of binding the disoriented masses around
the traditional political parties.

It is thus not a matter of renouncing on principle all violence;
rather, one must develop effective forms of violence that will
modify in a revolutionary direction the social relations of power
and will set in motion authentic dynamics for liberation. Violence
is legitimate when it is the work of workers, women, and youths
who are struggling to change their condition. It is no longer
legitimate when it is only carried out by dogmatic groupuscules
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whose principal target, beyond that of a few expiatory victims, is
the impact of their action on the media.

Today, police repression and the radio and television’s campaign
of lies are concentrated on the militants who most clearly denounce
the State power-groupuscular terrorism deadlock, who are trying
hard to redefine new forms of action. Everyone who is familiar with
these questions knows perfectly well that Toni Negri and his com-
rades have nothing whatsoever to do with the Red Brigades. The
police and the legal system know this better than anyone! But, by
using them as scapegoats, they hope, magically, to ward off the pre-
vailing social violence. This, the worst of politics, is in every way
similar to the politics of terrorism!

Just a few years ago, a great hope for change manifested itself in
France and Italy! What did the Communist parties and the extreme
left in these countries do with this hope? The former sank even
deeper into a politics of demobilizing compromises; the latter were
incapable of leaving their ideological and social ghetto. Power, in
Italy, will seek to make the most of this situation. Everything leads
us to believe that it will try to impose constitutional reforms osten-
sibly to bring Italy “to the level of Europe,” but in fact to liquidate
the popular conquests of the last thirty years. Nevertheless, nothing
is written in stone. Everything still depends on the left and the
extreme left’s ability to get out of their sluggishness. It is true that
terrorism in Italy is a serious phenomenon and dangerous on many
levels. But it is not the real question! Terrorism will disappear the
day the masses start to move towards clear objectives. We should
permit nothing to distract us from discovering the ways and means
for irreversible social transformation, without which we will enter

into an escalation of fear and despair on a whole new scale.

— Felix Guattari



NEW SPACES OF LIBERTY

FOR MINORITARIAN DESIRE

The list of militants of the extreme left imprisoned or pursued in
Germany, France, Italy, Greece, Portugal, all across Europe, is
getting longer in an impressive way. In Germany, with the execution
of the Stammbheim prisoners, the death penalty was reinstated, but
in a clandestine manner, insofar as the execution seems to have been
entrusted to unofficial government police. (There is nothing partic-
ularly innovative about this practice since it was already widespread,
for example, in France, during the war in Algeria.) In France, in
defiance of laws regarding extradition and political asylum, the
government handed the lawyer Klauss Croissant over to the German
repressive machine and Giscard d’Estaing, in Brussels on the heels
of his “feat,” proposed setting up a “European legal space.”

How high will this wave of repression rise? Does it signal the
recrudescence of fascism? Is it a transitory phenomenon that an
opposing “upsurge” by the European left can effectively check? Is it
exclusively at the instigation of Germano-American capitalism that
the current offensives are taking place in Europe? To reassure itself,
to justify inconsistent alliances, what we might call the leftist
public opinion is too often content with justifying itself through
historical analogies. It speaks of fascism, of gulags, and of general
leftist alternatives, but it misses the nature of today’s true trials
of confrontation. In fact, it is no longer possible today to think
about international relations in terms of entities that are relatively
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independent from one another. Nor is it possible to think about
national relations in terms of right-wing blocs and left-wing blocs.
In all domains new formulas for international dialogue are seeking
their path. While the “multinationals” and all manner of lobbies
manipulate governments, party headquarters, and unions at their
leisure, a new type of internationalism is in the making, brought
about, for example, by ecologists, “nationalitarian” movements
(Basque, Breton, Irish, etc...) and new political scenes are being put
into place that imply objectives, alliances, and strategies that have
but little to do with those which have characterized the last decades.
The paradox, today, is that most of the important problems cur-
rently tend to arise on a global and on a socially microscopic scale,
that is, on the level of the individual, the family, the neighborhood,
the district... Numerous questions about lifestyle, behavior, that
yesterday seemed completely marginal or only of interest to the spe-
cialist will, it seems, in the future, become increasingly decisive
political concerns; women’s liberation, the emancipation of sexual
minorities, problems related to drugs, to madness, the relationship
to the environment, the body, etc... The organization of the resis-
tance to forms of exploitation of work, forms whose importance was
underestimated yesterday, will play an increasingly significant role
in social struggles: the work of women, immigrants, young people,
part-time work, temp work, “black market” work, etc...

The great political and union formations are far from taking full
responsibility with respect to this type of problem, and nothing can
currently allow us to think that they will be led to do so. Neverthe-
less, they are increasingly forced to take them into consideration. At
times, they are even subject on the inside to what we have called
“molecular revolutions.”

The worker’s movement which, as of a long time, has organized
itself in order to defend the exploited from capitalism, will it be able
to associate itself with this new type of social revolution? Does it



represent, in its own particular fashion, a new type of conservatism
that itself needs to be done away with? Supposing that an alliance
was conceivable between traditional formations and the movements
that are trying hard to give an organized expression to these new
problems, to this new sensibility—in which way will the reciprocal
influences work? In the direction of co-opting, of the bureaucrati-
zation of the marginal movements? In the direction of putting back
into question, in a genuine way, the old political and union
machinery. It would be too easy to content ourselves with responding:
“Each to his own domain! Economics and politics to the unions and
the parties, and daily life and collective desire to the new mass
movements!” It is impossible today to distinguish clearly between
what belongs to income demands and what belongs to political and
micropolitical questions.

It would be thus entirely insufficient to consider that the only
driving forces of the current transformations are connected to the
consequences of the global crisis, to the evolution of the raw mate-
rials market, to the rise of new economic powers in the third world,
and to the restructuring of capitalism as it is starting to happen on
the international scale. The super-managers of capitalism are, by the
way, perfectly conscious of the danger that this new type of social
revolution represents and it is as much in response to the economic
disorganization linked to the global crisis, as these “molecular revo-
lutions” that are proposed today, in Europe, that the different
models of authoritarian democracy in Europe are proposed today
and that the wave of current repression has mounted. Which kind
of socialism, which kind of Eurocommunism will or will not be
compatible with the State machines that are the best integrated to
international capitalism? Can communists and socialists, as in the
past, be the best defenders of the established order, the best con-
spiracy agents of the social upheavals that are brewing? Carter,

Brezhnev, Schmidt, Andreotti, Giscard D’Estaing, and Mitterand,
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don’t all share exactly the same point of view. At bottom, however,
it's really just a matter of nuances of assessment primarily linked to
local conditions.

One would have to be terribly myopic to not see that, sooner
or later, all of the developed industrial societies—the U.S.S.R., the
U.S.A., Japan, and the capitalist societies of old European
nations—are heading towards the same type of totalitarian system.
Their modes of production, founded on exploitation and segre-
gation; their fundamental aims, that render them incapable of
harmonizing the different aspirations expressed in their folds, all
lead these societies to give a dominant role to the State in an entire
series of essential domains. In this way, the State is led to function
concurrently as:

— a local machinery of the true decision-making centers of
international capitalism,

— a mediator between the different factions of the local bour-
geoisie and bureaucracy,

— a relay of the multiple vectors of subjection of individuals in
order to constitute them as atoms well integrated into the collective
work force, into existing production relations, social relations,
domestic and sexual relations, etc...

In this sort of regime, State power has become quite different
from what it was, for example, during the era of Lenin. It is now
inseparable from the training and participation systems of the
popular masses. We can even consider that today there is a sort of
repressive continuum between the State power in the traditional
sense and the parties, the workers' unions, the mass media, the
social compartmentalization by the school, psychiatry, leisure,
sports, and the entirety of collective equipments.

Alongside the modes of subjection by the wage system, by
bourgeois legality, by the police, the army, etc... State power
relies on systems of alienation. This means that the individual not



only leaves it up to different authorities, but also that he personally
creates some modes of subjection that become, in one way or
another, dominant norms that must be kept watch over, repressed.
More and more, the workers movement and the masses are called
on to associate with these normalization efforts. (For example, in
Italy, the Italian Communist Party calls on the workers to partici-
pate in the denunciation of uncontrolled elements. Or, in
Germany, televised games lead to a mass denouncement.) In addi-
tion to the brutal repression practiced by the state, a softer, yet also
more systematic and deceptive repression is thus diffused into all
the pores of society. Marginality itself tends to fall under the
control of power; in France, for example, civil servants have the
task of pursuing questions regarding ecology, drugs, the female
condition, prostitution, etc... Of course, the “use of force” con-
tinues to exist and even to increase, for example, in prisons, with
increasingly frequent use of methods of sensory deprivation and
other techniques aimed at liquidating the detained prisoners’
personalities, or even just purely and simply liquidating the pris-
oners, as in Germany. But power hopes only to resort to this—and
hence all the more brutally—in extreme cases; that is to say, cases
that pass the limit, in particular when dealing with those who no
longer live their marginality as a state of fact that they passively
submit to, but rather as a social condition, the result of a type of
society that they mean to combat.

This is the context in which power appeals to intellectuals, film-
makers, artists, journalists, so that they get involved, unreservedly,
in the defense of the social order. The growing importance that the
media grants them, in fact imposes on them to integrate themselves,
each in his own manner, into the majoritarian consensus that con-
stitutes the lynchpin (cle de voute) of the whole system. Let’s note
that this recruiting is currently carried out very often at the instiga-
tion of the leaders of the left (this is particularly significant in Italy).
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In this race to integration, what will become of the movements
of the revolutionary extreme left? Until now, it seems that the
bulk of their actions continues to depend on the traditional left. In
France, for example, many of their hopes rest on a possible electoral
victory for the Communist Party and the Socialist Party from which
they expect the creation of conditions more favorable to social
struggles. The least that we can say is that they seem hardly prepared
to transform themselves and to adapt themselves to the new forms
of struggle that we are evoking here!

It is true that these are still precarious, taking their first fragile
steps, often for the preservation of the right of lawyers, of the right to
political asylum, etc... and to take on more offensive actions in order
to conquer new spaces of liberty (for example, on the question of free
radios). It is perhaps becoming possible to envision putting into place
a system of liaison, or even coordination systems between them and
it presently become advisable to call it “a Movement,” not only on
a regional and national scale, but international as well.

The mode of operation, in Madrid, in Barcelona, in Burgos,
of liaison committees between marginal groups and different revo-
lutionary movements, on the occasion of the struggle against the
reactionary law of Social Rehabilitation (peligrosidad y rebabil-
itacion social) signals us to a very interesting direction. It is not
about—it goes without saying—challenging the indispensable
autonomy of women’s liberation movements, or of movements of
prisoners, homosexuals, drug addicts, squatters, etc... but of
extricating minimal objectives, of establishing “transveral” sys-
tems of communication—or, if we want to hold onto old
formulas, on the level of the base—and of creating a climate of
changes favorable to better understanding the different positions
of every group.

It is in this spirit that in numerous European countries, liaison

committees against repression and for new spaces of liberty are
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trying to get set up. These liaison committees in no way intend to
draft an international program of struggle, or to direct mass actions
on the European scale. Their goal is much more modest and much
more concrete. They plan:

1) to privilege the liaison between the different collectives that
exist on the different national and international levels. (For exam-
ple, the bringing together of different specialized collectives on free
radios with a European Coordination of free radios, an alternative
press agency, or even the putting into contact of groups working on
behalf of common prisoners).

2) to circulate elements of information and reflection on the
development of repression in Europe (for example, on the liaison
between the different forms of repression and the evolution of the
class struggle, State power’s new forms of intervention, etc...)

3) to offer direct support, through assemblies, meetings, study
days, national and international gatherings, to the initiatives that
lead to an enlargement of information on these questions (without,
for all that, leaving out actions of practical solidarity).

4) to bring to the attention of international opinion a certain
number of particularly scandalous acts of repression. (Example: the
creation of an international commission to investigate them).

In quite difficult local conditions, the meetings of Bologna, in
September 1977, successfully demonstrated that mass international
exchanges could be organized in a fruitful manner. The meetings
in Frankfurt in July 1978 would mark, in my view, a further
step with respect to the meetings in Bologna, if they allowed the
different components of the Movement to gather, work, and live
together, without being leeched on by external interferences.
(Here I'm not thinking only of police interventions!) It is only
with respect to their own rhythms, their own levels of conscience,
their own languages, that a network of exchanges can develop that
can release new perspectives on common struggle. It has to be
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repeated: this is in no way about drafting a “common program”
between different marginalities, different minorities and different
revolutionary movements! It’s simply about putting into gear,
about making effective what is possible today in this domain, and
nothing more than that.



MINORITY AND TERRORISM

Felix Guattari: Whatever the catastrophic situation that was created
by the phenomenon of the Red Brigades in Italy, the most impor-
tant thing to do is to start a much more general debate within the
movement. We have to understand that, if there are around two
thousand active Red Brigades sympathizers, there are also tens, if
not hundreds of thousands of people, young workers and students,
who share the same concerns as the Red Brigades.

Maria-Antonietta Macciocchi: The Red. Brigades came into exis-
tence through the pressure of facts relating to the “Bolshevik” past,
through the powerful, influence of an old Stalinist history that bas
been swept aside. The Red. Brigades are ideologically linked to some of
the hardest elements in the communist party. That is, for the R.B.,
there is a “‘non-Berlinguerian” party within the partys base, and this
base is susceptible to the old call of Stalinism. Now, what. can no
longer. last in communist parties is the party such as it is, in its old
body. In the name of democratic centralism, the mystical union of
the historic heads of the R.B. is being carried out through the subli-
mation of the organization of the Party (even when the Party doesn’t
exist). There is such malaise in the working class, such hopelessness
among workers and in factories, that such a crude ideological, action
can have a big impact. We are witnessing the crisis, and. we are living

the decline of an old left. On the other. hand, the power. that we know



is indefensible; it is foul. Pasolini was assassinated because he wanted
to put Christian Democracy on trial. But the way in which Pasolini

wanted to try Christian Democracy did not involve taking Aldo Moro

and assassinating him, putting him in the trunk of a car, and bringing
his body before the communist party headquarters. The trial he had in

mind involved opening, for all the ltalian people, the dossiers of the
sinister affairs, the pillaging, theft, murders, and all the crimes com-

mitted during over thirty years of Christian Democracy. The
assassination of a class adversary is not a political project; it's not an

alternative to a class society. And ‘proletarian violence” is no political
strategy for a society. In fact, this violence is in the very the process of
bringing fascism back to Italy, or else laying the groundwork for a new
totalitarianism... I say that everything that we know is indecent,

unbearable, from one end of the planet to the other, the issue of the rights
of man goes beyond the Eastern borders and is gradually becoming a
source of great concern in the West as well. At stake is a new humanism,

both theoretical and practical.

... I don’t believe that intellectuals are the guardians of an ethics,
and that they should be the first to judge, define, and condemn. It
is up to us, above all, to assess, with maximum lucidity, what the
solutions are. I have to say that the image of damned expiatory
victims belonged to the Red Brigades and the Red Army Faction,
and then, by extension, to Schleyer and Moro... Actually, what
most bothered and upset us was perhaps less the murders of Schleyer
and Moro, than the way in which these murders were used. In par-
ticular, the photos that were circulated by these groupuscules were
truly abominable. On the other hand, we have to outsmart the
trick of trying to exorcise the underlying situation by reducing it to
its symptoms, as, ultimately, these are all no more than symptoms:
the Red Brigades, The Red Army Faction, the activities of the Black
Panthers during another period, in other contexts. I agree with
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those who denounce this type of action, this type of conception or
strategy, but I would still insist that the Red Army Faction and
the Red Brigades are indeed part of the movement. Whatever
kind of impasse in which they find themselves, they—with perhaps
more courage and absurdity—pushed the movement forward.
This merits a minimum of solidarity on our part. In order to be
able to speak, to have the right to interpellate these people and tell
them that they are conducting the worst kind of politics, we cannot
adopt the general attitude of universal condemnation, without
seeing that this type of violence is practiced everywhere, and on
other levels, on much more molecular and secret levels. Just look at
how immigrant workers and entire segments of the population are
treated. Therefore, with regard to this “moral denunciation” that so
inflames the media, and on this issue alone, I say: No. It is true that
this moral denunciation has to be undertaken, but it must be
accompanied by a political and strategic denunciation, and it can
neither serve nor justify the reinforcement of current repressive
systems. It is for this reason that a number of us said those involved
in the Movement 2nd June, in the Red Army Faction, etc., will
take part in this gathering, if they so desire, and that dialogue with
them will continue. The idea of “isolation” is completely different
when considered from the vantage point of the movement, as
opposed to that of power and repression. Isolation has to be
combated on the plane of both ideas and dialogue. This was the
attitude taken by the different branches of the organized autonomy.
And it would be totally absurd to think that we can resolve the
problem by affirming any solidarity whatsoever with the police, the

media, with repression.
For myself, I belong to these large currents of the non-institutionalized

Ttalian left which considered, and. still consider, the Red Brigades as
outside the Movement—a Movement which, by the way, the Red
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Brigades completely despise. What does it mean to leave the door open
for dialogue with Stalinists? With the Red, Brigades, Marxism comes up
once again against the problem of “anti-humanism,” the problem of
theoretical. anti-humanism turning into practical anti-humanism

through blind. violence.

The question is to understand that this type of violent movement
is only just one element, and that there are many more brewing and
organizing, on all sorts of levels. It is with these that we must enter

into dialogue.
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LIKE THE ECHO OF A COLLECTIVE

MELANCHOLIA

In many ways the film Germany in Autumn will leave its mark on
the history of cinema or, rather, of “engaged” cinema. First,
because it is a collective work that presents not a juxtaposition of
sequences made by different filmmakers but rather the fruit of
discussions and elaborations in common. Next, because it was
made in the heat of the moment, immediately after the events of
Autumn 1977, which allowed for the creation of a remarkably
authentic atmosphere. One feels, even when the sequences are
acted out, that the actors and directors (who sometimes play
themselves) are still under the sway of these events in such a way
that a truth passes directly, with no visible break between the
elements of reporting, fiction, and documentary.

This attempt, call it “analytic,” to go beyond auteur cinema
suggests to me a new possibility for grasping collective emotional
elements through film. This kind of “analysis” occurs around
two poles.

The first involves the manipulation of events by the mass
media. Schleyer’s death, the skyjacking to Mogadishu, and the
deaths of the inmates of Stammheim prison have been trans-
formed into an emotional charge placed entirely at the disposal of
social control and repression. The reference to Sophocles’
Antigone becomes a key to the film, the events in Germany that
autumn taking on the proportions of ancient drama. In this light,
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the deaths of Hans Martin Schleyer and of the RAF prisoners
would function as an outlet or an exorcism in two acts, a double
sacrifice meant to internalize a collective guilt that goes back to
Nazism and beyond that in a violence supposedly essential to the
German mentality.

The other pole of the film consists in the authors’ attempts to
counteract this collective intoxication by the media, to obstruct
the “infernal machine” of guilt inducement—to paraphrase here
Jean Cocteau on Oedipus. It is essentially a matter ofigetting out
of the RAF-West Germany confrontation, of the repression-
reprisals cycle, of the quasi-symmetrical simplification of
ideologies in opposition. For the most part, the filmmakers manage
to keep their own reactions on the most immediate level: on the
level of what they felt and what they saw camera in hand; they film
their squabbles with their peers, they stage their own fantasies. On
such a serious topic, in such a dramatic context, that takes guts.
And yet the result is no less serious and, no doubt, much more
truthful than any other means of inquiry or reporting, or propa-
ganda film. Through each sequence, we are witnessing the
proliferation of the escape routes. sometimes minor, laughable, or
bizarre, that personally enabled the authors to become disengaged,
to a certain extent, from this Manicheaen drama. The very per-
sonal behavior which in any event defies current political
classifications—Fassbinder embracing a friend, a young woman
professor starting out with a shovel over a frozen field, a child
watching in astonishment. the burial of the Stammheim prisoners,
a young man remaining seated near the gravediggers and the
police after the procession’s departure, a young woman and her
little daughter on the road home—constitutes so many elements
of life, elements of survival, so many flashes, escapes from the so
called “tragic destiny” of the German people. This in no way
implies that the problematic of repressive power is left aside, nor

Liles by Esbes od 0 Oalloecines Molareholia /107



that of social control, of the media’s role in daily fascism. In this
respect, the film is quite explicit in its descriptions and denuncia-
tions. But its main objective lies elsewhere. On these points,
opinions are already crystallized, and one explanation more or less
will hardly make a noticeable difference. What is questioned here
is the collective emotional context in which these opinions take
shape, that is, one of the essential components in the massive
foundation of any opinion that becomes law.

In this domain, the real consequence of “terrorist” actions of
the RAF/Red Brigades type does not at all seem to have been
taken into account by the leaders of these movements. Schemati-
cally, two positions come face to face on this question of armed
struggle, in the heart of the European far left. The first, close to
that of the RAF, considering that current social struggles go
beyond the national and onto the international scale, and espe-
cially those between German-American imperialism and the
Third World, deems it appropriate to destabilize the bastions of
capitalism by all available means, beginning with armed under-
ground warfare, and to reveal the intrinsically fascist nature of
their democratic bourgeois regimes, while waiting for the avant
garde of the working classes, together with the oppressed masses
of the Third World, once more to grasp hold of the old torch of
the struggle for socialist revolution. The second position, which
can be compared to that of the so-called “spontaneist” tendency,
represented in the film by Horst Mahler, former “terrorist” prac-
ticing his self criticism, consists on the contrary in denouncing,
and rightly so, a “politics of the worst” which would only lead
away from its initial objectives.

But this second view quickly plunges one into social-democratic,
humanist reappropriation and ends by condemning all violent acts
in the name of a morality that accommodates itself to even greater
acts of violence perpetrated in its own name. It promotes the idea
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that the only means of social transformation are those sanctioned
by the law.

In its own way, each of these two positions seems to mask the
true meaning of the new forms of underground action which are
developing all over Europe and which seemingly are becoming one
of the specific features of the blocked political situation characteristic
of capitalist regimes.

What a film like Germany in Autumn brings to light, in an
original way, is that the intense emotional charge associated with
the “terrorist phenomenon” has become a fundamental given of
current political strategies. Like it or not, politics today has
become inseparable from the collective affects molded and trans-
mitted by the media, which constitutes a means of subjection
crossing over classes and nations, and at the heart of which it is
very difficult to separate the manipulated fantasies from socioeco-
nomic realities.

All formations of power, at whatever level, are the object
and/or agent of this manipulation of the media “material.” Thus
when young men and women rush headlong down the road of
“terrorism,” they don’t do so only because of ideological systems,
but also as delegates or sacrificial offerings of a subjective move-
ment that surpasses them on all sides. Their actions, their feelings
are “in touch” with those who approve of them, but also with all
those layers of militants, of young revolutionaries, who have found
no end to the struggles they have led for fifteen years. Further-
more, it is the passivity of-the “swine,” of the meek that comprise
public opinion, which is worked on from within by their spec-
tacular and desperate gestures. They, in return, manipulate the
information and images transmitted by the media, and use their
prestige to force the hand of those with whom they rub elbows.

In my view, what should be questioned is not the principle of
armed struggle, nor its methods that are a part of all revolutionary
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movements, but, at the heart of each specific situation, its real
influence on the totality of anticapiralist struggles. Clearly, the
liquidation of a leader like Schleyer could never derail the func-
tioning of the system. Instead, by providing power with the
opportunity to fully deploy its police brigades and its media arse-
nals, it helped to further ensnare millions among the exploited. In
other words, the real drama is not that a man was killed, but that
these actions were conducted in a way that simply does not break
free of the repressive bourgeois system, fascist assassinations, or
kidnappings carried out by unofficial police gangs, and that in the
final account, their only result will have been to echo the collec-
tive melancholy that has present-day Germany in its grip. As far as
I am concerned, I know of nothing more sinister or odious than
those photos of Schleyer or Moro,' with their little placards on
their chests. While I refuse to judge whether or not their execu-
tions were well-founded—to judge their judges—I cannot stand
this type of operation; for it is this sort of image, propelled across
the media, which leads to a legitimate feeling of pity for those who
are its objects and of disgust and revulsion toward those who are
its authors.

Capitalism has only managed to consolidate those very bas-
tions that the RAF and the Red Brigades claim to shake, insofar as
it has managed to develop a majority consensus founded on social
ultra-conservatism, the protection of acquired advantages and the
systematic misinterpretation of anything that falls outside of cor-
porate or national interests. And whatever works toward the
isolation of individuals, whatever reinforces their feelings of impo-
tence, whatever makes them feel guilty and dependent on the
state, on collective agencies and their extensions—which the
unions and traditional leftist parties are fast becoming—feeds this
consensus. To claim to lead a revolutionary movement without

attacking these phenomena of mass manipulation is an absurdity.



While the secret war conducted by the industrial powers along the
north-south axis to keep the Third World in tow is indeed the
main issue, it should not make us forget that there is another
north-south axis which encircles the globe and along which con-
flicts of an equally essential nature are played out, involving the
powers of the state and oppressed nationalities, immigrant workers,
the unemployed, the “marginals,” the “nonguaranteed”?and the
“standardized” wage earners, the people of the cities and of the
barrios, of the favellas, the ghettoes, the shanty-towns, engaging
the opposition of races, sexes, classes, age-groups, etc. To conduct
this other war, to insure its social and mental control over this
whole everyday, desiring world, capitalism mobilizes tremendous
forces. To ignore this kind of opposition or to consider it of sec-
ondary importance is to condemn all other forms of social struggle
led by the traditional Workers’ Movement to impotence or reap-
propriation. Like it or not, in today’s world, violence and the
media work hand in glove. And when a revolutionary group plays
the game of the most reactionary media, the game of collective
guilt, then it has been mistaken: mistaken in its target, mistaken
in its method, mistaken in its strategy, mistaken in its theory,
mistaken in its dreams...

To express complete solidarity with the victims of capitalist
repression—with all of the victims—in no way implies exonerating
the aberrations that led to the unconscionable spectacles of the
skyjacking to Mogadishu or the supposed People’s Courts that
deliberated in a cellar! The inane reproduction of the state’s model
of “justice” and repression, the revolting use of the media, the
narrow-minded sectarianism, the manipulation of the “fellow
travelers” are not questions of secondary importance. The merit of
a film like Germany in Autumn is that it helps us to see these prob-
lems in their entirety. It not only gives us a virulent critique of
German society, but also initiates an examination of underground



armed struggle on its own terms. In this last matter, its criticisms
still remain too timid and unfocused. Again one feels the weight
of the event and the fear of reappropriation by the powers that be.
But it does touch on the main point, which is the morbid drama-
tization spawned by the altogether absurd confrontation between
a monstrous state power and pitiful politico-military machines.
The authors of this film are not shooting with a .38, but with a
most singular expression of desire, the right to an unrestrained
word, regardless of the pressures, regardless of the dramatic, or
rather tragic, character of the situation today. It is an essential
prerequisite of any effective revolutionary advance.
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A NEW ALLIANCE IS POSSIBLE

Sylvere Lotringer: Theres a lot of talk nowadays about the ‘end of pol-
itics” and the “end of the social.” But obviously the social has not
evaporated, and politics continue each day to produce its effects. Yer
there is a visible and growing disaffection with what until now has
constituted the major political and ideological issue: the confrontation
between the Eastern and, Western blocs. The antagonism is once again
hardening up, but its becoming increasingly clear that politics, in its
best acceptation, no longer happens at that level. At what level, then,
does it happen? And, how can one reformulate political action in a time
of decline for Marxism as an instrument of analysis, and in a time of
bankruptcy for “real” socialism, as opposed to what some continue to call
(optimistically perhaps) ‘possible” socialism?

Felix Guattari: I have never taken seriously the notion that we have
outgrown Marxism and that we are now on the verge of a new polit-
ical era. I have never considered ideas, theories or ideologies as
anything but instruments or tools. Whence this expression, which
has had a certain success and has since been used by Michel Fou-
cault, that ideas and concepts are all part of a “tool box.” As tools
they can be changed, borrowed, stolen, or used for another purpose.
So what does it mean, “the end of Marxism?” Nothing, or only that
certain Marxist tools are no longer working, that others are in need
of review, that others continue to be perfectly valid. Hence it would



be stupid to junk them all. All the more so in that reevaluating these
concepts means reexamining them—exactly as a reevaluation of
Einstein’s theories includes a reexamination of Newton’s. One can't
say that Newtonianism is totally dead. We are dealing here with a
“rhizome” of instruments; certain branches of the rhizome collapse,
little sprouts begin to proliferate, etc. For me, Marxism in general
has never existed. I have sometimes borrowed or adapted some
Marxist concepts I could put to good use. Moreover, I like reading
Marx. He's a great writer. As an author he’s unbeatable.

And is politics unbeatable?

I've never confused politics with “politicking.” So a certain bank-
ruptcy of politicians’ politics doesn’t upset in any way what I had
tried to designate by the concept of “micropolitics.” Politics as |
understand it, simply cannot be inscribed on the same surface at all.
It concerns the relationship of large social groups to what surrounds
them, to their own economic set-up, but it also concerns attitudes
that run through the individual’s life, through family life, through

the life of the unconscious, of artistic creation, etc.

The ‘post-political” era, then, is not the end of politics but rather its
inscription on new surfaces.

It obviously does not mean that there’s no more politics. In the
same way when Jean Baudrillard says that there is an “implosion”
of the social, I don't even know what he’s talking about. Let’s simply
say that the social no longer expresses itself in the usual configuration
of forces.

The confrontation no longer involves left and right, or the struggle for

power between the workers movement and the bourgeoisie. ..
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Lets not even talk about the workers’ movement! The situation has
become much too complex to conceive of it in these terms. We now
have to deal with immense masses of people who have nothing to
do with any definition of the working class. I don’t mean that there
are no more relationships of force, simply that the powers of the
state, capitalism and Soviet bureaucracy can no longer handle the
situation. We are currently in a phase of considerable turmoil, a
phase one could call pre-revolutionary, although I'd rather define it
as a “molecular” revolution, where virtually no one can control

anything anymore.
What exactly do you mean by “molecular revolution™?

Let’s take as an example the period of the end of the Ancien Regime
in France and in Europe. It’s very difficult to get a clear picture of
the situation. The fall of the Bastille is just the tip of the iceberg.
lhe Ancien Regime was, and had been for several decades, a society
well along the road to total collapse. A certain way of conceiving the
law, religion, the body, filiation, the family, time, literature—all that
was moving, changing, bursting at the seams. It took some time for
the bourgeoisie to pull themselves together and redefine what could
be their new grounds. And it took even more time for the workers’
movement to find something around which to gather and o
establish itself in a relationship of force.

Now that the bipolar class relationships have ceased for the most part to
be operative, and with them a good deal of the Marxist analysis of
society, how does one go about recognizing the ways in which the mol-
ecular revolution takes form in our society?

First of all we must stop claiming that there is no more “social,” that
it no longer exists and that nobody gives a damn. We should at least
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try to recognize the nature of the phenomena we're dealing with, try
to recenter the focus where politics has migrated, where the situa-
tion has become critical, difficult to get a grasp on, to attach a
meaning to. Secondly, we should put into question all of the so-
called political instruments at our disposal, and that goes for the
forces of world capitalism as well as for the forces of contestation
still striving to establish another kind of society or purpose for life
on this planet. What is complicated in all this, it seems to me, is that
a sort of complementarity or symmetry has been established
between a current of dogmatic Marxists and ossified social-democ-
rats who are incapable of recognizing the radical change in the
conditions of contemporary life, and a current that derives largely
from the positions of Milton Friedman and others, and which tends
to say, with the total fatalism of Voltaire’s Candide, that things being
as they are, they cannot be otherwise, and that in any case capi-
talism is a better world—an analysis that can be disastrous in its
applications, as we have seen in Chile. As analysis, however, it is not
without merit since it implies a reexamination of questions one had
thought resolved, to wit that the way the capitalist market works, in
spite of all its trash and its honors, is less catastrophic than certain
centralist planifications which lead to total failure. We have seen
rich agricultural countries collapse into total famine. As far as I am
concerned that doesn’t mean that we must choose between the two,
but that capital itself doesn’t go to the end of its potential. It’s obvi-
ously not a question of making capitalism even more capitalistic but
of diverting and orienting in another way the powers of deterritori-
alization borne by capitalism. I am in favor of a market economy,
but not one geared only on profit and its valorization of status, hier-
archy and power. [ am in favor of an institutional market economy,
one founded on another mode of valorization. Instead of being
more capitalistic, we want to make an anticapitalism within capital-
ism. Thirdly, we should be ready to connect anything that could
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initiate a new sequence of events: snowballing sequences, little
glimpses of events which right away slap you in the face, like May
'68 in France. Since no revolutionary war machine is at present
available, and there is no way to get a good grip on reality, then the
collective subjectivity is, so to speak, “tripping”: from time to time
it has “flashes.” It sees things, and then it stops. There was the
“autonomist” movement in Italy. Today, there is the collective vision
of the threat of war facing Europe, of nuclear devastation. And then
there is Poland—and we pass on to other things. But it’s all going to
come back. All these flashes dont mean that there is a total inco-
herence in this subjectivity, but simply that an effort is being made
to perceive something which is not yet registered, inscribed, identi-
fied. I believe that the forces which in Europe now rally around the
peace movement are the same which, in other phases, will rally
around the ecological movement, around regionalist movements,
around X number of components of what I call the molecular
revolution. What I mean by that expression is not a cult of spon-
taneity or whatever, only the effort to not miss anything that could
help rebuild a new kind of struggle, a new kind of society.

Was the Italian experience only a ‘flash™

The Italian experience is linked to the fact that the structure of
power in Italy was largely behind the times in relation to the other
European nations. The economic integration has become so marked
in Europe or in the world that the discrepancy with Italy became
more and more striking. With the absence of a state economic policy,
and the widespread embezzlement among Italian society, marginal
sectors of the economy have paradoxically come to play a considerable
role in the economic mechanism, including in the Italian balance of
trade. Thus a kind of “society without a State,” to use Pierre Clas-
tres’ formula, established itself in the middle of structures otherwise
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controlled from the point of view of state power. On top of that,
while the left has slowly withered away in other European countries
since the Second World War, a very powerful configuration of forces
in favor of the left has maintained itself in Italy—although it has
proven incapable of being anything else than an adjacent accom-
plice of the Christian Democrats.

In the meantime Italy has known an unprecedented cultural
effervescence characterized by an immense collective work of publi-
cation, of translations—which now make the Italians the most
intellectual people on earth. It will take decades before we realize
that our Age of Enlightenment is happening not in France nor in
the United States or in Germany, but in Italy. And those people have
a double edged intelligence, both theoretical and practical, which
consists of trying to grasp the seeds of mutation at work in this
society. Instead of considering their situation from a negative point
of view, as a step backwards, as a lack to be remedied in the wave of
modernization, through the integration of up-to-date industrial
techniques, the Iralians understood that what used to be considered
a social deficiency could become one of the most positive charac-
teristics for the future. After all, why not consider that a certain
kind of discipline, of separation between work and leisure, between
intellectual and manual work, etc.—has become pointless? Why not
envision instead another form of valorization, which they call “auto-
valorization™?' Of course, they collided immediately headlong with
all of the conservative forces, beginning with the most conservative
of them all: the Italian Communist Party.

The Italian experience has been rapidly sabotaged by the dogmatic one-
upmanship of armed. groups. It became easy for the Iltalian State to

eradicate the Autonomia movement by accusing it of having been the
“brains” behind, the Red. Brigads.
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These schemes of armed struggle have had a disastrous effect on the
£8
movement. They furnished the powers-that-be with a perfect pretext
for eliminating those mass structures of somewhat vague outline which
g g

constituted “internal colonies” capable of surviving by practicin
g by g

passive active modes of resistance such as the “auto-reductions.”

Do you think that the autonomist ‘flash” can resurface elsewhbere?

It is bound to, for the need to reformulate the political stakes is felt
not only within developed capitalist countries, but everywhere. In
France, we've already benefited in small ways from the Italian expe-
rience: our fight for free radios took off directly from them. Union
leaders in France learned from them that certain demands were no
longer in tune with the present struggles. .. That the Italian Autonomy
was wiped out proves nothing at all. From time to time, a kind of
social chemistry provides us with a glimpse of what could be another
type of organization, much less molecular, much less atomic, which
would result in another type of equilibrium, very different from
previous models.

We also see this social chemistry at work in much more ambiguous
situations, like in Poland, where paradoxically religion has become a
motor for change.

In Poland we are witnessing a violent rejection of bureaucratic
society. People cling to religious ideologies—does that make it a
religious phenomenon as such? Yes, but we should enlarge the defi-
nition somewhat. In other countries like Iran or the Middle East,
such phenomena are expressed in other ways. For the moment,
there is no common semantic feature through which these move-
ments could recognize and support each other. I believe, however,
that we should dare draw an “integral” for these various subjective
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movements inasmuch as the live forces of society are incapable of
having a hold on the inner springs of change.

For the moment, then, there are lots of molecules, but no revolution.
And. when a revolution occurs, as in Iran, its once again somewhat
‘archaic” motives that mobilize the people.

Solidarity isn’t an archaic phenomenon, it’s a new form of struggle.
There arent many countries where suddenly 10 million unionists
arise out of the blue.

Paradoxically, Polish unionism surges up in the East at the very moment
the trade union movement in the West is losing steam.

It’s not because Solidarity is called a union that it actually is one. It
may be an altogether new structure, more apt to take into account
everyday problems. If Solidarity had been a regular union Walesa
could’'ve worked out a compromise and avoided the mess. But it’s a
kind of union that cannot be manipulated. The people don't follow.
That doesn’t mean that it’s an anarchistic organization either.

Its a form of unionism that immediately asserted. itself on the political level,

On the global level, yes, but also on a micropolitical level. Solidarity
takes care of what's happening in the street, in the food lines, etc.

And. the other elements of the Polish situation, the self-help aspect for
example: doesn'’t that tie in with certain intuitions of the Italians?

[ certainly think so. But, from another angle, that ties in also with

those weaknesses adjacent to all such intuitions. There’s a lesson to
be learned from the events in Iran as well as in ltaly or in Poland, if
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one paradoxically tries to nail down the synchronic traits of these
three situations: there won't be any lasting change so long as this
type of struggle doesn’t go beyond national boundaries. It may prove
to be very hard and painful, but I always considered preposterous
the idea that the kind of revolution that occurred in Italy could have
drastically altered the power situation there.

In a sense, the level of these struggles is always above or below that of
national structures—in internal. colonies and alternative networks, as
in Germany,- or bigger, transnational crystallizations.

Yes, I agree.
How do you think these extremes could connect?

I'm afraid they won't until more drastic situations develop. I'm fairly
optimistic about the prospects for political and social action: I find
recent revolutionary crises much more mature and promising, much
richer in possibilities of expression everywhere. I fear, however, we
still have to go through catastrophic crises before we get there. |
believe that both the East and the West are going to experience
military dictatorships and very hard fascist regimes.

Do you agree with Paul. Virilio that were now confronted with a
tremendous growth in military power and a reinforcement of the sci-
entific-military. complex at the expense of civil society?

Let’s take a closer look at what this analysis seems to imply con-
sidering the deep crisis Russias going through right now. Does it
mean, however, that power in Russia is on the verge of falling into
a kind of Bonapartism? Does it imply that the disarray of political
structures in the USSR is bound to give the military establishment



total control over Soviet society? The hypothesis could well be cor-
roborated by spectacular events in Poland, but they are misleading.
We're not presently witnessing a takeover by the military establish-
ment, but a whole series of social forces and antagonisms that

involve the Church and bureaucracies of all kinds.

Russia has renounced developing its internal consumption for the sake
of a protracted. arms race—both in conventional and. nuclear. weapons.

It may well be that the military establishment in the Soviet Union
forms a backbone strong enough to withstand current crisis. China
presented the same phenomenon with the Lin-Piao line. This line
represented the minimal consistency of Chinese society at a time
when Maoism was verging on total collapse. So it’s true that every-
where, in Africa as well as in Latin America, the role of military
establishments has substantially increased. Nevertheless, I don’t
believe that a mutation in the major developed countries (either
capitalism or bureaucratic socialism) will put them simply and
squarely under the aegis of military “machines.” And therefore I
don’t believe that international relations will be wholly defined by
this antagonism.

But isnt Reagan himself busy dismantling the edifice of the ‘welfare”
state while dramatically reinforcing the American military potential?

In the USA, one thing is for sure: the Kissinger-style conception
which envisioned relationships of power in international affairs as
a function of local situations, contradictions and specific socio-
historical “singularities,” is progressively becoming outmoded. It’s
as if one sort of diplomacy was being phased out to make room for
a purely strategic frame-reference—with a peculiar Manicheanism
inherent to the cowboy mentality of Reagan and his cronies.
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This Manicheanism actually seems to serve everyone.

Exactly. One could conclude that a true symmetry does exist between
the two superpowers and that we are presently witnessing a profound
change in the international situation. But I don’t think so. At present,
the movements of social transformation indeed lack coherent and
collective political representation, but so does capitalism. Interna-
tional capitalism is undergoing a real trauma as well. It has a hard time
coping with the consequences of its own structural crisis. On strictly
economic grounds (monetary, oil, etc.) it somehow manages to come
up with solutions, however difficult or dangerous they may be, but on
the political level, it offers absolutely no perspective. In the final
analysis, it has no policy whatsoever concerning the development of
Third World countries, in Asia, in Africa, or Latin America.
Countless disasters—human, ecological, etc—now affecting entire
countries do not really go in the direction of, nor benefit, an Inte-
grated World Capitalism. International capitalism has not been able
to manage the violent crisis which involves whole populations, masses,
working classes, farmers, Third and Fourth World countries. As a
result I don't believe that the current phase of American capitalism and
Soviet antagonisms is anything else but transitory. On the contrary, I
foresee in time (in a rather long time) a revival of the American-
Soviet complicity and the rise of an international police force.

Do you think that we'll soon witness the negotiation of a new Yalta?

We'll end up with a new distribution of zones of influence, meant
to force the planet into a North-South axis and soften the East-West
tensions. American capitalism and Soviet bureaucracy have too
much to gain by getting along and by compromising. That was also,
incidentally, Schmidt’s intuition which he shared with the social-
democratic tendencies in Europe.



Politics is also a way of avoiding war, or of pursuing war by other
means. Human intervention and decision-making power, however,
seem more and more incapable of preventing a nuclear. holocaust or a
generalized conflict.

I love science fiction and Dr. Strangelove schemes, but I don't believe
at all in the script of a nuclear war. There’s going to be a war, yes, but
what war? The same war that we've known for thirty years. When you
consider the wars in Chad, or in El Salvador, or in Guatemala, from
the point of view of human suffering—wounds, torture, deaths from
starvation—what is all that but war? Can we hope for a worse
outcome? There’s going to be wars like these, but everywhere.
Fragmented wars, always ambiguous because they deal with local
problems while serving the cause of an international police force. The
example of Vietnam is spectacular. This interminable war which con-
tinues somewhere in Cambodia, at the outset it was a popular war, a
war for the liberation of South Vietnam. But like all popular wars, it
soon became the arena for the superpowers, and it was China and the
Soviet Union who finally profited from it. The final outcome—the
Pol Pot experiment, monstrous, disastrous results for the popula-
tions—nowadays these wars are always won by the superpowers.

There are wars that cannot be won, even by superpowers. And thats a
new phenomenon that shouldn’t be ignored in spite of the increasing
number of fragmented wars.

Obviously there is a risk, and the unconscious collective sensibility
that permeates peace movements does perceive the danger. But these
movements today are quite different from pacifism as it developed
during that magnificent period which preceded the First World War.
Socialists then advocated the demoralization of the army—of their
own army. If such an idea were to spread now, it could work wonders.
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We should not. underestimate the—so to speak— “positive” effects of the
nuclear threat. 1o begin with, the new movement. isnt just backed up by
the socialists or even the left. And it’s not only fear—the great bourgeois
fear—which is being called upon. In Germany the movement is
already pulling together many heterageneous and often conflicting
elements—citizen’s initiatives, leftists, Christians, ecologists, conservatives
and conservationists. I perceive in it the loose contours of an original
Jorm of political action expressing in the collective unconscious a still
undefineable, but very real, demand for another type of society. Also
crucial is the fact that the peace movement, like the ecology movement,
can snowball in no time, bypassing purely national. boundaries. It rook
only a few months for the anti-nuclear movement in the USA to reach
nationwide stature. The doomsday vision probably ties in to a profound
change in the political sentiment. of the population at a time when all
the avenues of the future appear blocked by the maneuverings of the
superpowers and by the muddle of the ideological options we used to
depend upon. Its been quite some time since weve witnessed such a

mobilization of energies.

I also see emerging there an idea that, if it were to materialize, could
yield enormous power—the idea that American missiles don’t really
protect us against Soviet missiles, and vice-versa. Politicians keep
telling us: if you're not protected by the American nuclear umbrella,
the Russians will come. Let them come! They are already in such a
mess in Poland, not to mention Afghanistan, that the extra of
Germany, France or Italy would prove fatal. Fantasies keep piling
up, and then one says: “Enough is enough.”

For.the moment, we have very few ways of putting pressure on the USSR.
After all, dissidents there are being persecuted, and peaceniks prosecuted.
In the Western camp, however, paths of action are not altogether lacking.
In spite of appearances, and the policies of the Reagan administration,



Europe may not be first on the firing line. Moreover its not certain that
it is in Europe that the peace movement can exert the most effective pres-
sure. If the movement were to gather momentum in the USA—uwhere
the military-scientific complex is much more in the open and. informa-
tion on nuclear weapons circulates more freely than anywhere else—if a
real political intelligence were to shape up among the American peace
movement, that could prove to be of paramount importance.

I entirely agree. That would become possible when people would
begin to realize that they have allies in Russia, in Africa, everywhere
and that a new alliance is possible because they have common
enemies. Its that, I think, which is behind your proposal.

The pacifist movement is actually a mosaic, a collage of many colors that
doesnt fit into the traditional political. mold, which doesn’t follow the
lagic of partisan politics. That corresponds roughly to what you said
about molecular revolutions, even if the modalities are somewbhat dif-
ferent. This mosaic in formation keeps moving—elements form in one
place, migrate elsewhere, reappear in strange new forms, contradictory
forms even.

Let’s do a little science fiction also, just for fun. Imagine Russia is in
a mess even ten times weaker than in Poland. The relationship of
power would change entirely if everyone felt that the political and
military-industrial structures of the Soviet Union were beginning to
crumble down. Imagine they have two more Polands and two more

Afghanistans on their hands...
Do you think this is likely to happen?

The Russians have got themselves stuck in the same wasp’s nest as
the Americans in Vietnam. It’s going to go bad for them. Further,
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it’s not out of the question that an armed conflict erupts in Poland.
No Eastern bloc country has yet been exposed to armed resistance.

This is a crucial point.

Solidarity always opposed armed resistance. Paradoxically the Church
assumes a moderating role with regard to the deep aspirations of the pop-
ulation.

Armed resistance may eventually flare up, and with it a lot of
problems. I'm not saying that it’s the solution, but we're getting
close to the point where the crisis in the Soviet Union will become

practically unavoidable.
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10

THE ADOLESCENT REVOLUTION

Christian Poslianec: How would you describe adolescence?

Felix Guattari: In my opinion it’s something in adults minds,
something that exists for them on all sorts of levels, as a fantasy, as
a segregative social practice, as a collective assemblage, etc. But
adolescence as a lived experience can’t be defined in terms of age
groups. | prefer looking at it as made up of different sorts of
“becomings”™: becoming-child, becoming-woman, becoming-
sexual... These becomings can occur at any time, not necessarily at
a fixed age. It is well known that one can become a child again, at
the age of seventy-five. One can also never become a child. A
twelve- year-old can be an old dotard. One can become a woman;
one can become a potted plant. One can become all kinds of

things, but I don’t think it depends on genetic programming.

So you eliminate all possible reference points from the person you have
in front of you. You don’t put people into little boxes...

I still have to take them into account because that’s what most
people do. The little boxes begin in nursery school when the little
girl jumping rope has to arrange her body in a certain way and
progressively submits to all kinds of behaviors and images. The
boxes are everywhere. But on the level of what I call the economy of



desire, obviously, there are no boxes. And so, trying to stay close
to your question and not be too evasive, I think that adolescence,
as far as I can recognize it, constitutes a real microrevolution,
involving multiple components, some of which threaten the
world of adults. It is the entrance into a sort of extremely trou-
bled interzone where all kinds of possibilities, conflicts and
sometimes extremely difficult and even dramatic clashes suddenly
appear. A whole new world opens up when one emerges from the
relative equilibrium, the homeostasis or autoregulation of child-
hood (a category that should be handled with tweezers). But,
almost immediately, everything closes up, and a whole series of
institutionalized social controls and the internalization of
repressive fantasies march in to capture and neutralize the new
virtualities.

So, what would a microrevolution be? Some obvious, and some
not so obvious things. First of all, of course, there is the puberty
factor, whose onset breaks up and disorganizes the previous physi-
ological, biological and behavioral status quo. This kind of
transformation brings about profound modifications, not only on
what happens inside of people’s heads, on reflexive and conceptual

levels, but also on the perceptive level...

And emotional...

Emotional, of course; but I would like to emphasize the perceptive
mutations which relate to space, to the body, to time. Proust
explored these transformations, which involve synaesthesia, in
depth. All of this can lead to a complete toppling of behavioral

structures, as Merleau-Ponty put it.

And all this occurs during puberty?
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No, I am not speaking of a specific phase. You can also have an
“adolescent revolution” without considerations of sexual-genital
components. What counts in archaic societies are their collective
arrangements that serve to integrate the individual into structures
of initiation and allow for entry into society. Obviously, such ini-
tiations do not result automatically from the onset of puberty.
Perhaps, conversely, it is the release of the components of puberty
that, to some extent, results from the initiation into an age group.
Today’s social “molting periods” no longer take such collective
and spectacular forms. They are much less easy to pinpoint
because they are no longer ritualized in the same way. But they
are just as important.

I have mainly worked with young adults or adolescents between the
ages of seventeen and twenty-two, and I am tempted by the idea of a
“Second puberty.” Ways of apprebending the world change, particularly
through a powerful desire for autonomy in every area: emotional, sex-
ual, financial, intellectual, etc. As if there were a whole internal
revolution taking place without the ‘rich outward signs” which take
place during puberty, although I cant exactly say what happens. Does
this correspond to something more specific for you than it does for me?

Perhaps you have had experiences that I haven’t had. The young
men and women with whom I deal are generally much less
autonomous than those you describe as going through this “second
puberty.” It is perhaps even the opposite for psychotics who often
lose their autonomy when they enter puberty, which frequently
coincides with the onset of pathologies.

I often have the impression that during adolescent periods,
“imprint phenomena,” to take up a term from ethology, are acti-
vated. An entire zone of psychic and behavioral disturbances,
sometimes of tumultuous richness, expose many adolescents to for-
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midable trials—from which some never escape unharmed. All of
this leads to normalization, to characterological difficulties, to neu-
roses or to all sorts of traumas. It is true that few people preserve
an authentic memory of their adolescence. Writers who know how
to describe it, like Andre Gide, are rare.

For girls, the ravages are perhaps worse. The capacity for recu-
peration from the bludgeoning of normative systems frequently
takes on frightening forms. Not only because of exterior interven-
tions of explicit repressive attitudes, but also because of
internalized systems of punishment that even develop from what
seem to be liberating practices. Compare them, for example, to
certain groups of homosexuals who elicit mixed reactions in me
since their supposed dimension of emancipation appears above all
to be linked to nearly explicit activities of normalization and
psychological confinement. In any case, this first adolescent revo-
lution is of the greatest importance in the crystallization of
personality. It is no accident that this is where Kraepelin located
the origin of dementia praecox. It's true that “infantile psychosis”
was invented later on, but I'm not sure it’s an improvement. In
actual terms, clinical descriptions always come back to the period
of puberty. Certainly it could be said that a maturation of psy-
chosis may occur before that period, with the revelation, “after the
fact,” of childhood disorders. But I find these conceptions per-
plexing. I find it dangerous to speak of psychosis before puberty,
because nothing is really crystallized until that point. Imposing an
entire etiological program in infantile stages has its risks. Start
with the Oedipus complex or much before that according to
Melanie Klein—and then an entire chain of distortions and
imaginary identifications are inferred... And you know the rest.
Really, I must repeat that serious madness, like serious vocations,
comes into being during the adolescent revolution.
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[ thought that everything was already happening in a child at age six!
That is what many contemporary pedagogues say...

Yes, I know, but that’s really not too sharp. With an idea like that,
every kind of passivity, every kind of resignation can be justified.
Nothing really starts or ends before or after the age of six. Such
schemas of causality should be eliminated. What counts is how
people deal with insertion into family, social, sexual, athletic, mili-
tary, etc., situations. Every such moment concurrently produces
both a rupture and possibilities for new beginnings, taking into
account sociological, institutional, environmental, collective infra-
structural conditions, the mass media... Paradoxically, entry into
the workplace occurs later and later, while the entry into adult
semiotics occurs earlier and earlier. In my opinion this results in
ever more precocious forms of sexuality and, at the same time, a
chronic immaturity in that same sexuality. I'm not against it—but
is this what sexual freedom means? It is not at all clear. Because
entry into semiotic life means having a job, entering production,
the production of models, the production of subjectivity. During
the whole of adolescence, there is considerable anxiety concerning
the coming of “normal adulthood.”

In this issue' we have interviewed. two “youths” from technical schools
who are about to enter into the system of production. As a matter of
fact, the anxiety that equates ‘entering life” to getting a job, to getting
shut in, to being productive, to the end. of whatever dreams they still
may have had, is clearly manifest.

It’s where everything ties together. You get your technical diploma,
or whatever; you develop your linguistic and performance compe-
tencies in the race to get ahead, in areas that depend not only on
education or professional training, but also on sexuality. Have you
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passed your puberty certificate? Are you sure that you're normal?
The jury in this kind of competition is often the merciless opinion
of your closest buddies, your sweet girlfriend... It’s a dirty deal.
And this unhealthy interest is becoming more widespread, not only
among psychologists, educators, daycare workers, mothers and all
the Ruth Westheimers of the media.

Infantile, adolescent and adult sexuality never cease to be con-
fronted by tests like, “Do you come too soon? Or too late?” “And
your orgasm, is it too clitoral?” What an idiotic mess. And see how
seriously babies concentrate on the television screen. “That’s hard
work, poor things.” A modeling of perceptive systems also occurs
during the stages of infancy. It is clear that this type of childhood
has little to do with the rural or proto-capitalistic urban societies of
50 years ago. Now, a kind of psychological seriousness is conveyed
by the media, through educational games... “Does my baby suckle
at the right time? Does he masturbate when he should? There is
something wrong, Doctor: he doesn’t masturbate yet. What do you
prescribe?” A widespread anxiety accompanies every incident in the
development of the child. And it’s getting out of hand. For the
most part it results from psychoanalytical drivel concerning psy-
chogenesis, all these nameless stupidities that not only postulate
stages of intellectual development, but also stages of behavior, and
emotional stages. Now isn’t this too much already!

Half a century ago youths, in rural areas at least, were freer than those
in urban areas. They were not watched over, they were not always
under. the eyes of adults. This is no longer the case. Now when they
leave school. they have to return home right away—there are no more
haystacks, quiet hideaways, places where one can go in secret. They
move from the gaze of adult-teachers to that of adult-parents, to the
gaze of the TV. And they are always closed off that way, whereas in the
city, it was the opposite not. too long ago. Freedom could be found. in
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basements, in parking lots, in everything that was underground; that
is, in the unconscious of the city, where a certain sexuality in relation
to the forbidden, including its unfortunate sexist and violent aspects,
would take place. There was something really wild about it. Now it is
disappearing because of the control of children’s free time.

I would add that it is not only children and adolescents who are
under control. The entire society finds itself infantilized, pueril-
ized, under the “panoptic” regime described by Michel Foucault.
Because everything you have just described can just as well be
applied to the father, to the mother, etc. We are all turned into chil-
dren by mass media society and the various apparatuses producing
subjectivity. And maybe “adolescents” are less affected than others;
perhaps they are even the most resilient to it. At least up until the
moment when they fall apart during an agonizing crisis, unless they
make a massive transfer onto a partner, hang on to conjugal life,
join the usual circuit.

What you were just saying about that force, the violence that occurs at
a given moment—uwhich can be one of the possible definitions of ado-
lescence—could it be considered a political force (in the etymological.
sense) that can change something, a “hope” even, as the adolescents
interviewed say that.they put no trust in society, in politics, or even per-
haps in any collective organization of any sort at all? They also say that
they experience their sexuality in couples: that. their sexual life exists as
a couple. For me, all these. words interfere with each other: security,
integration, revolt, etc. Is it clearer for you?

I'm not at all convinced that one can speak so quickly about a
return to the couple. A new micropolitics of the couple surely
exists, but not necessarily a return. There’s another definition, at
least in many cases, since, obviously, conservatism is also on the rise
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and is causing much damage. Whatever it is, I think that the man-
ner in which relations between men and women take place today is
very different from what it was two or three generations ago. A
careful study would be welcome. This doesn't only happen on the
level of daily life, doing the dishes and things like that, or the man-
ifestations of possessiveness or jealousy, etc., but also on the sexual
level. It is no longer the same sexuality, because women take charge
of their bodies with relatively less dependence on their partner.

And yet there have always been couples. And why not? The
myths of sexual communities, with their sometimes half-delirious
leaders, to my knowledge, have pretty much fallen apart. But this
does not necessarily imply a return to the traditional couple. And |
don't see any reason for condemning couples. What matters is how
they work. What becomes of the individuals of whom they are
composed? What happens to their lives, their emotions, their
desires? Analysis presents a similar problem. The question is not
whether or not it is necessary to be “two,” or alone, or ten, in order
to conduct analysis, but to determine what must be done.

A symmetrical answer: it is not true that politics is dead from
a social implosion.? No doubt, a certain kind of politics and a cer-
tain social implosion have occurred. But I believe that there is a
collective, unformed search, from above and below, for another
kind of politics. This is what I call “micropolitics,” and “molecu-
lar revolution.” It begins with very immediate, daily, individual
preoccupations, yet remains connected to what happens at the
social level, and even, why not, at the cosmic level. An ecological
sensitivity also means a preference for a vision that is at the same
time molecular and worldwide in scope. Obviously it is something
quite different from the radical socialism of our fathers and grand-
fathers. But if it is not political, what is it? It is true chat its
subjects, its objects and its means are no longer the same. Instead
of individual subjects, of abstract citizens, there are collective
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arrangements. It cant be done according to sexual criteria, as a
political group, or as an age group. That is what I call a complex
multidimensional arrangement. Groups like this, covetous of their
autonomy and their singularity, can change the nature of human
relationships on a large scale if they can manage to rid themselves
of narrow segregationist attitudes. Its objectives are also of another
kind. It can’t be said that they are ambiguous, but they have mul-
tiple facets. They may derive from an immediate pleasure, for
example from being together, as well as from more political and
social preoccupations that have little to do with everyday wheeling
and dealing. So the objects become the whole world, animals,
plants, shapes, sounds, humanity...

De Gaulle was completely demoralized in May ’68 because he
saw that no one even held a grudge against him. It was what he
represented that was rejected, and he could remain in power
because no credible political alternative was available. He saw that
he governed a population of zombies. Perhaps a new kind of 68, of
a completely different style, is developing behind the scenes. Your
students, your youths, your rockers—their preoccupations are literally
imperceptible to “normal” people. Some might say, “People like that
don't even know what they want. What they want doesn’t make any
sense.” And since nothing registers in these people’s minds, they
consider them completely crazy. Except that, from time to time,
something does register. Once in a while, from inside the estab-
lishment, it turns into Watergate. And on other occasions, from the
populace, completely unexpected things come about, like revolts
against work, or alarming statistics concerning the fact that people
couldn’t care less about dying for their country.

When this happens, those in charge ask themselves, “Where
did that come from? Who are their ringleaders? Who is putting
such ideas into the heads of our youth?” But the way such political
situations work is not traditional either. It doesnt happen through
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social communication, through discourse, programs, explication de
texte or reference to Great Authors. It has gone over to the side of
reflexes, to collective sensibility, to systems of nonverbal expression.
Children and adolescents are not aware of their becoming, at least
not predominantly in terms of meaningful discourse. They use
what I call “a-signifying systems”: music, clothing, the body,
behaviors as signs of mutual recognition, as well as machinic
systems of all kinds. For example, my son is into politics. Not so
much through discourse, but with his soldering iron: he sets up
“free radios,” where technical discourse is hooked right into poli-
tics. There is no need to explain the opportunity and the political
rationale of free-radio broadcasting; he got it right away. It is the
intervention of machinisms—and not only those of communica-
tion as means, as political media, which seem fundamental to me.
I have confidence in all the technico-scientific categories to which
this new political field gives rise.
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1

A LIBERATION OF DESIRE

George Stambolian: [n 1970 the authorities forbade the sale to
minors of Pierre Guyotat’s novel, Eden, Eden, Eden. More recently,
they outlawed and seized the special issue of the magazine Recherches
(“Encyclopedia of Homosexualities”) to which you had made impor-
tant contributions. You were even taken to court on the matter. How
would you explain these reactions by the French government?

Felix Guattari: They were rather old-fashioned reactions. I do not
think that the present government would behave the same way
because there is, on the surface at least, a certain nonchalance
regarding the literary and cinemarographic expression of sexuality.
But I don't have to tell you that this is an even more subtle, cun-
ning, and repressive policy. During the trial the judges were
completely ill at ease with what they were being asked to do.

Wasn't it because this issue of Recherches treated homosexuality, and
not just sexuality?

I'm not sure, because among the things that most shocked the
judges was one of the most original parts of this work—a discussion
of masturbation. I think that a work devoted to homosexuality in a
more or less traditional manner would have had no difficulty.
What shocked perhaps was the expression of sexuality going in all
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directions. And then there were the illustrations—they were what
set it off.

In your opinion, what is the best way to arrive at a true sexual, libera-
tion, and what dangers confront this liberation?

The problem, as I see it, is not a sexual liberation but a liberation
of desire. Once desire is specified as sexuality, it enters into forms
of particularized power, into the stratification of castes, of styles, of
sexual classes. The sexual liberation —for example, of homosexuals,
of transvestites, of sadomasochists—belongs to a series of other
liberation problems among which there is an a priori and evident
solidarity, the need to participate in a necessary fight. But I don’t
consider that to be a liberation as such of desire, since in each of
these groups and movements one finds repressive systems.

What do you mean by “desire”?

For Gilles Deleuze and me desire is everything that exists before
the opposition between subject and object, before representation
and production. It’s everything whereby the world and affects
constitute us outside of ourselves, in spite of ourselves. It’s every-
thing that overflows from us. That’s why we define it as flow.
Within this context we were led to forge a new notion in order to
specify in what way this kind of desire is not some sort of undif-
ferentiated magma, and thereby dangerous, suspicious, or
incestuous. So we speak of machines, of “desiring-machines,” in
order to indicate that there is as yet no question here of “struc-
ture”—that is, of any subjective position, objective redundancy,
or coordinates of reference. Machines arrange and connect flows.
They do not recognize distinctions between persons, organs,

material flows, and semiotic flows.
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Your remarks on sexuality reveal a similar rejection of established
distinctions. You have said, for example, that all. forms of sexual
activity are minority forms and reveal themselves as being irreducible
to homo-hetero oppositions. You have also said that these forms are
nevertheless closer to homosexuality and to what you call a “becoming-
woman.” Would you develop this idea, in particular by defining what

you mean by ‘feminine”™?

Yes, that was a very ambiguous formulation. What I mean is that the
relation to the body, what I call the semiotics of the body, is some-
thing specifically repressed by the capitalist-socialist-bureaucratic
system. So I would say that each time the body is emphasized in a
situation—by dancers, by homosexuals, etc.—something breaks with
the dominant semiotics that crush these semiotics of the body. In
heterosexual relations as well, when a man becomes body, he becomes
feminine. In a way, a successful heterosexual relation becomes homo-
sexual and feminine. This does not at all mean that I am speaking of
women as such: that’s where the ambiguity lies, because the feminine
relation itself can lose the semiotics of the body and become phallo-
centric. So it is only by provocation that I say feminine, because I
would say first that there is only one sexuality, it is homosexual; there
is only one sexuality, it is feminine. But I would add finally: there is
only one sexuality, it is neither masculine, nor feminine, nor infantile;
it is something that is ultimately flow, body. It seems to me that in
true love there is always a moment when the man is no longer a man.
This does not mean that he becomes a woman. But because of her
alienation, woman is relatively closer to the situation of desire. And in
a sense, perhaps from the point of view of representation, to accede to
desire implies for a man first a position of homosexuality as such, and
second a feminine becoming. But I would add as well a becoming-
animal, or a becoming-plant, a becoming-cosmos, etc. That’s why this
formulation is very tentative and ambiguous.



Isn’t your formulation based in part on the fact that our civilization
has associated body and woman?

No, it’s because woman has preserved the surfaces of the body, a
bodily jouissance and pleasure much greater than that of man. He
has concentrated his libido on—one can’t even say his penis—on
domination, on the rupture of ejaculation: “I possessed you” “I had
you.” Look at all the expressions like these used by men: “I screwed
you,” “I made her.” It’s no longer the totality of the body’s surface
that counts, it’s just this sign of power: “I dominated you,” “I
marked you.” This obsession with power is such that man ulti-
mately denies himself all sexuality. On the other hand, in order to
exist as body he is obliged to beg his sexual partners to transform
him a bit into a woman or a homosexual. I don’t know if homo-
sexuals can easily accept what I'm saying, because I dont mean to say
that homosexuals are women. That would be a misunderstanding.
But I think that in a way there is a kind of interaction between the
situation of male homosexuals, of transvestites, and of women.
There is a kind of common struggle in their relation to the body.

“Interaction,” “‘transformation,” “becoming,” ‘flow”—these words suggest
a recognition of our sexual. or psychic multiplicity and fluidity which, as
1 understand it, is an essential aspect of what you call schizoanalysis and
psychoanalysis which, I believe, you have completely abandoned?

I was Lacan’s student. I was analyzed by Lacan and I practiced psy-
choanalysis for twelve years; and now, I've broken with that
practice. Psychoanalysis transforms and deforms the unconscious
by forcing it to pass through the grid of its system of inscription
and representation. For psychoanalysis the unconscious is always
already there, genetically programmed, structured, and finalized on
objectives of conformity to social norms. For schizoanalysis it’s a
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question of constructing an unconscious, not only with phrases but
with all possible semiotic means, and not only with individuals or
relations between individuals, but also with groups, with physio-
logical and perceptual systems, with machines, struggles, and
arrangements of every nature. There’s no question here of transfer,
interpretation, or delegation of power to a specialist.

Do you believe that psychoanalysis has deformed not only the unconscious
but the interpretation of life in general and perbaps of literature as well?

Yes, but even beyond what one imagines, in the sense that it’s not
simply a question of psychoanalysts or even of psychoanalytical
ideas as they are propagated in the commercial press or in the uni-
versities, but of interpretative and representational attitudes toward
desire that one finds in persons who don’t know psychoanalysis,
but who put themselves in the position of interpreters, of gurus,
and who generalize the technique of transfer.

With Gilles Deleuze, you have just finished a schizoanalysis of Kafka’s
work. Why this method to analyze and to comprehend literature?

It’s not a question of method or of doctrine. It’s simply that I've
been living with Kafka for a very long time. I therefore tried,
together with Deleuze, to put into our work the part of me that
was, in a way, a becoming-Kafka. In a sense the book is a schizo-
analysis of our relation to-Kafka’s work, but also of the period of
Vienna in 1920 and of a certain bureaucratic Eros which crystal-
lized in that period, and which fascinated Kafka.

In a long note you speak of Kafkas joy, and you suggest that psycho-
analysis has found only Kafka’s sadness or his tragic aspect.



In his Diaries Kafka gives us a glimpse of the diabolic pleasure he
found in his writing. He says that it was a kind of demonic world
he entered at night to work. I think that everything that produces
the violence, richness, and incredible humor of Kafkas work
belongs to this world of his.

Arent you really proposing that creation is something joyful, and that
this joy can’t be reduced to a psychosis?

Absolutely—or to a lack.

In the same book on Kafka you say that a ‘minor literature,” which is
produced by a minority in a major language, always “deterritorializes”
that language, connects the individual. to politics, and gives everything
a collective value. These are for you, in fact, the revolutionary qualities
of any literature within the established one. Does homosexuality neces-
sarily produce a literature having these three qualities?

Unfortunately, no. There are certainly homosexual writers who con-
duct their writing in the form of an Oedipal homosexuality. Even
very great writers—I think of Gide. Apart from a few works, Gide
always transcribed his homosexuality and in a sense betrayed it.

Despite the fact that be tried to prove the value of homosexuality in
works such as Corydon?

Yes, but I wonder if he did it in just one part of his work and if the
rest of his writing isn't different.

In Anti-Oedipus you and Deleuze note that Proust described two
types of homosexuality—one that is Oedipal and therefore exclusive,
global, and neurotic, and one that is a-Oedipal or inclusive, partial,



and localized. In fact, the latter is for you an expression of what you
call “transsexuality.” So if there are two Gides, aren’t there also two
Prousts, or at least the possibility of two different readings of his work?

[ can’t answer for Proust the man, but it seems to me that his work
does present the two aspects, and one can justify the two readings

because both things in effect exist.

You spoke of the demonic in Kafka. Well, Gide, Proust, and Genet have
been accused of being fascinated by the demonic aspect of homosexual-
ity. Would you agree?

To a point. I wonder sometimes, not specifically concerning the
three names you mention, if it isn’t a matter of persons who were
more fascinated by the demonic than by homosexuality. Isn’t
homosexuality a means of access to the demonic? That is, they are
the heirs of Goethe in a certain way, and what Goethe called the

demonic was in itself a dimension of mystery.

But the fact remains that in our civilization homosexuality is often
associated with the demonic.

Yes, but so is crime. There’s a whole genre of crime literature that
contains a similar demonic aspect. The demonic or the mysterious is
really a residue of desire in the social world. There are so few places
for mystery that one looks for it everywhere, in anything that escapes
or becomes marginal. For example, there’s something demonic in the
life of a movie star. That’s why it’s used by the sensationalist press.

Doesn’t that tell us that we are hungry for the demonic, that we are

hungry for things that aren’t “natural,” that we have exploited, movie
stars and, homosexuals to satisfy our need for the demonic?
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I’m not against that because I'm not at all for nature. Therefore
artifice, the artificially demonic, is something that rather charms
me. Only it is one thing to live it in a relationship of immediate
desire, and another thing to transform it into a repressive machine.

Let’s go back to the homosexual writers. 1'd like to quote here a remark
of yours that struck me. Its the last paragraph of your interview pub-
lished in the August 1975 issue of La Quinzaine litteraire. You say:
“Everything that breaks something, everything that breaks with the
established order, has something to do with homosexuality, or with a
becoming-animal, a becoming-woman, etc. Any break in semiotiza-
tion implies a break in sexuality. It is therefore not necessary, in my
opinion, to raise the question of homosexual writers, but rather to look
Jor what is homosexual, in any case, in a great writer, even if he is in
other. respects heterosexual.” Doesn't this idea contain a new way to
approach or perhaps to go beyond, a question that has so obsessed, certain
Freudian critics and psychoanalysts—namely, the connection between
homosexuality, or all sexuality, and creativity?

Yes, of course. For me, a literary machine starts itself, or can start
itself, when writing connects with other machines of desire. I'd like to
talk about Virginia Woolf in her relation to a becoming-man that is
itself a becoming-woman, because the paradox is complete. I'm thinking
about a book I like very much, Orlando. You have this character who
follows the course of the story as a man, and in the second part of the
novel he becomes a woman. Well, Virginia Woolf herself was a
woman, but one sees that in order to become a woman writer, she had
to follow a certain trajectory of a becoming-woman, and for that she
had to begin by being a man. One could certainly find in George
Sand things perhaps more remarkable than this. So my question is
whether writing as such, the signifier as such, relates to nothing, only
to itself, or to power. Writing begins to function in something else, as
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for example for the Beat Generation in the relation with drugs; for
Kerouac in the relation with travel, or with mountains, with yoga.
Then something begins to vibrate, begins to function. Rhythms
appear, a need, a desire to speak. Where is it possible for a writer to
start this literary machine if it isn't precisely outside of writing and
of the field of literature? A break in sexuality—therefore homo-
sexuality, a becoming-woman, addict, missionary, who knows? It’s a

factory, the means of transmitting energy to a writing machine.
Can a break in semiotization precede a break in sexuality?

It’s not a break in semiotization, but a semiotic connection. I'll give
you a more familiar example. Take what are called mad people from
a poor background from the point of view of intellectual forma-
tion—peasants who never read anything, who only went to grade
school. Well, when they have an attack of dissociation, a psychotic
attack, it happens sometimes that they begin to write, to paint, to
express extraordinary things, extraordinarily beautiful and poetic!
And then when they are “cured,” they return to the fields, to the
sugar-beets and asparagus, and they stop writing altogether. You
have something of a psychotic attack in Rimbaud. When he became
normal, he went into commerce: all that stopped. It’s always a ques-
tion of a connection. Something that was a little scholastic writing
machine, really without any quality, connects with fabulously
perceptive semiotics that start in psychosis, or in drugs, or in war,
and that can animate this little writing machine and produce extra-
ordinary things. You have a group of disconnected machines, and at
a given moment there is a transmission among them, and everything
begins not only to function but to produce an acceleration of opera-
tions. So you see, 'm not talking about sexuality. Sexuality is already
specified as sex, caste, forms of sexual practice, sexual ritual. But
creativity and desire are for me the same thing, the same formula.



Id still like to ask you the following question. Could you begin the
search for what is homosexual. in a heterosexual writer with a great
writer like, for example, Beckett, whose work offers us a “homosexuality”
which seems at. times to be the product of extraordinary semiotic con-
nections, and which, in any case, confounds all previous representations

and goes beyond them?

I think of those characters who travel by twos and who have no
sexual practice because they live completely outside of sexuality, but
who nevertheless represent a kind of collective set-up of enuncia-
tion, a collective way of perceiving everything that happens. And so
many things are happening that it’s necessary to select, to narrow
down, in order to receive and distill each element, as if one were
using a microscope to capture each of the intensities. Indeed, there
is perhaps in Beckett a movement outside of the sexes, but then
there is the absolutely fabulous relation to objects, a sexual relation
to objects. I'm thinking of the sucking stones in Molloy.

Then how does one explain the elements of homosexuality, of sado-

masochism, in his work?

But that’s theater, because if there’s a constant in Beckett’s work, it’s
that even when he writes novels, he creates theater, in the sense of
a mise en scene, an acting out, of giving something to be seen. So
then inevitably, he gathers up representations, but he articulates
them to create literature. What's more, Beckett is someone, [ think,
who was very interested in the insane, in psychopathology, and
therefore he picked up a lot of representations. The use he makes
of them is essentially literary, of course, but what he uses them for
is not a translation, it’s a collage, it’s like a dance. He plays with
these representations, or rather: he makes them play.
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You said in your article on the cinema' that any representation expresses
a certain position with respect to power. But I wonder if Beckett hasn’t

succeeded in writing a politically “innocent” text.

I no more believe in innocence than I do in nature. One thing
should be made clear—if one finds innocence, there’s reason to
worry, there’s reason to look not for guilt, of course—that’s the
same thing as innocence, its symmetry—but for what is politically
in germination, for a politics in dotted lines. Take Kafka again.
Although his text isn’t innocent, the supremely innocent character
is K., and yet he is neither innocent nor guilty. He’s waiting to
enter a political scene. That’s not fiction; it’s not Borges, because he
did enter a political scene in Prague, where one of the biggest
political dramas was played around Kafka’s work. So, innocence is

always the anticipation of a political problem.

Everything that’s written is therefore linked in one way or another to a
political position?

Yes, with two fundamental axes: everything that’s written in refusing
the connection with the referent, with reality, implies a politics of
individuation of the subject and of the object, of a turning of writing
on itself, and by that puts itself in the service of all hierarchies, of all
centralized systems of power, and of what Gilles Deleuze and I call
all “arborescences,” the regime of unifiable multiplicities. The
second axis, in opposition to arborescence, is that of the “rhizome,”
the regime of pure multiplicities. It's what even innocent texts, even
gratuitous games like those of the Dadaists, even collages, cut-ups,
perhaps especially these things, will make it possible one day to
reveal the pattern of similar breaks in reality, in the social field, and

in the field of economic, cosmic, and other flows.
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So sexual liberation is not going to rid us of political connections.

Sexual liberation is a mystification. I believe in, and will fight for, the
taking of power by other castes and sexual systems, but I believe that
liberation will occur when sexuality becomes desire, and desire is the
freedom to be sexual, that is, to be something else at the same time.

How does one escape from this dilemma in which one caste replaces
another?

What these liberation movements will reveal by their failures and
difficulties is that there really aren’t any castes. There’s the possibility
that society will reform itself through other types of subjective
arrangements that are not based on individuals in constellation or on
relations of power that communication institutes between speaker
and listener. There will be arrangements, I don’t know what, based
neither on families, nor on communes, nor on groups, where the
goals of life, politics, and work will always be conjugated with the
analysis of unconscious relations, of relations of micropower, of
microfascism. On the day when these movements fix as their goals
not only the liberation of homosexuals, women, and children, but
also the struggle against themselves in their constant power relations,
in their relations of alienation, of repression against their bodies, their
thoughts, their ways of speaking, then indeed, we will see another
kind of struggle appear, another kind of possibility. The microfascist
elements in all our relations with others must be found, because when
we fight on the molecular level, we’ll have a much better chance of
preventing a truly fascist, a macrofascist formation on the molar level.

You and Deleuze often speak of Artaud, who wanted to rid us of mas-

terpieces and perhaps even of written texts. Can one say that the
written text already contains a form of microfascism?
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No, because a written text can be lengthened. Graffiti in the street
can be erased or added to. A written text can be contradictory, can
be made into a palimpsest. It can be something extremely alive.
What is much less alive is an oeuvre and Artaud himself did not
write a work or a book. But then, one never writes a book. One
picks up on books that have been written; one places oneself in a
phylum. To write a book that wants to be an eternal and univer-
sal manual, yes, you're right; but to write after one thing and
before another, that means participating in a chain, in a chain of

love as well.

I'd like to return for a moment to what you said about desire and the
problems of liberation. I think of people who might profit from that
kind of formulation in order to circumvent the question of homosexu-
ality and the specificity of this struggle, by saying that all that is just
sexuality and that sexuality alone matters.

I’'m very sympathetic to what you say. It’s a bit like what they say
to us regarding the struggle of the working class. I understand
that, but I'd still like to give the same answer: it’s up to the homo-
sexuals. ’'m not a worker or a homosexual. I'm a homosexual in
my own way, but 'm not a homosexual in the world of reality or

of the group.

Yes, but the theories one proposes on homosexuality are always impor-
tant, and they are never innocent. Before writing Corydon, Gide
read theories. Before writing La Recherche, Proust was totally aware
of the psychological thought of his time. Even Genet was influenced
after the fact by the theories of Sartre. Obviously, it’s often writers
themselves who are the first to see things that others transform into
theories. I'm thinking of Dostoevsky, Proust, and, of course, Kafka.
You've already begun to use your own theories to study the literature



of the past, and they are related perhaps to what may someday be
called a “literature of desire.” Writers, critics, and homosexuals have
the choice of accepting or rejecting these theories, or of playing with
them. But they can neither forget them nor ignore the words of moralists,
psychoanalysts, and philosophers, certainly not today, and certainly

not in France.

Right, I completely agree. It’s truly a pollution. But in any case,
what do you think of the few theoretical propositions I've advanced
here? It’s my turn to question you.

Judging your position by what youve said here and by what you've
written, I think that you and Deleuze have seriously questioned
Freud’s system. You have turned our attention away from the individ-

ual and toward the group, and you have shown to what extent the
whole Oedipal structure reflects our sociesys paranoia and has become
an instrument for interiorizing social and political oppression. Also,

I'd like to quote the following passage from Anti-Oedipus: “We are
heterosexuals statistically or in molar terms, but homosexuals person-

ally, whether we know it or not, and finally transsexuals elementarily,

molecularly.” I cant claim to understand fully this or other aspects of
your theory, but you do show that the time has come to address our-

selves to the question of sexuality in another way, and that’s a kind of
liberation.

Well, T want to tell those people who say “all that is sexuality” that
they must go farther and try to see what in fact is the sexuality not
only of the homosexual, but also of the sadomasochist, the trans-
vestite, the prostitute, even the murderer, anyone for that matter,
in order not to go in the direction of reassurance. They must see
what a terrible world of repression they will enter.
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Despite the passage from your work [ just quoted, when you speak you
often cite groups that are always outside the dominant field. of het-

erosexuality.

For me desire is always “outside”; it always belongs to a minority.
For me there is no heterosexual sexuality. Once there’s heterosexu-
ality, in fact, once there’s marriage, there’s no more desire, no
more sexuality. In all my twenty-five years of work in this field
I've never seen a heterosexual married couple that worked along
a line of desire. Never. They don’t exist. So don’t say that ’'m mar-
ginalizing sexuality with homosexuals, etc., because for me there
is no heterosexuality possible.

Following the same logic there is no homosexuality possible.

In a sense yes, because in a sense homosexuality is counterdepen-
dent on heterosexuality. Part of the problem is the reduction of the
body. It’s the impossibility of becoming a totally sexed body. The
sexed body is something that includes all perceptions, everything
that occurs in the mind. The problem is how to sexualize the body,
how to make bodies desire, vibrate—all aspects of the body.

There are still the fantasies each of us brings. That’s often what’s inter-
esting in some homosexual. writing—this expression of fantasies that
are very specialized, very specific.

I don’t think it’s in terms of fantasies that things are played but in
terms of representations. There are fantasies of representations. In
desire there are semiotic flows of a totally different nature, including
verbal flows. It’s not fantasies; it's words, speech, rhythms, poetry. A
phantasmal representation in poetry is never the essential thing, no
more than is the content. Fantasy is always related to content.



What counts is expression, the way expression connects with the
body. For example, poetry is a rhythm that transmits itself to the
body, to perception. A fantasy when it operates does not do so as a
fantasy that represents a content, but as something that puts us in
motion, that brings out something that carries us away, that thaws

us, that locks us onto something
Aren't there fantasies of form as well?

Fantasies of form, fantasies of expression, become in effect micro-
fascistic crystallizations. This implies, for example, in scenes of
power of a sadomasochistic character: “Put yourself in exactly this
position. Follow this scenario so that it will produce in me such an
effect.” That becomes a kind of fantasy of form, but what counts
there is not the application of the fantasy, it’s the relation to the
other person, it's complicity! Desire escapes from formal redun-
dancies, escapes from power formations. Desire is not informed,
informing; it’s not information or content. Desire is not something
that deforms but that disconnects, changes, modifies, organizes

other forms, and then abandons them.

So, a literary text escapes all categorization as well as any sexuality
that can be called one thing or another?

Take any literary work you love very much. Well, you will see that
you love it because it is for you a particular form of sexuality or
desire: I leave the term up to you. The first time I made love with
Joyce while reading Ulysses was absolutely unforgettable. It was extra-
ordinary. I made love with Kafka, and I think one can say that, truly.

Proust said it: “To love Balzac; to love Baudelaire.” And he was speak-
ing of a love that could not be reduced to any one definition.

18R /7 Qrdt Quibwasrginne



Absolutely. And one doesn’t make love in the same way with
Joyce as with Kafka. Ifi one began to make love in the same way,
there would be reason to worry—one might be becoming a profes-
sor of literature.

Perhaps! Then literature can be a liberation of desire, and, the text is
a way of multiplying the sexes.

Certain texts, texts that work. Nothing can be done about those
that don’t work. But those that do function multiply our func-
tioning. They turn us into madmen; they make us vibrate.



MACHINIC JUNKIES

We must begin by enlarging the definition of drugs. In my view, all
the mechanisms producing a “machinic” subjectivity, everything that
contributes to provide a sensation of belonging to something, of being
somewhere, along with the sensation of forgetting oneself, are “drugs.”
The existential aspects of what I call the experience of machinic drugs
are not easy to detect. Only the surfaces are visible, in activities like cross
-country skiing, piloting ultra-light motorized vehicles, rock music,
music videos—all these sorts of things. But the subjective dimension
of such influences is not necessarily in an immediate relation to the
practice in question. It is how it all works together that is important.

The example of Japan, considered on a large scale, is significant.
The Japanese make the best of an archaic, or lets say a pseudo-archaic
structure. This is the counterpart to their being on machinic dope,
and in this way the society does not dissolve into dust. They have
remade a feudal territoriality out of their traditions, by perpetuating
the alienated conditions of women, by absorption into repetitive
work on machines... These are also conduits for subjective posi-
tioning—well, not really “for,” but that is the result: it works! The
Japanese structure their universe and order their emotions within the
proliferation and disorder of machines, while hanging on to their
archaic references. But, above all, they are crazy for machines, for a
machinic kind of buzz. For example, did you know that the majority
of people who have climbed the Himalayas are Japanese?
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“Doping” and drugs, is this a simple analogy? It seems, according
to the most recent work in the area, that it is not at all a metaphor.
Repeated pain and certain very “engaging” activities incite the brain to
secrete hormones, endorphins, which are much “harder” drugs than
morphine. Is this not then some sort of self intoxification? At the La
Borde clinic,' I observed the extent to which anorexics resemble drug
addicts. The same bad faith, the same ways of fooling you by
promising to stop... Anorexia is a major form of “doping.” So is sado-
masochism, as is any other exclusive passion that induces bursts of
endorphins. One “turns oneself on” with the sound of rock-and-roll,
with fatigue, with lack of sleep like Kafka, or one knocks ones head
against the floor like an autistic child. One can use excitement, cold,
repetitive movements, strenuous work, sports, fear. Skiing down a
practically vertical slope will transform your notions of personality for
you. It is a way of making yourself be, of personally incarnating
yourself, while the ground of the existential image is blurred.

Again, the result of “dopings” and their social representations
have every chance of being out of phase with each other: an intense
buzz involves processes that radically elude individual consciousness,
bringing about biological transformations whose need is experienced
only vaguely, although intensely. A “drug machine” can generate
collective euphoria or oppressive gregariousness, but it is nonetheless
the response of individual urges. The same thing occurs with minor
buzzes. The person who comes home exhausted, spent after a
draining day, who automatically turns on his television, evidences
another personal reterritorialization by totally artificial means.

I find these phenomena of contemporary doping ambiguous.
There are two means of access: repetition, stupidly, like the mono-
mania of pinball and video game addiction, and the intervention of
“machinic” processes that are never futile, and never innocent. There
is a machinic Eros. Yes, overdriven Japanese youths commit suicide
upon completing high school; yes, millions of guys practice their golf



swings in unison in concrete parking lots at 6 AM; yes, young
workers live in dormitories and give up their vacations... They are
machine-nuts. And yet, in Japan, there is a kind of democracy of
desire that extends into business. A balance... to doping’s advantage?

For us, machinic dope works more in favor of a return to the
individual, but it seems nevertheless as indispensable to the subjec-
tive stabilization of industrial societies, above all at times of stiff
competition. If you don’t have at least that pay-off, you really have
nothing. Molecular machinic subjectivity fosters creativity, in no
matter what area. Believe it. Having been politically destructured
atter the collapse of opposition movements, this is all that young
[talians do—as an “individualist” way of getting by. In a society that
cant tolerate, that cant manage its intensity, doping loses its
dynamism, or is out of the picture. For better or for worse, it must
even and above all integrate the apparent disorder of doping with
what seem to be unproductive outlets. Americans are the champions
of doping, they have thousands of ways to do it, and invent new
ones every day. It is pretty successful for them. (The Russians on the
other hand, don’t even have the old dope of Bolshevism.) It is
machinic subjectivity that fuels great impetuses like Silicon Valley.

And France? French society isn’t necessarily “out of it.” French
people are not stupider than others, or more impoverished libidinally.
But they are not “cool.” Let’s just say that the social superstructures
are more “molar.” For us, there are hardly any institutions that leave
space for processes of machinic proliferation. France, as people
constantly say, is traditional. And while the whole planet is cur-
rently undergoing fantastic changes, France makes faces at the great
machinic dope. It is the anti-dope.

France seems to have had a pretty bad start. Europe too. Per-
haps machinic processes call for large spaces, large markets or great
old royal powers. Also, as Braudel suggests, a concentration of
semiological, monetary, intellectual means—knowledge capital—
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like New York, Chicago, California, with all of America behind
them. Or Amsterdam in the seventeenth century. Only this can
allow for manageable entities: Megamachines.

In France, doping belongs to a more or less private club, as a
refuge. People subjectivize themselves, and remake their existential
territories with dopings, but complementarity between machines and
refuge values is not guaranteed. If the buzz aborts, if it fails, the whole
thing will implode. There is a critical threshold. If it doesn’t bring out
a social project, like Japanese enterprise or American mobility, one can
die from it. Look at Van Gogh or Artaud. They could not get out of
the machinic process and it destroyed them. Like true addicts. My
existence carried away into a process of singularization? Perfect. But if
it stops short (“Stop, time’s up, turn in your papers!”), catastrophe is
immanent for lack of perspective and a micropolitical outlet. It is
necessary to make oneself exist “within” the process. Repetition in a
doped void is horrible: ’60s counterculture. There are plenty of buzzes
that have caused much pain when their outmodedness became
apparent: Third Worldism, Marxist-Leninism or Rock-and-Roll...

It’s either miserable prostration or the creation of an unprecedented
universe. Subjective formations concocted by dopings can either get
things moving again, or kill them slowly over a low flame. Behind all
this there are possibilities for creation, changes of life and scientific,
economic and even aesthetic revolutions. New horizons or nothing. I'm
not talking about the old story of spontaneousness as a creative factor.
That is absurd. But within the grasp of the immense undertakings to
stratify and serialize our societies, there are subjective formations roam-
ing about that are capable of getting the power of the process going
again and promoting mutant singularities and new minorities. The vis-
ibly doped sectors shouldnt merely be defenses of acquired territories;
the residual crystals that constitute machinic dope can penetrate the
entire planet, reanimate it and relaunch it. A society that has reached
the point of being so locked in should open up to this, or it will burst.
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LACAN WAS AN EVENT IN MY LIFE

Charles J. Stivale: Regarding the current intellectual scene, in a recent
issue of Magazine litteraire, D.A. Grisoni claimed that A Thousand
Plateaus proves that ‘the desiring vein” has disappeared ...

Felix Guattari: Yeah, I saw that! (Laughter)

... and he called Deleuze “dried up.  What do you think of this? What
is your conception of the schizoanalytic enterprise right now, and what
aspects of the two volumes of Capitalism and Schizophrenia appear to
you as the most valid?

They're not valid at all! Me, I don’t know, I don'’t care! It’s not my
problem! It’s however you want it, whatever use you want to make
of it. Right now, I'm working, Deleuze is working a lot. 'm working
with a group of friends on the possible directions of schizo-
analysis; yes, I'm theorizing in my own way. If people don’t care
about it, that’s their business; but I don’t care either, so that works

out well.

That’s precisely what Deleuze said yesterday evening: I understand
quite well that people dont care about my work because I don’t care
about theirs either.



Right, so there’s no problem. You see, we didn’t even discuss it, but

we had the same answer! (Laughter)

Deleuze and I spoke briefly about the book by Jean Paul Aron, Les
Modernes.? What astounded me was that despite his way of presenting
things, he really liked Anti-Oedipus. What particularly struck me
in his statement about it was that ‘despite a few bites, the doctor
(Lacan) is the sacred precursor of schizoanalysis and of the hyper-
sophisticated industry of desiring-machines” (285). A question that
one asks in reading Anti-Oedipus is what is the place of Lacanian
psychoanalysis in the schizoanalytic project. One gets the impression
that you distance yourselves from most of the thinkers presented, but
that Lacan has a rather privileged place to the extent that there is no
rupture.

In my opinion, what you are saying is not completely accurate
because it’s true in the beginning of Anti-Oedipus, and then if you
look, en route, it’s less and less true because, obviously, we didn’t
write at the end the same way as we did in the beginning, and then
it’s not true at all throughout A Thousand Plateaus, there, it’s all
over. This means the following: Deleuze never took Lacan seriously
at all, but for me, that was very important. It’s true that I've gone
through a whole process of clarification, which didn’t occur quickly,
and I haven't finally measured, dare I say it, the superficial character
of Lacan. That will seem funny, but in the end, I think that’s how
Deleuze and Foucault... I remember certain conversations of that
period, and I realize that they considered all that as rather simplistic,
superficial. That seems funny because it's such a sophisticated,
complicated language.

So, I'm nearly forced to make personal confidences about this
because, if I don', this won't be clear. What was important for me

with Lacan is that it was an event in my life, an event to meet this
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totally bizarre, extraordinary guy with extraordinary, crazy even,
acting talent, with an astounding cultural background. I was a
student at the Sorbonne, I was bored shitless in courses with
Lagache, Szazo, I don’t remember who, and then I went to Lacan’s
seminar. | have to say that it represented an entirely unforeseen
richness and inventiveness in the university. That’s what Lacan was;
he was above all a guy with guts; you can say all you want about
Lacan, but you can’t say the contrary, he had no lack of guts. He
possessed a depth of freedom that he inherited from a rather
blessed period, I have to say, the period before the war, the period
of surrealism, a period with a kind of gratuitous violence. One
thinks of Gide’s Lafcadio. He had a dadaist humor, a violence at the
same time, a cruelty; he was a very cruel guy, Lacan, very harsh.

As for Deleuze, it wasn’t the same because he acquired this
freedom vis-a-vis concepts, this kind of sovereign distance in his
work. Deleuze was never a follower of anyone, it seems to me, or
of nearly anyone. I wasn’t in the same kind of work, and it was
important for me to have a model of rupture, if I can call it that,
all the more so since I was involved in extreme leftist organiza-
tions, but still traditionalist from many perspectives. There was
all the weight of Sartre’s thought, of Marxist thought, creating a
whole environment that it wasn't easy to eliminate. So, I think
that’s what Lacan was. Moreover, it’s certain that his reading of
Freud opened possibilities for me to cross through and into different
ways of thinking. Its only recently that I have discovered to what
extent he read Freud entirely in bad faith. In other words, he
really just made anything he wanted out of Freud because, if one
really reads Freud, one realizes that it has very little to do with
Lacanism. (Laughter)

Could you specify in which writings or essays Lacan seems to read
this way?
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The whole Lacanian extrapolation about the signifier, in my opinion,
is absolutely un-Freudian, because Freud’s way of constructing
categories relating to the primary processes was also a way of
making their cartography that, in my opinion, was much closer
to schizoanalysis, i.e. much closer to a sometimes nearly delirious
development—why not?—in order to account for how the dream
and how phobia function, etc. There is a Freudian creativity that is
much closer to theater, to myth, to the dream, and which has little
to do with this structuralist, systemic, mathematizing, I don’t know
how to say it, this mathemic thought of Lacan. First of all, the
greatest difference, there as well, is at the level of the enunciation
considered in its globality. Freud and his Freudian contemporaries
wrote something, wrote monographies. Then, in the history of psy-
choanalysis, and notably in this kind of structuralist vacillation,
there are no monographies. It’s a meta-meta-meta-theorization; they
speak about textual exegesis in the nth degree, and one always
returns to the original monography, little Hans, Schreber, the Wolf
Man, the Rat Man.? So all that is ridiculous. It’s as if we had the
Bible, the Bible according to Schreber, the Bible according to Dora.
This is interesting, this comparison could be pushed quite far. I
think that there is the invention of the modelization of subjectivity,
an order of this invention of subjectivity that was that of the
apostles: it comes, it goes, but I mean that it’s moving much more
quickly now than at that time, i.e. we won’t have to wait two
thousand years to put that religion in question, it seems to me.

1t also seems to me that there are many more apostles who have betrayed
their master than apostles who betrayed Jesus.

I was thinking more of the apostles, I see them more as Freud’s first

psychoanalyses; then, it’s the Church fathers who are the traitors.
Understand, with the apostles, there is something magnificent in
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Freud, he’s like a guy who has fallen hopelessly in love with his
patients, without realizing it, more or less; a guy who introduced
some very heterodoxical practices, nearly incestuous when you
think of what was the spirit of medicine at that period. So, he had
an emotion, there was a Freudian event of creation, an entirely
original Freudian scene, and all that has been completely buried by
exegesis, by the Freudian religions.

A few minutes ago, you mentioned Foucault. I asked Deleuze this
question about Foucault yesterday evening: what are your thoughts on
Foucault nearly a year after his death? How do you react to this
absence, and can we yet judge the importance of Foucaults work?

It’s difficult for me to respond because, quite the contrary to
Deleuze, I was never influenced by Foucault’s work. It interested
me, of course, but it was never of great importance. I can’t judge it.
Quite possibly, it will have a great impact in different fields.

Deleuze told me something very interesting: he said that Foucaults
presence kept imbeciles from speaking too loudly, and that if Foucault
didn’t exactly block all aberrations, he nonetheless blocked imbeciles,
and now the imbeciles will be unleashed. And, in terms of Aron’s book,
Les Modernes, he said that this book wouldnt have been possible
while Foucault was alive, that no one would have dared publish it.

Oh, you think so?

I really don’t know, but in any case, when its a matter of machinations

on the right ...

It’s certain that Foucault had a very important authority and impact.
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PSYCHOANALYSIS SHOULD GET

A GRIP ON LIFE

Anti-Oedipus managed to stir things up a bit with its severe criti-
cism of the “familialism” of psychoanalysis. After about ten years,
however, this has now become a banal issue. Nearly everyone real-
ized that that criticism had the ring of truth. I duly respect Freud,
for what he represents; he was incredibly creative. His strokes of
both genius and folly were rejected as he remained marginalized,
kept at the peripheries of the scientific and medical arenas, over a
rather long period of his life, and it was during this period of
marginalization that he managed to draw attention to subjective
facts which had been, until then, totally mistaken. His successors,
however, in particular those of the Lacanian structuralist strain,
have transformed psychoanalysis into a cult, turning psychoana-
lytic theory into a kind of theology celebrated by affected and
pretentious sects which are still proliferating. At the time of my
studies at the Ecole freudienne, I was struck by the schism that
inserted itself between the sophistication of the theoretical propo-
sitions taught there and the attitude people had developed
vis-a-vis the clinical domain. Those with discourses that were not
particularly brilliant and short on razzle-dazzle, still managed to
hold down a fairly reasonable practice while, inversely, those
known for distinguished and elegant discourses employed in their
monkey-see-monkey-do mimicking of the Master, often behaved
outright irresponsibly in therapy. To take charge of someone’s life
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and direct its outcome, all the while running the risk of perhaps
having all efforts lead one down a blind alley, is a matter of no
little significance! There are people who come to you in total
disarray, who are very vulnerable and very responsive to your
suggestions, so much so that if the transference gets off on a bad
footing the peril of alienating the person becomes a real threat.
This phenomenon is not peculiar to the domain of psychoanalysis.
Most of us are certainly aware of other examples of grand theories
that have been employed for religious and perverted purposes and
have had dreadful consequences (I can think of the Pol Pot regime
in Cambodia or of certain Marxist-Leninist groups in South
America...).

In short, this method of furthering the cause of psychoanalysis
no longer holds much water; others continue to do it with great
talent—for example, Robert Castel.! On the other hand, one must
admit that it is also important not to tip the scale and sink into
reductionist, neobehaviorist or systemist perspectives so typical of
the Anglo-Saxon tradition which are currently conveyed by trends
in family therapy.

Should one wish to go beyond this critical point to envision
possibilities for the reconstruction of analysis on a different basis,
I feel it is important to restate the question in terms of its status
as a myth of reference. In order to live one’s life—one’s madness as
well as one’s neurosis, desire, melancholy, or even one’s quotidian
“normality”—each individual is bound to refer to a certain number
of public or private myths. In ancient societies these myths had
social consistency sufficient to allow for a system of reference with
respect to morals, religion, sex, etc., in a manner that was much
less dogmatic compared to what we have today; hence, in the case
of a sacrificial exploration, the collectivity sought out ways to
locate the kind of spirit dwelling within the sick person and to
uncover the cultural, social, mythical and affective nature of the
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transgression. If a practical ritual no longer worked, one oriented
oneself in another direction without pretending that one had
come up against a resistance. These people probed subjectivity
with an indisputable pragmatism and with an appeal to codes of
conduct shared by the whole social body that provided the zesting
grounds for the effects of these codes. This is far from being the
case with our psychological and psychoanalytic methods!

In societies where human faculties are highly integrated, the
mythical systems of reference, at the very beginning, were taken
over by great monotheistic religions that strived to respond to the
cultural demand of castes, national groups and social classes. In
time, all this collapsed with the deterritorialization of the ancient
forms of filiation, of the clan, the community, the chiefs, etc.
Consequently, the great monotheistic religions in their turn
declined and lost a major portion of the direct sway they once held
over collective subjective realities. (Aside from certain paradoxical
situations today like those of Poland or Iran where religious ideolo-
gies have recovered their structural function for a whole nation. I
draw on these two examples for their symmetric and, at the same
time, antinomic nature: the latter leaning towards fascism, the
former towards social liberation.) Generally speaking, however,
reference to sin, confession, and prayer no longer carry the same
weight as they once did; nor can they intervene any longer in the
same manner in the problems of individuals held in the grip of
psychotic intensity, neurosis or whatever form of mental distress.
To make up for this loss, we can often see spectacular and daring
ventures to bring back onto the modern scene animistic religions
and traditional approaches to medicine in countries like Brazil
with the candomble, Macumba and Voodoo, etc.

To compensate for the relapse of these religions, great devices
of subjectivation have emerged as conduits of modern myths:
from the bourgeois novel of Jean-Jacques Rousseau to James Joyce,
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from the star-system of cinema to hit songs and sports and, generally
speaking, the whole array of what we recognize today as mass-
mediated culture. Only here we are talking of ruptured family
myths. Psychoanalysis and family therapy constitute in their own
right a kind of background reference, providing a body and a
serious demeanor for this profane subjectivation. To restate my
point, it seems to me that nobody can possibly organize their life
independently of these subjective formations of reference. When
one is through with one of them—whether it has lost its motivating
force, or whether it is reduced to the level of banality—one sees
that in spite of its degeneration and impoverishment, it continues
to survive. This is perhaps the case with Freudianism and Marxism.
Unless they are replaced in their role as collective myths, they will
never wither away! They have, in fact, become a kind of chronic
collective delirium. Take the end of the Hitlerian paradigm, for
example: the matter was already lost in 1941 and 1942; but it was
seen through to the end, to total disaster, and it has managed to
linger well after its end. As Kuhn pointed out so well with reference
to scientific paradigms, a body of explication that loses its consis-
tency is never simply replaced by a more credible alternative. It
retains its place and hangs on like an ailing patient.

Under these conditions it is useless even to attempt to demon-
strate in a rational way the absurdity of most psychoanalytic
hypotheses. One has to drain one’s own cup to the last drop! And
this probably applies just as well to the systematization of family
therapy. Psychologists and social workers today display a certain
avidity for rediscovering frames of reference. The university is
poised as a resource to supply them with scientific bases. In most
of the cases, however, all we are dealing with are reductionist theories
that position themselves side-by-side with real problems—a
metonymic scientificity, in a manner of speaking. In fact, when
the wusers go to see a shrink, they know very well that they are not



dealing with real scientists, but with people who present them-
selves as servers in a particular problematic order. In the past, when
people went to see a priest, the servant of God, they were to some
extent familiar with his methods of proceeding, his intimate ties
with his maid, with the neighbors, and had some idea of his way
of thinking. Psychoanalysts are, no doubt, people held in high
esteem! However, they are far more isolated and, in my opinion,
will not continue to carry on with their business much longer by
referring to deflated myths.

Once the necessity, or dare I say even the legitimacy, of mythic
references is understood, the question is no longer aimed at their
scientific validity but is redirected towards their social functionality.
This is the true site of theoretical research in this domain. One can
theorize a production of subjectivity in a given context, within a
particular group or with respect to a neurosis or psychosis, without
having to resort to the authority of science in the matter and refer
instead to something that would imply a formalization of a sense
of the universal in order to affirm itself as a universal truth. I feel
a strong urge to underline that we are not talking about ways to
create a general theory for the human sciences—not even for the
social and juridical sciences—since theorization, in all the matters
it may encompass, cannot amount to more than what I call a
descriptive or functional cartography. In my estimation, this would
involve an invitation to all parties and groups concerned, in
accordance with the appropriate modalities, to participate in the
activity of creating models that touch on their lives. Furthermore,
it is precisely the study of these modalities that I perceive as being
the essence of analytic theorizing. I read in the papers quite recently
that twenty million Brazilians are on the brink of dying of hunger
in the northeast part of the country, which may lead to the engen-
dering of a race of autistic dwarfs. In order to understand and help
this population, references to symbolic castration, the signifier or
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the Name of the Father would hardly amount to more than a paltry
form of support!

On the other hand, people who need to confront these types
of challenges would make unmistakable gains were they able to
create a certain number of social instruments and functional
concepts to deal with the situation. The political dimension of
the production of subjectivity is clearly evident in such a case. Yet
it goes beyond that under the auspices of other modalities and
into different contexts. I repeat, therefore, the less the shrinks see
themselves as scientists, the more they will take heed of their
responsibilities; we are not talking about an air of guilt-ridden
responsibility displayed by those who pretend to be speaking in
the name of truth or history. I belong to a generation who witnessed
the attacks on J.P. Sartre, where some people imagined, in the age
of La Nausée, that they knew for certain the reasons behind suicide
and delinquency among the youth of that period, and held him
responsible for all of it. Intellectuals who labor on the building
of theories sometimes caution us against states of affairs they
disapprove of and will even take some responsibility for the con-
sequences that follow from the theory. This, however, only
seldom amounts to a direct assuming of responsibility. On the
other hand, they often frequently exert an inhibiting function by
treading, unwarranted, on a terrain where they constrain the
emergence of certain problems that could be looked at from more
constructive angles.

I always find myself politically involved in various ways and
degrees. I have been participating in social movements since my
childhood and, moreover, I became a psychoanalyst. This has led
me to reject any tight compartmentalization between the individual
and society. In my view, the singular and collective dimensions
always tend to merge. If one refuses to situate a problem in its
political and micropolitical context, one ends up sterilizing its



impact of truth. To intervene with one’s intelligence and one’s
means, as feeble as they may be, or as simple as they may appear,
nevertheless, remains quite essential. And this is an integral part of
any propaedeutic, of any conceivable didactic process.

After 1968, psychologists, psychiatrists, caretakers on mental
wards, were all seen as cops. This we have to admit! But where
does this begin, where does this end? What is important is to
determine whether the position one occupies will, or will not,
contribute to the overcoming of the realities of segregation, social
and psychological mutilation, and whether one will, at least, be

able to minimize the damage.
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THE UNCONSCIOUS IS TURNED

TOWARD THE FUTURE

Recherches: As a psychoanalyst, a writer, but also a militant, you
occupy a special position in the political scene. Most intellectuals dis-
appointed. by Marxism are concerned. exclusively with human rights
and. the defense of a number of humanist ideals, but you maintain an
offensive attitude toward Western social struct<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>