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Presentation

\e era of the “strongman” has returned. From Russia’s Putin, 
China’s Xi, Turkey’s Erdoğan, India’s Modi, Hungary’s Orbán, 
and Argentina’s Milei to America First’s MAGAni^cent Donald 
Trump, leaders with an autocratic bent rule the world, troubling 
the senescent slumber of late-liberal representative government 
with fever dreams of a tipping point. Into what? \e immediate 
answer: into “fascism.” But that answer is loath to be voiced. A 
reluctance to say the f-word out loud, verging on a taboo, has long 
been in force in mainstream media discourse and polite conversa-
tion. A fever dream an e_ective analytic category does not make, is 
the a`itude. But with the reelection of Trump in 2024, bringing an 
emboldened and well-prepared far right into the center of power 
on his capacious coa`ails, the taboo relaxed. When one of Trump’s 
own former closest advisors deems him “fascist to the core” and 
another observes that he ^ts “the general de^nition of a fascist,” 
it makes it hard not to go there.1 It makes it dibcult not to nurse 
the suspicion that the fever dream is solidifying into our collective 
reality. Which makes it our urgent task to counter the taboo by 
mounting an e_ective concept of it.

Trump may well ^t the general de^nition of fascism. But what 
is that de^nition? Traditional theories of fascism revolve around 
the identi^cation of the “masses” to the person of the charismatic 
leader, forming a “cult of personality” around the strongman. \e 

“masses” are deluded by their own imaginary projection, to the 
point that they vote and act against their own interests. \is de^-
nition is now challenged from a number of points of view. 

First of all, there are no longer any masses. \e passive masses 
have been fragmented by social media into an e_ervescence of 

1 Former head of the Joint Chiefs of Sta_ General Mark A. Milley, and former 
White House Chief of Sta_, retired Marine General John F. Kelly, respectively. 
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hyperactive bubbles forming, merging, diverging, and bursting 
with abandon. 

Second, if a “cult” means adhering to a well-de^ned world-view 
and a corresponding set of rigid principles of behavior, the word 
no longer applies. In the United States, since Ronald Reagan, a 
majority of the “charismatic leader’s” supporters have disagreed 
with his speci^c policies if polled on them one by one, and this 
is still the case with Trump.2 \is is not ideological adherence, in 
any traditional sense. 

\ird, the “charisma” of the leader around which supporters 
rally is so riddled with error, ineptness, pu_ery, and bu_oonery 
that it can no longer be the case that the leader commands alle-
giance based on positive personal qualities. Instead, his power is 
predicated precisely on his lack of leadership qualities as tradi-
tionally understood. We are witnessing a form of post-normative 
leadership where the very disquali^cation of the leader is what 
quali^es him for obce in the eye’s of his supporters.3 

\is, fourth, deforms the image of the “strongman.” \e leader, 
as preeminent person, is no longer beholden to model the strength 
of character and a`itude of moral rectitude wri`en into the tradi-
tional image of the masculine role model. He can break any norm 
of governance, business practice, and personal conduct (up to and 
including sexual abuse) with impunity – now enshrined into law as 
a presidential right by the Supreme Court. Trump is famously thin-
skinned, seeking con^rmation of his importance in other people. 
He exudes a vulnerability that always has to be compensated for, 

2 Aaron Blake, “Americans Elected Trump. They Might Not 
Like What Comes Next,” Washington Post, 11 November 2024, 
h t t p s : / / w w w. w a s h i n g t o n p o s t . c o m / p o l i t i c s / 2 0 2 4 / 1 1 / 1 1 /
americans-elected-trump-they-might-not-like-what-comes-next/

3 A phenomenon observed by Michel Foucault in his 1975 comments on “gro-
tesque” or “ubuesque” power. Abnormal. Lectures at the Collège de France 1974-
1975, trans. Graham Burchell (London: Verso, 2003) 11-13.
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and exhibits a distinct ca`iness when rueed. His image does not 
refect the self-subcient masculinity assumed by the strongman 
theory. It is not only the “strong” part that slackens. Something 
happens to the “man” part, too. \e ca`iness is reminiscent of 
stereotypes about women’s weakness. He can wax unmannily lyr-
ical about romancing Kim Jong Un. He exults in decorative excess, 
applied to his hair-do and the length of his tie, as well as to the 
interior of his residences. He oscillates between hypermasculine 
braggadocio and signalings of stereotypically feminine vulnerabil-
ity, weakness, and preening. 

On all these counts, the charismatic leadership of the strong 
man is down and out.

All of this complicates the question of what the de^nition of 
fascism is. Its scope broadens. \ere are the traditional questions 
of how fascism di_ers from or coincides with authoritarianism and 
totalitarianism; of what is speci^c to each of fascisms historical out-
breaks and what is common to them; of whether it is con^ned to 
or overspills the state; and of what precursor movements prepare 
its rise to take full-fedged form. In addition to these there are now 
a range of other questions, no less central. 

\ere is the question of normativity: how can a revengeful 
return of traditional norms cohabit with a post-normative slacken-
ing of personal character? How can a punishing hypermasculinism 
co-operate with a blurring of gender categories? 

Given the variability of the historical forms fascism takes, cou-
pled with the blurring of central categories, is it even possible to 
establish a typology of fascisms, in their di_erence to annex forma-
tions? If not, what logic, other than the traditional category-based 
logic predicated on the principles of identity (non-contradiction) 
and mutual exclusion, could provide useful analytic tools? 

How can that same logic grapple with the question of what man-
ner of collectivity has replaced the “masses,” and what its relation is to 
the preeminent person of the leader, if not projective identi^cation? 
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If the preeminence of this person is steeped in lies enthusiasti-
cally taken up by his supporters, without being dragged down by 
contradiction, what post-truth logic is this? What if his support-
ers don’t vote against their private interests, so much as they vote 
in accordance with their shared desires? What is the logic of this 
transindividual desire? If they aren’t passively duped, but earnestly, 
desirously “do their research,” as they are beseeched to do by alt-
right infuencers, what accounts for the boundless proliferation of 
error they engage in? How does their will-to-truth fuel a post-truth 
regime? How does the particular way that regime produces error 
feed racism, misognyny, and transphobia? 

If this regime is lacking a self-consistent rationality does it mean 
that it has the (paradoxical) rationality of an a_ective regime? If 
so, how can we characterize it? What becomes of our traditional 
political logics, based as it they are on norms and normative catego-
ries, in an a_ective regime of post-normativity where the personal 
exceptionalism exempli^ed in the preeminent person of the leader 
emboldens a similarly post-normative stance among his supporters, 
who, instead of legitimating his rule, take personal license from his 
giving himself license to misrule? 

Finally, and most importantly, how, in the face of all of this, 
might we re-access potentials for anti-fascist life?

Shortly after the dramatic finale of Trump’s first term as 
President of the United States in the January 6, 2021 Capitol 
insurrection, I set about tackling these questions. \e eventual 
result was a book entitled !e Personality of Power: A !eory of 
Fascism for Anti-Fascist Life (Duke University Press, 2025). As the 
title of book indicates, the question of fascism is approached as 
a co-function of personality and power. \at is not saying much, 
if the fundamental questioning does not extend to these terms 
as well. Among the premises of the book are: that to understand 
fascism it is necessary to reproblematize what it means to be a 
person, in ways that enable us to construct a concrete and workable 
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notion of collective personhood; that our notion of power must 
be yoked not to the imaginary relation of identi^cation, but to the 
very real circulation of signs as pragmatic operators of collective 
individuations; and most far-reachingly, that to follow through 
with this line of thought, nothing less than a new political logic is 
necessary. Only a non-normative logic can be fexible enough to 
account for post-truth and post-normativity of the contemporary 
condition in positive terms, rather than simply in terms of lack or 
failure as judged by the yardstick of traditional logics and earlier 
political formations. \at non-normative logic was dubbed the 

“logic of mutual inclusion.”
\e book that resulted was itself a fairly non-normal combina-

tion of current-a_airs based political analysis, political theory, and 
in-depth philosophical concept construction. \e Trump phenom-
enon was taken as an exemplary historical conjuncture from which 
concepts of wider applicability could be distilled. \e concepts 
build a “processual” take on fascism and fascisizing tendencies. 
By that is meant that fascism is taken as a manner of becoming 
emerging and returning across history, always in new variations. 
\e question, then, is less “what” fascism is, than “how” it does 
itself. A concern for ̂ nding a proper typology of fascism is replaced 
by the diagnosis of the symptoms of its tending to return. \e 
concepts are diagnostic, rather than descriptive. \ey are turned 
toward understanding the harbingers of fascism’s reemergence 
pragmatically enough, and perceiving them in enough time, to take 
curative steps to intercept its maturation and redirect collective 
tendencies toward a di_erent destination.

\is vocabulary distills a number of the key concepts con-
structed in !e Personality of Power. It is not meant to be exhaustive. 
It is a skeleton key, covering a number of aspects, but concentrating 
most concertedly on the logic of mutual inclusion as a political 
logic. It is designed to be able to be read independently of the 
book, as a primer on a certain (Deleuzo-Whiteheadian) take on 
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a process-oriented political theory.4 It can be read alone, or serve 
as a gateway to its companion book. If it is read alone, the entries 
do not have to be read in order. It is in fact preferable to start at 
any entry that catches the reader’s eye, then to wander following 
the relays to other entries (indicated by italics in the body of the 
entries and cross-references at the end of many entries). \is is 
likely to result in a rhythm of return to key de^nitions, hopefully 
with a di_erent appreciation at each pass due to the di_erent vector 
of approach, yielding an expanding understanding of the ambit of 
each concept and its intrication with other concepts. Alternatively, 
the vocabulary can be dipped into intermi`ently in the course of 
reading !e Personality of Power as an aid to helping the current of 
concepts the book cascades through se`le into a familiarity that the 
reader can more easily build upon. \e vocabulary distills the logic 
of the book into a skeleton key, while the book adds meat to fesh 
out the logic. Which means, to get the full body you combine them.

\e present vocabulary ohen makes ^ner distinctions, or mul-
tiplies distinctions, beyond what was deemed subcient for the 
purposes of !e Personalty of Power. Conversely, some key con-
cepts are presented more schematically here, due to the pressures 
on length imposed by the glossary form. \is is most notably the 
case with the entries glossing the modes of distinction mobilized 
by the proposed logic of mutual inclusion (modal distinction, 
real distinction, umbral union) and their mutually exclusionary 
nemesis in traditional categorical thought (formal distinction, 
rede^ned for the purposes of this project). \ese essential con-
cepts are introduced in the main text of !e Personality of Power, 
and returned to in a Postscript elaborating upon them more fully 
and systematizing them as a suite of concepts. \e redoubling of 

4 \e key Deleuzian text for this project is Gilles Deleuze and Félix Gua`ari, 
Anti-Oedipus: Capitalism and Schizophrenia, trans. Robert Hurley, Mark Seem, 
and Helen R. Lane (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1983).
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the concepts with a Postscript (and now the trebling them with 
vocabulary entries here) was deemed necessary for two reasons. 
First, because, by design, the way these modes of distinction are 
adapted for a process approach to the political does not correspond 
with their historical usage in philosophy with some readers may be 
familiar (not to mention that fact that one, umbral union, actually 
has, to my knowledge, no presence in the philosophical tradition, 
apart from an odd page or two from Peirce). Secondly, because 
the primary object of the logic of mutual inclusion (di_erencing, 
pertaining to a “collective singular”) is so radically di_erent from 
the object of the traditional logic of mutual exclusion (identity, 
pertaining to a particular) that it requires some concerted con-
ceptual dredging to clear it of the logical detritus that the la`er 
has deposited in our brains. 

Neither the book nor the vocabulary is meant to have the 
^nal word. To the contrary, the aim is to forge a companionship 
between them that makes the project as a whole generative. It is 
hoped that the interplay between this vocabulary’s de^nitions, and 
between them and the discussions in !e Personality of Power, pro-
duces a complexity-e_ect, a kind of surplus-value of order: a sys-
temic-excess e_ect empowering multiple uptakes of the concepts, 
each generating a new variation on their inter-consistency that 
can be tailored to di_erent contexts, lend themselves to di_erent 
focal lengths and angles of a`ack, and serve di_erent processual 
aims. Not a ̂ nal word, but an invitation to logico-political voyage.
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Abduction.  A lived hypothesis. An abduction is a direct 
awareness of tendential orientations and their possible out-
comes, as already contained in germ in an event. \at awareness 
includes tendencies whose expressions might prove compatible in 
their unfoldings, along with those that may prove incompatible. 
\e sense of the event’s composition of ingredient tendencies is 
speculative thought, in that it carries perception past the presently 
given, feeling out the futurity in the present’s just-now passing. \e 
thinking comes fush with perception, without a separate act of 
cogitation added to it. It strikes directly as a “perceptual judgment.” 
Abduction embodies Peirce’s principle that there is no de^nite 
dividing line between perception and thought. Abduction inhabits 
the area of overlap between them: their region of mutual inclusion, 
where they are immanent to each other in their exercise. An abduc-
tion is the elementary unit of thinking-feeling at the emergent level 
of experience as it comes into its own further unfolding, for a pulse 
of process. It evaluates the complexity of conatus activated in the 
situation conditioning the event. See also Error †     
Abstract.  See also Body; Matter
Abstract General Idea.  An instrument of classi^ca-
tion deploying the logic of the conventional set or category based 
on the principle of mutual exclusion. \e abstract general idea is 

“merely abstract”: an empty repertory of properties purporting to 
de^ne the essential nature of a class of beings. \e de^ning prop-
erties are applied to singulars to test their ̂ tness for inclusion in the 
class. Subsumed by an abstract general idea, the singulars are taken 
up as particular instances of the general category. \ey embody its 
de^ning properties, bearing a nonsensuous resemblance to the 
category and, mediated by that category, a recognized sensuous 
resemblance to other members of the class likewise embodying it. 
\is subsumption to a category performs a selective inclusion, or 
triage, which presents itself as a purely logical operation, but is in 
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practice inseparable from a value judgment bearing on the degree 
of conformity to the category. A preeminent term stands at the top 
of the hierarchy of value as most perfect exemplar of the de^ning 
properties. Other members of the class are di_erentially valued in 
descending order according to their degree of deviation from that 
standard. Unconforming singulars that resist subsumption under 
the abstract general ideas are violently excluded as “other.” \e 
triage, valuation, conformation, and inclusion/exclusion functions 
of the abstract general idea make it an inherently political construct, 
despite its self-presentation as a neutral logical aid for knowledge 
formation (of a kind privileging typology, equated with all knowl-
edge). In fact, it is a power-knowledge nexus. \e application of 
the category overcodes the ^eld of the singular, taking it up into 
a structure organized by the opposition between particular and 
the general (subtended, in some accounts, by diacritical distinc-
tions between class members and among the classes themselves, 
as in structuralism), then folding the structure back down on the 
^eld of life in a disciplinary (norm-enforcing) fashion. \e Man-
Standard is the most widespread and virulent political instantiation 
of the abstract general idea’s norm-enforcing. It denies its own 
power operation by claiming the supposed neutrality of what are 
presented as universally applicable notions of “Man,” “humanity”, 
and “human nature.” Notions of human identity are normative 
products of the political operation of the abstract general idea. 
Saussurian linguistics is the reign of the general idea and vector 
of its imperialism in the “humanities” (the “concept” to which the 
sign refers in Saussure is the general abstract idea; metaphor and 
metonymy are its condensations and displacements respectively). 
See also Collective Singular; Common Notion; 
Signifying  Regime ; Singular-Multiple ; 
Singular-Universal †     
Abstract Machine.  See Machinic



11

Abstract Matter .   See Intuition; Machinic; 
Matter; Thought
Adequate Idea.  A thinking-feeling that supersedes the objec-
tive illusions and errors of reaction. \e adequate idea does not erase 
the objective illusions. Objective illusion is inexpungeable because 
it is an event whose occurrence is built into the operations of per-
ception, and events can never be undone. Rather, the adequate 
idea “doubles” the objective illusion in a way that corrects the full-
fedged errors that fow from it. It envelops the objective illusion 
in an expanded purview that separates it from the reactive path of 
its ampli^cation toward integration into a regime of ressentiment. 
It does this by defecting thinking-feeling from the prolongation 
of the e_ect of an impingement that remains active in trace form, 
continuing to generate pain or anxiety. Instead, it redirects think-
ing-feeling toward the composition of the relational ̂ eld to which 
both the impinged-upon and impinging bodies belong. \e func-
tional forge`ing of the trace allows the thinking-feeling doubling 
it to become active in its own right. It continues to carry the trace, 
enveloped in its activity as a genetic element, but it is no longer 
answerable to it. \e adequate idea grasps the composition of the 
relational ^eld as a function of the powers of existence of all of 
the bodies involved, or their powers to a_ect and be a_ected. \is 
means approaching them from the angle of their co-activity, rec-
ognizing their mutual participation in a distributed causality that 
typically channels into and culminates in a punctual impingement 
most proximately determining the e_ect, but is never reducible 
to that linear vector. \e distributed causality incumbent in the 
relations between the elements ingredient to the event is a nonlin-
ear quasi-causality. It is the ebcacity of relation, as such. \e ade-
quate idea must be a`uned to the complexity of the quasi-causal, 
which conditions outcomes that punctually present as the result of 
a straight causal line between an agent and a patient. \is involves 
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an a`unement to the germinal tendencies and contrasting conatus 
among the elements in play. \ere are three kinds of adequate idea: 
common notions, collective singulars, and singular-universals. Spinoza, 
from whom this account of the adequate idea most directly derives, 
also counts abstract general ideas (what he calls “universal ideas”) 
as adequate ideas, because they provide a shorthand that facilitates 
reasoning. We might add that in the hands of science they usefully 
ground formal systems of knowledge whose consistency is guaran-
teed by systematizing causality through the ̂ gure of the law (such 
as in the laws of nature, applied to the understanding of species 
as abstract general categories). \e truth-value (predictive value) 
of these systematizations either depends on controlling variables 
within a closed system, thus discounting relational causality, or 
on applying statistical analysis to open systems, thus discounting 
singularity; in other words, it is valid within certain processual 
parameters. While recognizing the useful heuristic and formalizing 
functions of abstract general ideas, the present account focuses 
processual a`ention on their limitations: their negligence of singu-
larity, their mis-taking or discounting of relational causality, their 
propensity for selective value judgments naturalizing hierarchies 
of beings, and the way these short-comings predispose them for 
complicity in regimes of reaction.  †     
Adjunction.  \e integration of a body’s character, or pa`ern 
of life movements, into symbiosis with a ^eld of potential (full 
body or body without organs) or a parasitism on it. \e adjunction 
is restrictive if its operator is the ascription of a general abstract idea. 
Adjunction can also be self-performed as an emergent turn in a 
body’s tendential directions entering into composition with the 
resident potentials of a ^eld of potential and with the other bodies 
populating it. In this case, the adjunction can be either restrictive 
or expansive of a body’s powers of existence. It is restrictive when 
the entering into composition is driven by reaction, and expansive 
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when it is powered by a becoming abrmative of the expression of 
new potentials. When the adjunction is not self-performed, the 
body is said to have been “inducted” (in something close to the 
military sense). When it is emergently self-performed, the body 
has “transduced.” †      
Affect.  An ability to a_ect and be a_ected corresponding to a 
passage to an augmentation or diminishment of a body’s power’s 
of existence, together with a feeling of the passage. A sad a_ect is an 
a_ective passage leading to a diminished capacitation, or a reduc-
tion in a body’s powers to be (act, perceive, think, feel). A joyful 
a_ect is an a_ective passage augmenting a body’s powers to be. See 
also Feeling; Intensity; Normopathy; Passion; 
Reaction; Reaction, Regime of; Thinking-
Feeling; Unfelt Feeling †      
Affirmation.  See Belief in the Event
Agency/Agencying.  See Machinic
Application.  \e folding down upon a body of an abstract 
general idea, a`ributing to the body a set of properties to which 
it is held to conform as a particular case of the general category. 
\e assigned properties carry normative imperatives, according 
to which the body is policed and as a function of which it is dis-
ciplined. \e Man-Standard is the privileged matrix of applicable 
general categories prevailing under European modernity and its 
ahermaths. Application e_ects an overcoding of singularity. See 
also Coding †      
Ascription.  \e performative act of catalyzing the applica-
tion of an abstract general idea to a body. Point-signs are vectors of 
ascription. \e fundamental political ascription fostered in and 
fostering regimes of reaction is that of friend or enemy (as theo-
rized by Carl Schmi`). As a tributary of the abstract general idea, 
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ascription deploys a logic of mutual exclusion that sidelines sin-
gularity. It nominally de^nes the body’s character, swooping down 
upon the body’s movements from over and above. But because it 
forces the adjunction of a body to a restricted ̂ eld of potential (giv-
ing it a role according to the codings of a full body or body without 
organs), the nominal de^nition implants itself in the body’s lived 
reality (overcoding it). †      
Assemblage .   See Connective  Synthesis; 
Machinic
Associated Milieu.  See Full Body
Attractor.  See Body; Desire; Machinic; Mutual 
Inclusion; Tendency; Thinking-Feeling
Bare activity.  \e realm of infra-individual and infra-per-
sonal agitation of germinal tendencies. Bare activity is the commo-
tion of incipient tendencies’ tendency to express themselves in a 
taking-determinate-form. In bare activity, tendencies are in mutual 
inclusion. \ey hold together in their di_erence from each other, 
but in such close processual proximity that they are in a continual 
churning of mutual infection. Bare activity is the relational move-
ment of real potential agitating for actualization following tenden-
tial arcs of unfolding from pathic encounter. It is the liminal sphere 
of activity where a body’s striving (conatus) tangentially intersects 
its ̂ eld of potential (full body or body without organs), so as to skim 
potential from it into the body’s own formation and trajectories. 
Bare activity is not yet action. Action assumes an already consti-
tuted body or person with given capacities. Bare activity is pure 
activity: proto-action; activation. In its churning, it feetingly acti-
vates spectra of intensity that act as lures for the body’s formative 
feeling or grasping of potential (or “prehensions,” in Whitehead’s 
vocabulary). Bare activity is the ^eld of emergence of action. It is 
not inside a body or subject. Rather, it the tangent point where the 
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life of the body touches the world’s pool of potential, for selective 
uptake. If it can be said to be anywhere in particular, it is at the 
edge of the outside. \e churn state of bare activity at any given 
moment conditions the uptake of potential, whose expression can 
be “primed” by point-signs. Since the body’s relation to bare activity 
is a grasping of potential, as abstract ma'er, the playing out of that 
relation constitutes a mode of thought. In the relation of bare activ-
ity, the most immanent recesses of the body are in a commotional 
state of overlap with the potentials of the outside, directly felt and 
just as immediatlely thought. In view of this overlap, a body may 
be said to be “in” bare activity, even though bare activity lies at the 
limit of its feeling and activity. When a body is in bare activity, it 
is stirring itself out of its absorption in the pathic, on the verge of 
action. Bare activity provisions abduction and orients intuition. †       
Belief.  \e binding force (Tarde) e_ecting a connective synthe-
sis. Belief fuses the thinking-feeling of two or more elements into an 
integration that counts for one. It is a fundamental articulation of 
the life of the body, immanent to the formation of every perception. 
Belief is what delivers “chunks” of already-formed experience as 
grist for further elaboration. It pre-forms the objects that percep-
tion takes up and relays to thought and feeling at a supplementary 
level to its own. As such, it is the archeology of thought. In its 
own operation, it is a primary form, or primitive, of thinking-feeling, 
enabling its object-oriented functions. Belief self-e_ects, without 
the action of a separate agent or subject: it is a “passive synthesis.” 
It is the mechanism of habit. Belief in the more conventional sense 
is an elaboration upon the perceptions in-formed by beliefs in the 
primary sense, as they and their habitual e_ects are taken up into 
discursive formations of signifying signs. \rough those circuits, 
belief becomes socialized in a way that fosters psychologization, 
which occurs through a process of identi(cation. At this level, it is 
infected by the collective imaginings (in de^nition 1 given below) 
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of a commind, making it susceptible to the errors fowing from the 
objective illusions that come with the imagination’s reliance on 
abstract general ideas. Belief in this sense is a derivative of belief in 
the primary sense. It retains its constitutive force, transposed onto 
another level of organization where it takes on new functions. Like 
all things, belief has a conatus, which thrusts it into movements of 
desire. On the discursive level, that conatus can be called a “will-
to-believe.” Conspiracy thinking is animated by a robust will-to-
believe leavened by an extreme scepticism toward formations of 
knowledge that purport to operate on a basis other than belief. 
See also Habit †       
Belief in the Event.  An enacted faith that when the 
next step falls, the world will rise up to meet it, replete with poten-
tial, brimming with tendencies, teeming with others, and always 
with a tinge of surprise. Belief in the event is an existential posture: 
a leaning into the world’s powers of self-renewal. To do this, a body 
must abandon itself to them, then walk with them step by step as 
their ally or intercessor. To say that it is an existential posture is to 
say that it can be extended into a habit. Also called “belief in the 
world.” Also called “abrmation.” †       
Body.  general definition: A nexus of movements 
that are bound to each other in an enduring connective synthe-
sis that enable them to travel a historic route together through 
pulses of thinking-feeling. By this de^nition, intensity, potential, and 
thought are incorporeal, but not immaterial. \ey can be consid-
ered energetic phases of body-ma'er. special definition: 
Anything that has the capacity to experience actions and passions, 
or to a_ect and be a_ected, and thus to be a carrier of intensity. By 
this de^nition, a thought is a body, because it is of the nature of 
thoughts to infect, entrain, clash with, and supersede each other, 
in symbiosis or struggle. Orders of potential, such as the full body 
and body without organs, are also bodies by this de^nition. \e 
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di_erence between the special and general de^nitions of bodies is 
similar to the di_erence between the special and general theories 
of relativity, where the general theory concerns the interaction of 
masses as warping spacetime, and the special de^nition involves 
a geometric theory of gravity. Except that, with respect to the 
general de^nition, process thinking would say “contractions of 
movement” in place of “mass,” and “constitutes” spacetime rather 
than “warps” it. With respect to the special de^nition, it would 
also take “geometric” with a Deleuze-Gua`arian twist, as involv-
ing lines (of process), angles of intersection (of formative forces), 
projections and transformations (of bodies and ^gures), tangents 
(of becoming), and topological torsions of all of these. It would 
substitute “processual poles” or “a`ractors” for “gravity.” See also 
Full Body; Matter †       
Body without Organs.  \ere are several interlocking 
but not entirely overlapping de^nitions of the body without organs. 
1) A full body formed from the spli`ing of a more encompassing 
full body into contrasting regions of real potential in-forming com-
peting formations on the plane of organization. An example is an 
agonistic collective individuation into friend and enemy. 2) A full 
body that holds the real potential of the life of an individual body 
of a certain character with certain de^ning tendencies, for example a 
masochistic or reactionary full body. 3) A full body whose pa`ern-
ings of potential have been edited down limitatively, from the more 
encompassing level of the same full body on which contrasting 
tendencies are held in inclusive disjunctive synthesis (still held in 
reserve immanent to the pa`ern of limitation). †        
Character .  \e continuing pa`erning of movements and 
tendencies sustained by a person and de^ning it qualitatively. By 
qualitatively is meant as a manner of being in becoming. \e char-
acter pa`ern is inherited from moment to moment across the his-
toric route of the person’s life. At each step, the character pa`ern 
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reintegrates around the impingement of incoming infuences, con-
veyed by the strike of point-signs. \e reintegration is alimented 
by abductions of new potentials emergent from primings of bare 
activity of both endogenous and exogenous provenance. Character 
accompanies the person’s bodily movements, but is really distinct 
from them. \ere is a presiding feeling that emanates from and 
envelops the character’s unfolding at every step. It is the feeling 
tone or a_ective tonality of the character’s mannerism, or signature 
style of continuing its variations on itself, directly thought-felt. It 
is like the person’s atmosphere. \e presiding feeling can be spe-
ci^cally addressed as a personality. \e character has a dynamic 
unity that makes the individual person nondecomposable: divisible, 
but not without changing in nature (dividual). When character 
is cut into in such a way that it does divide, a personality crisis 
ensues, which could be permanent or passing (as when we say or 
are told we “are not ourselves”). \e dynamic unity of the charac-
ter pa`ern may also fracture into multiple personalities, bringing 
dividual subpersons to expression in their own right. \is de^-
nition of character is di_erent from, but related to another: pure 
character. Pure character pertains to the qualitative-relational 
pure potentials held in umbral union on the plane of immanence. It 
is these potentials that the character of a person brings to actual 
qualitative-relational expression at a global level. See also Person 
(Personing); Personality; Personality of 
Power; Personification †        
Class-Name.   A label that provides a handle for a collec-
tive singular or an umbrella for an abstract general idea. See also 
Collective Singular †         
Coding.  \e self-organization of connective syntheses into a 
pa`ern of possible trajectories in the life of a body. \e codings 
constitute a “terrritory,” or a self-limited region of real potential. 
At its most organized, when wobble and play are minimized, the 
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territory solidi^es into a structure. \is regimenting occurs through 
“overcoding,” or the policed application of an abstract general idea 
upon the singularity of a self-organizing coding. Application ^lters 
the real potential held in place by a coding, selectively channeling 
it down normative pathways, themselves organized into cycles of 
recognized functions sanctioning certain territorial modes of pro-
duction and reproduction. Coding in the ̂ rst instance relies on the 
formation of habit. A trajectory that departs from coded pathways 
and leaks from overcodings is a “decoding.” A decoding is simul-
taneously a “deterritorialization,” because it takes leaves of a terri-
tory. In the most intense deterritorializations, the territory takes 
leave of itself, drawn as a whole into a becoming. Decoding and 
deterritorialization are potentials that are inseparable from coding, 
as its underside and far side. A full body or body without organs 
encompasses this extra-potential of the territory and its codings 
in an expanded ̂ eld of real potential. See also Application †          
Collective Assemblage.  See Machinic
Collective Individuation.  A becoming correlated 
and a correlated becoming of individuals. \is occurs when an 
array of bodies is adjoined to the same full body under the action of 
point-signs. What is an individual and what is a collective individual 
is a ma`er of perspective: individuation is always composed of 
nested levels, each of which comprises a correlated subpopulation. 
Calling an individuation “collective” in contrast to “individual” is a 
convenience of expression. \e correlation of individuals forming 
a collective individuation is not fundamentally a conformity. It is 
a di)erential a'unement of the individuals to each other and to the 
real potentials of the ^eld of relation they co-habit. \e correla-
tion can become a bond of conformity through the overcoding 
application of an abstract general idea serving as a standard, such 
as the Man-Standard. A collective individuation has a character, or 
pa`ern of correlation under continuing variation, that constitutes 
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a collective personhood. It has a collective body consisting in the 
correlated nexuses of ma`er-in-movement that move in concert 
to express the character and move it through its variations (what 
is traditionally called a “body politic”). \e concerted movement 
may align the correlated bodies more or less closely, into a dynamic 
unity of greater or lesser cohesion and consistency. \e integration 
into a dynamic unity is fundamentally quasi-chaotic: metastable 
at best, prone to perturbations that throw it back into commo-
tion. \e commotion stirs bare activity, to unpredictable results. 
Fascizing tendencies aim to stir collective commotion, and then 
to forcefully channel the a_ected individuations into restrictive 
channels. Fascism proper a`empts to discipline it into assuming 
regimented pa`erns of laminar movement radiating from the cen-
ter point of a preeminent person anchoring a regime of faciality. †          
Collective Person/Collective Personing.  
\e pa`ern of correlation spinning the continuing variation of a 
collective individuation. Like collective individuations, collective 
persons are composed of nested levels of analogically orders sub-
persons, descending to the in*a-personal level. Collective persons 
carry class-names or proper names, such as “Trump.” When they 
carry proper names, they are more likely than not implicated in a 
regime of faciality and susceptible to fascisizing tendencies. †          
Collective Singular .  A population whose members’ 
characters are correlated by a shared genetic element immanent 
to the constitution of each. “Genetic element” is taken in the 
widest connotation of a formative factor, of whatever nature. A 
collective singular has no de^nite boundaries or precise member 
count because its members are constantly coming into and going 
out of existence, and in between are in an ongoing individuation 
by which they pass through qualitative changes, such that the 
collective singular itself is always in a state of collective individu-
ation. Collective singulars are unlimited, nondenumerable, and 
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in continuous variation. \ey are dynamic populations whose 
boundaries waver, making them a fuzzy set, both because the 
collective singular’s constituent individuals are continually grow-
ing, dying, and being born, and because they overlap with other 
populations at their shihing margins (as when dogs interbreed 
with coyotes and back with wolves; or when viruses horizontally 
transfer genes across species lines in a continual production of new 
species). Collective singulars are not species but speciations lacking 
the categorical determinateness traditionally a`ributed to species 
in taxonomy (traditionally, because that idea of species has been 
all but abandoned in contemporary biology). Race as analyzed by 
W.E.B Du Bois,5 with his emphasis on the fact that “intermingling” 
undermines its integrity as a mutually exclusionary category in the 
mode of the abstract general idea, making it a ^eld of continual 
variation, can be understood as a collective singular. Collective 
singulars escape the net of the abstract general idea by nature. Every 
abstract general idea covers a collective singular in order to dis-
count its singularity and bring it into conformity (set boundaries 
for it, give it a count, a`ribute an unchanging nature to it). Owing 
to the multiplicity of its internal constitution, every singular can 
be treated as a collective singular or counted as a one, depending 
on the requirements of the approach. “Collective singular” is also 
the class-name applied to such a population. \e class-name of 
a collective singular indexes the pa`ernings and inheritances of 
potential governing the correlation among its members. \is gives 
the class-name an existential fullness that the abstract general idea, 
as an empty logical umbrella, lacks. A collective singular can only 
be indexed. It cannot be denoted without already transforming it 

5 W.E.B. Du Bois, “\e Conservation of Races,” in !e Problem of the Color Line 
at the Turn of the Twentieth Century: !e Essential Early Essays, ed. Nahum 
Dimitri Chandler (New York: Fordham University Press, 2015). See also 
Nahum Dmitri Chandler, “On Paragraph Four of ‘\e Conservation of Races’, 

“ New Continental Review 14, no. 3 (2014): 255–88.
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into an abstract general idea. \is needs to be taken into account 
when taking a collective singular as one. Care needs to be taken 
to prevent the convenience of counting it as one to redeliver the 
collective singular to denotation and as a consequence to the 
abstract general. \us cared for, the collective singular remains an 
adequate idea. See also Singular; Singular-Multiple; 
Singular-Universal †          
Commind.  \e ongoing conjunctive synthesis of endless series 
of thoughts articulated by endless series of u`erers, producing a 
felt surplus-value of thinking-feeling supplementary to the value 
of each individual thought and driving the production of more 
thoughts as a function of those already produced. For example, in 
gossip the commind is the “they said’s” surplus of titillation and 
credulity produced by “their” latest u`erance, feeding more gossip, 
and giving each bit of gossip an extra charge owing to its deriv-
ing from that series. Since language is de^ned not by the direct 
exchange of thought between two persons, but by its capacity 
to transmit the thought to a third in indirect discourse, all lan-
guage use shares the character of gossip and involves a commind. 
Social media is one gigantic commind, composed of more or less 
communicating sub-comminds. In another vein, a discipline of 
knowledge is a commind, in that it organizes an in principle endless 
series of thought u`erances infuencing and relaying each other, 
and endows them with a disciplinary surplus-value of gravitas and 
credulity. All discursive formations form comminds. A commind 
is the machinic thinking of a collective person. A commind is not 
homogeneous. It is di_erential. It is productive of variations that 
do not entirely overlap without o_set, thus remaining to some 
degree contrastive, if only in*athinly. A commind is not a unity. It 
is a fractal ^eld. Its production of variations comes through pro-
liferating ^ssures in discourse, which can constitute a signifying 
rupture between one statement and the next, or merely an infrathin 
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o_set. A commind is a collective singular of such breadth as to defy 
a class-name, other than the default category of “they.” †          
Common Notion.   What two or more bodies share in 
encounter, by virtue of that encounter. What bodies share in 
encounter is not a property or set of properties, but rather a 
co-activity of mutual infuence. \e common notion indexes the 
dynamic relationality, or nexus of a_ectings and being a_ected, of 
bodies in encounter. It grasps the dynamic singularity of a situation. 
Common notions constitute the ̂ rst level of adequate ideas accord-
ing to Spinoza, in that they rea`ach the e_ect of an encounter on 
a body to its commingling with others. \is provides a path to 
understanding all the bodies involved in terms of their powers of 
existence, in the complexity of their relational expression, rather 
than from the sole angle of the self-absorption in how their imping-
ing force punctually a_ects a receiving body (the pathic; reaction). 
It provides a platform for raising adequate knowledge to its highest 
level, that of the singular-universal. See also Adequate Idea; 
Inadequate Idea †          
Conatus.  \e tendency for a tendency to prolong itself while 
augmenting its powers to a_ect and be a_ected. Also called “striv-
ing” (Spinoza) or “appetition” (Whitehead). All things have cona-
tus, as do the sub-elements entering into their composition. \is 
makes the overall conatus of a thing an integration of a di_erential 
bundle of tendencies. \e idea of conatus revises the concept of 
the thing. It shihs from the usual notion of a coagulation of ma`er 
with simple location to that of an integral bundle of tendencies, 
complexly involved in process at more than one level, and carry-
ing a di_erential of futurities, or potential tendential outcomes. †          
Conjunctive Synthesis.  \e occurrence of a unitary 
summing-up e_ect that takes up the surplus-value of fow pro-
duced by the “satisfaction” (culmination) of a connective synthesis, 
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and registers it in an emergent feeling tone carrying an a_ective 
valuation (a valence of potential). \e culminating feeling is a con-
cluding echo of the pathic that sets in with the connective synthesis 
and is assigned a locus by the disjunctive syntheses that apply them-
selves to it. \e feeling is the conjunctive synthesis thus indexes 
the suspension-reactivation of potential in the pathic. By virtue of 
this, it is the most primary form of point-sign. \e discontinuous 
passages from one conjunctive synthesis to another constitutes a 
kind of lived cartography of the full body or body without organs. \e 
passage from one to the other is discontinuous because between 
each beat the ongoing of process necessarily dips back down to the 
levels of the pathic and connective synthesis, to draw them again 
into a culminating e_ect. \rough its registering of the quality of 
the pathic’s unfolding to take emergent e_ect – including its turn 
toward reaction or its readying of adequate ideas – the conjunctive 
synthesis contributes to the evolution of the person’s character 
pa`ern. Conjunctive synthesis, like the concept of the person itself, 
is not restricted to the human, but it applies di_erently to di_erent 
manner of beings. \e registering of the satisfaction in the case 
of an inanimate object like a rock is limited to the lowest-degree 
of satisfaction, which is endurance. In physics, it takes the more 
lively form of the “excitation” of subatomic particles held in the 
connective synthesis of the atom. In the quantum ^eld, due to its 
nonlocality, there is no connective synthesis, and thus no con-
junctive synthesis either. But the spontaneous events occurring 
on that level, conditioned by ^elds, are captured by connective 
synthesis at higher levels, feeding conjunctive syntheses taking 
o_ from those levels, extracting a surplus-value of animation from 
the quantum ̂ eld. \e feeling tone of the conjunctive satisfaction, 
with its a)ective valuation, is an intensity. †          
Connective Synthesis.  An encounter in which two 
or more elements bind to form a machinic assemblage. \is is not 
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an assemblage in the everyday sense of an agglomeration of parts 
held in external relation to one another to form a whole. \at 
non-processual notion of assemblage corresponds to the every-
day sense of the object, as a static form. \e object in that sense 
is the limit-case of connective synthesis, tending toward stasis. 
Connective synthesis in the processual sense is dynamic, and is 
always incomplete as a whole. It constitutes what Deleuze and 
Gua`ari call a “partial object.” Its partiality is its dynamism: like 
all things, a connective synthesis has a conatus which expresses 
tendencies to which the synthesis is partial. \e connective syn-
thesis contracts elements into a habit of coming-together, with 
a striving to reiterate it. \e contraction under the aegis of a ten-
dency to reiterate constitutes a belief in the processual sense. \e 
connective synthesis is the fundamental unit of belief. Its tendency 
to pass to another iteration takes the synthesis up in a movement 
of desire (which, if a link to psychoanalytic vocabulary is desired, 
can be called a “drive”). \e movement of desire is an openness 
to repeat-processing that forbids the connective synthesis from 
se`ling into an assemblage in the sense implying a static whole. 
An example is the connection between the infant’s mouth and the 
mother’s breast. Two components (each a connective synthesis 
in its own right) come together to cut into the fow of milk, and 
deduct a surplus-value of nutritional and experiential satisfaction 
from it. \e connective synthesis is a cut-fow, enabling a deduc-
tion from the fow, to produce a surplus-value of +ow. \is is the 
base de^nition of machine in process-oriented thought. \e con-
nective synthesis, for Deleuze and Gua`ari, is a “desiring machine.” 
From the perspective of the tendency of the connective synthesis 
to repeat, the fow that is cut is ideal: a pure availability; a pure 
potential. \is tending toward the ideal quali^es the connective 
synthesis as an elemental process of thought. Connective synthesis 
is the mechanism for the formation of habit, which is a general idea 
in the act. Since a general idea is a person, Deleuze will go so far as 
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to say the connective synthesis at its basis constitutes a li`le “soul.” 
Despite the example given, connective synthesis is not restricted 
to the human, or even to the living. An object can be understood 
as a lazy connective synthesis that rests on its laurels and that once 
it forms restricts it reiteration to a holding-pa`ern in place. If soul 
it is, it is one that is slothfully ensconced in the folds of ma`er. 
Connective synthesis never functions alone. It can only reiterate 
because it is “recorded” as a potential in a disjunctive synthesis that 
registers it in a set of potential trajectories between contrasting 
stations, giving it a locus. An example is breast-feeding coming 
aher a connection between the infant’s gaze ^xing the mother’s 
face, and before a pre-nap cuddle. \e coded trajectories take 
up connective synthesis into serial pathways that are themselves 
reiterable (coded sequencings of tendential arcs). Together, these 
form a processual territory, or circuit of transitions with emergent 
operations on a supplementary level. \e territory can be inte-
grated with others to form a processual landscape (which can be 
called a “relationscape” to emphasize its compositional nature).6 
Processually understood, all territories, in all senses of the term, are 
machinic assemblages nesting connective syntheses. Another rea-
son the connective synthesis never functions alone is that the sur-
plus-value produced by the deduction from the fow is also taken 
up, in addition to the disjunctive synthesis, in a conjunctive synthesis. 
\is is the emergence of a unitary summing-up e_ect that is the 
satisfaction of the synthesis registering a_ectively, with an a_ective 
valuation or weighting, on yet another supplementary level. \is 
supplementary level, which bathes the connective and disjunctive 
syntheses in a backwash, is the echo of the pathic (this is a synchro-
nous backwash, because the order of the syntheses is a logical one, 
not a temporal succession; the syntheses are dynamically fused 

6 Erin Manning, Relationscapes: Movement, Art, Philosophy (Cambridge, MA: 
MIT Press, 2009).
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in a feed-forward and recursion superposed as a single complex 
movement in place). Instead of moving the process outward into 
a landscape, the conjunctive synthesis moves it to the infra-level 
(to the constitution of ^elds, territories, or bodies and their indi-
viduation, individualization, and personing). Satisfaction should 
not be understood to designate a “positive” feeling necessarily. It 
should be taken in the more neutral sense as a culmination in a 
feeling (felt or unfelt). Reaction and ressentiment develop from con-
nective syntheses involving encounters with other bodies or with 
circulating point-signs that are aversively valuated and tend toward 
toward a reiteration of finching, or the avoidance of it through the 
repetition of evasive or a`ack maneuvers. A connective synthesis 
may be “sad” or “joyful,” but it is always a production: produc-
tive of more process. Process runs on it. It is the “production of 
production” (Deleuze and Gua`ari). See also Conjunctive 
Synthesis; Disjunctive Synthesis †          
Conspiracy  Thinking.   See Belief; Error; 
Literal; Reaction, Regime of; Signifying 
Regime; Stupidity; They
Context.  \e processual background against which an event 
formatively separates itself and formally stands out. Context is more 
than the agglomerate of things present in a situation, nor is it limited 
to the implicit signi^cations conventionally associated with them. 
Context is active. It carries a charge of bare activity. It is variegated 
by the texturings of real potential. Context in the processual sense 
refers to the real conditions of emergence of tendencies, events, and 
variations on individuations and personings. A context is always sin-
gular. However, a distinction can be made making a special use of 

“context” vis-à-vis “situation,” with situation connoting the singular-
ity of the context and context connoting the normative parameters 
applied to the situation. \is distinction is useful for expressing the 
excess of potential in any given juncture over and above its normative 
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expectations, pointing to the incomplete nature of any application of 
overcoding as well as of any emergent coding regularizing the habits 
likely to express themselves (“habitus”). “Situation” in this usage 
stands for the ever-present possibility of the context being decoded 
or deterritorialized by feral movements of tendency and desire. †          
Decision.  \e irreversible e_ect of a cut in process having 
ongoing repercussions. \is processul de^nition of decision goes 
back to the word’s etymological meaning, “to cut.” A decision 
can be performative, that is to say induced by a point-sign. Or 
it can be emergent: a taking-form separating itself o_ from its 
conditions of emergence so that its own e_ects kick in, making 
its import(ance) felt. \ere is no agent of a decision as such. A 
point-sign catalyzes a ^eld-transformation, more than it exercises 
a linear cause that is proportional to its e_ect. It releases a sur-
plus of reorganizing activity around its cu`ing-in that di_uses 
across the ^eld of potential, like ripples from a stone thrown into 
a pond, while also throwing up spla`er pa`erns. \e e_ects of a 
decision are always co-relational with the ongoing pa`ernings of 
the relational ^eld it lands in, and with the readjustments of the 
bodies populating that ^eld that are catalyzed by the cut into the 
normal course of things. \ere is no agent behind a catalysis: it 
self-e_ects, given the relational conditions. Even in the case of 
a decisive thought that seems to stem from the interiority of a 
subject, there is no separate agent of decision. A thought, being 
a sign itself, can intervene in a fow of thoughts as a point-sign, 
catalyzing a decision with irreversible repercussions in the pond 
of the thinking-feeling of an individual body, w(h)e`ing that indi-
vidual’s conatus in ways that infect its historic path. A decision 
point-signed by a preeminent individual, as in the ascription of 
friend or enemy status by a head of state, has repercussions in the 
stream of thought of the a_ected individuals on both sides of the 
friend/enemy divide. \e e_ect is folded into the ongoing of the 
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individuals’ thinking-feeling self-constitution, where it continues 
to ripple and spla`er. \is is typically thought of as interiorization, 
but it is really an adjunction whose e_ects, no sooner than they 
fold in, fold back out into a transindividual movement of collective 
individuation. Decision is never e_ectively interiorized, because 
the stream of an individual body’s thoughts is always tributary to 
a commind. On another level, at the root of habit, decision ^gures 
as the cut into a fow enabling a connective synthesis. †           
Demonstration.  A form of indexing that points to an 
object, which is understood through that gesture to be potentially 
within reach as an a_ordance for action. Example: pointing your 
index ^nger to a donut in a display case. Demonstration purports 
to be clear and self-subcient, but it is in fact essentially ambiguous, 
dependent upon context and the habitual perceptions embedded in 
the situation to enable the felicity of its a_ording. Demonstration, 
of course, can be deployed through the demonstrative use of 
language. \e ambiguity of the demonstrative is intensi^ed in 
language, undermining the denotative function upon which the 
signifying regime, in its naïve-realist versionings, purports to be 
founded. \is is because denotation’s “truth-value” is dependent 
on its implicit ability to empower and regulate demonstration. To 
denote in language is to promise a smooth segue, in principle, to an 
in situ demonstration: it is a promissory note for a_ordance, in the 
absence of the actual conditions for it. \e interval opened by this 
implicit promise fosters all manner of equivocation, intentional 
and unintentional, coating the denotation with an layer of ambigu-
ity on top of the essential ambiguity of demonstration itself. \is 
destabilizes denotation by undermining its ability to justify itself in 
other than tautological terms, through ultimately circular signify-
ing relays (as when you try to pin down the de^nition of a word by 
looking it up in the dictionary, then looking up the words used in 
the de^nition, and then looking up the words in those de^nitions, 
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only to ̂ nd yourself back at the de^nition of departure). \e ambi-
guity of demonstration, bumped up into denotation, makes the 
conventional notion of the literal fundamentally unstable (making 
it e_ectively ^gurative). See also Error; Literal †           
Desire.  \e force of transition (Tarde) driving the movement 
from one belief (in the primary sense) to another. \e movement 
of desire has a tendential arc, governed by limit-poles or a`ractors. 
Primitively, the a`ractors arise from the satisfaction of a connective 
synthesis registered in a conjunctive synthesis that indexes it. \e 
intervening disjunctive synthesis endows the satisfaction with a 
locus in a system of contrasts which delineate potential trajecto-
ries. \e indexing and locusing makes the satisfaction available for 
repeated achievement. It can now operate as a lure, and the lure 
as an anchor for habit. \e repeatability of the satisfaction stages 
it as an ideality (a reality that is not exhausted in any one instanti-
ation of it, leaving an excess or remainder that alluringly abides). 
In its ideality as a lure, the satisfaction ^gures as a pure potential: 
an inexhaustibly repeatable a`ainment. Warning: the satisfaction 
is not the object of desire; its ideality is, in as much as it governs 
a tendential movement (a conatus or appetite). Warning: satisfac-
tion is not the satisfaction of a separate subject. Desire is its own 
subject, and the satisfaction is a formative factor in it. Warning: 
the desire is not reducible to the a`ainment of a satisfaction, or 
even the movement from one to the next per se; most fully con-
ceived, desire is the entire assemblage comprising the interlocking 
of the three synthesis (connective, disjunctive, and conjunctive), 
as producing an ideality operating as an a`ractor motoring the 
movement with its lure. \e potential byways of the movement of 
desire are forma`ed (coded) by disjunctive synthesis into a full body 
or body without organs (a ̂ eld of real potential ribboned by habitual 
or normative avenues of movement). \ey are also overcoded by 
the application of social categories with their a`endant roles. But 
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desire has an in-borne tendency to run away with itself, escaping 
or exceeding its channelings by coding and overcoding. Desire 
pulses. At each culmination, at each satisfaction, it returns to the 
ground zero of the pathic (the root of its real potential bracing itself 
for another run). Its movement is suspended for an immeasurable 
beat, during which the full body or body without organs revises 
and re-grades the potentials it holds as a function of what has just 
happened. In this beat of suspension, desire falls out of itself, no 
sooner to pull itself back out into its movement, reenergized by 
the lure of its a`ractors making themselves felt for another pursuit. 
In Anti-Oedipus, Deleuze and Gua`ari call this falling out of itself 
for a beat “anti-production.” Anti-production is not a negation; 
it is a working part of the machine. \e movement of desire is 
open-ended: open to endless variation. Lacking a subject behind 
its movements, it is self-conducting: machinic. Desire is by nature 
transindividual. In a transindividual regime of reaction, it turns 
against its own open-endedness, and clamps down around the 
repetition of traces of painful or anxiety-producing encounters that 
continue to agitate and are incapable of being forgo`en. When this 
happens, the a_ected bodies are readily susceptible to fascisizing 
tendencies and adjunction to a punishingly normative, ruthlessly 
a`acking, or paranoid full body of fascist persuasion. \is is what 
is meant by bodies “desiring their own oppression.” †           
Differencing.  \e production of variation, as the neces-
sary condition of process. Di_erencing is refected in the adage that 
you cannot step into the same stream twice – even if that stream 
is yourself. See also Infrathin; Strange Intruder †           
Differential Attunement.   \e nonconscious 
correlation of the thinking-feelings of individual bodies populat-
ing a shared ^eld of potential (adjoined to the same full body). 
Di_erential a`unement is the product of the transindividual 
movement of desire interweaving bodies’ pathic responses and bare 
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activity at the in*a-personal level. \e a`unement is “di_erential” 
because correlation is not conformity. \e experience of each body 
is di_erently embedded in the ^eld of potential according to its 
objective perspectives, and as a result expresses a variation on what it 
feels like and acts like to share it. Bodies in di_erential a`unement 
go di_ering together. Due to their resonant correlation, a point-sign 
of a certain force or magnitude (for example those emi`ed by a 
terrorist a`ack like 9-11) will throw a population of bodies into 
di_erential a`unement, based on a shared commotion which each 
will process di_erently. In general, any decision of a preeminent 
person pokes bodies into a di_erential a`unement that unfolds 
as a collective individuation. Di_erential a`unement is not a “mass” 
phenomenon, of the sort beloved by classical theories of fascism 
and critiques of the “society of the spectacle.”7 \ere is no such 
thing as “the masses.” Di_erential a`unements are globally singular, 
and internally heterogeneous (they are collective singulars without 
a class-name). “Mass” phenomena are di_erential a`unements pro-
ducing such tight correlation that it approaches the limit of homo-
geneous conformity (never reached). \e theory of the society of 
the spectacle is correct to the extent that it diagnoses this fascistic 
tendency toward conformity during the 1950s and 1960s heyday of 
the “mass” media (communciational technologies built exclusively 
for centralized, one-way, point-to-multipoint transmission). \e 
rise of the internet ushered in a golden age of multidirectional 
di_erential a`unement, uncabled. †           
Disjunctive Synthesis.   A holding of contrasting 
things apart-together to form a web of potential stations for tra-
jectories of desire to arrive at, to transit through, or to be captured 
in place (with “place” understood as a processual locus rather than 
a point in space). \e pa`ern of potential stations and trajectories 

7 Guy Debord, !e Society of the Spectacle (London: Rebel Press, 2006).
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is the formation of a body without organs. \e web of disjunctive 
synthesis is “registered” as a forma`ed complex of contrasting 
potentials that subsists in the world. \is makes the disjunctive 
synthesis a form of memory: a world-memory – a memory of 
the world and in the world – that is contained in no mind, but is 
immanent to the world’s processual self-conditioning as it moves 
from pulse to pulse. \is memory can also be ^gured as a car-
tography of potential, when considered from the point of view of 
its conservation of the distribution of contrasting processual loci 
e_ected by disjunctive synthesis. An inclusive usage of disjunctive 
synthesis e_ects a mutual inclusion of locuses and trajectories, such 
that they enter into resonance, enabling the movements of desire to 
travel tranversally across established pa`ernings to form nonlocal 
linkages creating the potential for emergent assemblages. Inclusive 
disjunctive synthesis is an operator of becoming. Exclusive dis-
junctive sythesis is a force of anti-becoming. Exclusive disjunctive 
synthesis results from the application of abstract general ideas to 
the pa`erning of potential, e_ectvely overcoding it. \e abstract 
general idea’s observance of the logic of mutual exclusion and sub-
sumption of movements to its normative standard holds a body in 
its place and channels its trajectories into a limited set of policed 
transitions. \is limitative or exclusionary use of disjunctive syn-
thesis constitutes a “capture.” A limitative use of disjunctive syn-
thesis can also arise bo`om-up, through the self-reinforcement 
and emergent systematization of aversive habits and tendencies 
formed in reaction to sad encounters. See also Connective 
Synthesis; Conjunctive Synthesis; Desire †           
Dividual.  A word for the individual (together with its char-
acter or person) that foregrounds the fact that it is composed of a 
multiplicity of elements that are integrated into a global formation 
with its own modes of expression that nonetheless retain an at least 
residual autonomy. Dividuality means that the global formation is 
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nondecomposable. It can be divided, but not without changing in 
nature. \e multiplicity and residual autonomy of the component 
elements makes it possible for the individual to be addressed from 
the partial angle of one of its elements or one of the sub-levels they 
form. It can be analyzed from that partial angle, bracketing the 
integral dynamic expressing itself on the global level. \is enables 
sub-tendencies or sub-character traits to be abstracted from the indi-
vidual’s integrality. Once extracted, they may be recomposed in 
combinatory fashion, to mix and match the individual to a range 
of abstract general categories for use in targeting it from a speci^c 
angle for specialized purposes. \is extractive usage of the dividual 
is endemic to digital culture. It is notably used in the data-mining 
of internet users’ online movements to build sets of pro^les of the 
individual that do not add back up to its integrality of character, 
but are separated out to aid in targeting it with di_erent marketing 
strategies for di_erent products and services. Dividuality, however, 
also has a non-extractive and potentially creative side. \e same 
partial address that its multiple constitution comprising residu-
ally autonomous elements enables also empowers point-signs to 
bypass the habits, entropies, and immunitary defenses in force 
at the global level. It enables them to directly address and stimu-
late component tendencies in ways that might percolate up to the 
global level and modulate the individual’s character. When this 
happens through point-signs transmi`ed from individual to indi-
vidual through a shared milieu such as a discursive formation, the 
individual is inducted into a collective individuation, or a correlated 
becoming. \is could involve a fascisizing becoming-reactive foster-
ing stupidity, or an anti-fascist becoming-active fostering adequate 
ideas and the empowerment that comes with them. †           
Duality.  See Mutual Inclusion
Error .  \e mis-taking of causality as linear and a`ached to 
discrete bodies rather than relational and distributed, resulting in 
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a mis-placing of import. \e seeds of error are found in objective 
illusion, which implants into the real potential of a context abduc-
tions that mis^re (that are misdirected or shortcircuited). \ese 
are “proto-errors” incumbent in a situation’s really seeming to be 
what it is, when the seeming includes a misdirection built into the 
actual structure of the situation. Full-fedged error results when 
these misdirections are not put to the pragmatic test, so that their 
mis^ring goes unchallenged. \is most notably occurs when objec-
tive illusions are taken up into a discursive regime operating as a 
signifying regime, in which signs refer prioritarily to other signs 
and have an arbitrary relation to their referents. Error sets in when 
signifying signs are unanchored from indexicality in the processual 
sense as signposting potentials, losing the more adequate relational 
causality at play in the relay from sign to sign. Signifying signs 
then a`empt to rea`ach themselves to indexicality, in the limited 
sense of pointing to particular bodies as directly responsible for 
causal e_ects. \e way this is a`empted is by hitching the signify-
ing function to demonstration, still at arm’s length from the context 
and its relational ^eld, so that the ambiguity or misdirection of 
the demonstration is never put to the test. When the indexing of 
bodies singles out particular bodies, or especially categories of 
body, as authors of wrongs (painful or anxiety-producing impinge-
ments), the error feeds the formation of a regime of reaction. \e 
continued signifying slippage of signs, powered by *ee indirect dis-
course, fosters a culture of conspiracy thinking. Error understood 
processually is not a cognitive mistake. It is an onto-logico-prag-
matic mis-take. Its proto-connection to objective illusion places 
it more under the province of corporeology than cognition. See 
also Imagination (de^nition 1); Inadequate Idea; 
Objective Illusion †           
Faciality.   A signifying regime revolving around an enun-
ciatory center of signi^ance, which is in superposition with the 
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“third eye” of a preeminent person (abstract eye of power). \e 
center of signi^ance claims its enunciations to be the source of 
all meaning and ordering, quasi-causally arrogating to itself the 
responsibility for their production. \e metaphorical/metonymic 
slippages native to the signifying regime enable this by reducing 
import and ordering to signifying e_ects. \e center of signi^cance 
functions as a “black hole” drawing all movements of signi^cation 
inward toward itself, at the same time as it functions as a black sun 
emi`ing ordering rays of signs back outward, bathing the social 
^eld with its radiation. \e emissions of signs fall into the orbits 
of a constellation of mini-centers of signi^ance, which vibrate to 
the rhythm of the emissions like atoms excited by photons, or 
absorb its energies into their own atmospheres like planets. \eir 
vibration creates pa`erns of resonance with the center and among 
themselves. \e resonance makes all enunciations redundant, as 
if ventriloquized by the preeminent person. \e superimposition 
of the third eye of the preeminent person upon the black hole/
black sun is what makes the regime one of faciality. \e gaze of 
the eyes of the preeminent person’s underpersons resonate in his, 
as if looking out of his face but from a thousand disparate points. 
\is overcoding produces a correlation in the underpersons, under 
the infuence of which their character pa`erns tend toward confor-
mity and resemblance. \eir eyes become mini-centers of signi-
^ance ensouled by the preeminent person (preeminent collective 
person). Around the planetary mini-centers orbit sub-sub-bodies 
like moons. \e preeminent person’s quasi-causal capture of all 
meaning and ordering gives it godlike qualities, which it radiates 
upon the mini-centers forming concentric circles around it. \e 
person of Louis XIV as “Sun King” claiming spiritual descent from 
God and radiating waves of meaning and order from his centralized 
court is the preeminent European historical example. Trump is 
the contemporary example. With Trump, the preeminent person’s 
godlike ominiscience is made a farce of by the signifying regime 
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morphing into a post-truth regime, with the accompanying disor-
ders and lacunae of meaning. But the convergence e_ects of the 
resonating of the li`le Trump persons in Trump as preeminent 
person entitles them (if not ensouling them) in ways that play out 
with a high degree of correlation, even if the normative force of 
faciality, under the thrall of the Man-Standard, has become chal-
lenged by Trump’s taking and giving license, so that it oscillates in 
and out of focus, fostering an alternation between the ferocious 
imposition of norms and raging outbursts of exceptionalism. †           
Fascisizing Tendency.  A transindividual movement 
of desire minted in reaction and bathed in ressentiment, webbing its 
way through a collective individuation under the lure of the a`ractor 
of fascism proper. †           
Fascism Proper .  \e limit-pole or a`ractor state drawing 
fascisizing tendencies toward it, most intensely when organized 
around the center point of a regime of faciality. \e draw is toward 
extreme centralization around the black hole of the preeminent per-
son, whose all-quasi-causally powerful centripetal force of order is 
matched with an equal and opposite centrifugal force. \e centrif-
ugal force radiates in disciplined laminar fows from the black hole, 
now operating as a black sun, in vectors of a`ack agains ascribed 
enemies, internal and external to the state. In order to safeguard the 
center as source of all sanctioned import and ordering, the a`ack 
aims at the total eradication of all enemies, toward the puri^cation 
of the body politic of everything that does not accord with the over-
coding character pa`ern of the preeminent collective person. Two 
problems ensue: there are always more enemies hovering around 
outside the boundaries of the fascist state, no ma`er how far it 
pushes its expansion; and there are always more internal enemies 
lurking in the interstices of the state’s structure, ready to pop up at 
any time. \e response to the ^rst problem is a mad outward rush 
of conquest. \e response to the second is an immunitary a`ack 
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that turns the rush of conquest inward against the collective body of 
fascist society. \e combined result of these two inverse movement 
is an irresolvable tension that is e_ectively suicidal. Fascism proper 
emerges from and integrates micro-fascisms, and may disaggregate 
back into them at any moment, as underpersons shake free from the 
center to form their own feral mini-centers. \ere are also degrees of 
realization of fascism proper, including bureaucratic compromises 
that are faceless. Fascism, like all formations, is a ̂ eld of variation of 
its governing tendencies, animated by an abstract machine. †           
Feeling.  A taking-account of a lure or an impingement whose 
e_ect becomes a formative factor in the internal constitution of 
an occasion of experience. \e lure is of an a`ractor state. \e 
impingement can be endogenous (coming from another level or 
region in the feeler’s constitution) or exogenous (coming from 
an outside other). \e feeler does not preexist the feelng. It is 
recursively constituted by it: the feeler is what will have had the 
feeling that emerges. A feeling is a “prehension” in Whitehead’s 
vocabulary. \e feeling may be doubled by a feeling-of-the-feeling 
that compounds the internal constitution of the feeler, creating 
the conditions for refective thought. Feeling is a dimension of 
a)ect, qualitatively registering the increase or decrease in a body’s 
capacitation that is a dimension of an a_ect. Feeling as de^ned here 
is not in the subject, but in the world. It is in the constitution of all 
things, living and nonliving. \e world is in fact made of feeling: 
the taking-account, in the broadest sense, of relational lures and 
encounters, as a formative factor in all that registers as real. A rock’s 
form of endurance can be a considered a temporal taking-account 
of its element’s mutual relation. In process thinking, the opposi-
tion between the organic and the inorganic, and the living and the 
nonliving, is re^gured in terms of the distinction between feeling 
and feeling-of-the-feeling (with no one-to-one correspondence 
between the two sets of terms). Kant’s “critique of pure reason” 
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cedes to Whitehead’s “critique of pure feeling.” Paradoxically, feel-
ing may pass unfelt (excluded from feeling at the global level of an 
individual’s composition). †           
Figure.  A ^gure is the form of a personi(cation of a proces-
sual dynamic. Figure and image are closely allied concepts. With 
^gure the emphasis is less on the form’s perceptibility as a mode 
of appearance and the social dissemination of that perceptibility, 
and more on its internal constitution as an individual instantiation 
of a social role assigned by a social category, or abstract general 
idea, such as the Man-Standard. \e category holds contrasting 
roles together in a structure of mutual de^nition. \e structure is a 
dimension of the “^gurative.” \e ^gure selectively expresses the 
^gurative (one role per application), indexing it from that partial 
angle onto it. \e ^gurative is the ^eld of real potential, or plane of 
consistency, of the ^gures that come to express it. \ere is more 
to the ^gurative than the structure. \e de^nition of the structure 
does not exhaust the reality of the ^gure or the ^gurative. On 
its underside, the ^gurative shades into a “^gural” ^eld, which 
holds a broader range of potentials than the ^gurative structure. 
On that side, the ^gurative descends by degrees toward the pure 
potentials of the plane of immanence. \e ^gure looks through one 
eye to its structural overcoding by a normative social category, 
and through the other to the ^gurative’s tendrils of pure potential 
reaching for the plane of immanence, o_ering it the potential for 
expanded degrees of freedom and break-outs or escapes from 
the normative strictures of its assigned category. It this Janus-
faced dynamic that the ^gure personi^es. \e openings toward 
escape enable a relative decoding of the social role, and a par-
tial destructuring of the character pa`ern the ^gure exempli^es. 
When the application of the category falters under the force of 
this run for new potential, the ^gure may come out from under its 
overcoding, becoming a processual ^gure of deterritorialization 
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(a skirting of the standardizing operations of the ^gurative in its 
structural aspect, departing from the cartography of potential it 
keeps in a limited holding pa`ern). \is feral movement is always 
recaptured, reterritorialized, by another category, or by an axi-
omatic (a system of connection, disjunction, and conjunction 
among decoded fows). Human capital is the ^gure personify-
ing the deregulatory fows of neoliberal capitalism, ordered by a 
fexible axiomatic foregrounding the improvised production of 
surplus-value of +ow rather than conformity to a standard (yield-
ing a post-normative condition). \e ^gure, in its relation to the 
^gurative and the ^gural, is a processual way of understanding 
the interplay between, on the one hand, what in subject-centered 
traditional approaches is discussed in terms of “social conformity” 
as a psychological result of “identi^cation,” and on the other hand 

“alienation.” Figures are involved in transindividual fows of desire 
and rise from the moving ground of the in*a-personal rather than 
the tectonics of a bedrock interiority. As a concept, the ̂ gure and 
the ^gurative enable a processual take that recognizes structure, 
but also recognizes that process is wider than structure, so that 
structure is never determining in the last instance. †           
Formal Distinction.   \e mode of distinction pro-
duced by the abstract general idea, based on its governing principle 
of mutual exclusion. \is is the principle of identity according to 
which a particular subsumed by a general can only be itself, and 
no other. \is separates it out as a discrete existent, conceived as 
self-enclosed within determinate boundaries and remaining essen-
tially identical to itself across its variations. \is expels di_erence 
from the internal constitution of the thing. Formal distinction is 
the principle of the same. It privileges self-persistence and self-re-
production over di_erencing and becoming. As such, it is in the 
service of normativity. \e notion of a separate, sovereign subject 
central to European modernity is its most politically prominent 
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and culturally saliet client. See also Modal Distinction; 
Real Distinction; Umbral Union †           
Free Indirect Discourse.  Reported speech circu-
lating under conditions where its source can longer be a`ributed 
because the report is relayed and splays across an endless series 
of u`erers. \e only subject of enunciation that can be assigned is 
the series itself, ohen under the aegis of the unspeci^ed “they.” \e 
impacts of the expressions of this collective subject of enunciation 
constitute a surplus-value of +ow of discourse. Gossip and social 
media are the most prominent social operators of free indirect 
discourse. \ey play a central role in the ampli^cation of objective 
illusions into full-fedged errors feeding regimes of reaction. \ere are 
also creative expressions of free indirect discourse that abrmatively 
explore the transindividual basis of thought and language. See also 
Signifying Regime; They †           
Full Body.  \e ̂ eld of real potential immanent to a social for-
mation (^eld, regime, body, or personing). \e full body comprises 
a spectrum of contrasting potentials held together in their di_er-
ence from each other, in inclusive disjunctive synthesis, structurally 
narrowed down by exclusive disjunctive syntheses operating upon 
it. \e narrowed-down spectrum is the range of potentials most 
proximately available for actualization by the formation to aliment 
its own operations. \e more inclusive spectrum immanent to it is 
the full range of potentials that might aliment its becoming. At that 
immanent limit, the full body is an implicate order of actualizable 
relations, or “plane of consistency” in Deleuze and Gua`ari’s vocab-
ulary. \e selective unfolding of the relations held in ready reserve 
in the full body texture the formation’s composition. \e potentials 
have neither form nor content. \ey are formative forces, of the 
nature of tendencies. \ey acquire form and content as they unfold 
into the se`led territory of the formation and accommodate their 
conatus to its compositional principles. \eir unfolding expresses 
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itself in a characteristic feeling tone expressing an intensity. \e feel-
ing of intensity indexes a zone of potential, marking it for possible 
re-access. \e re-access can be triggered by the strike of point-signs. 
\e full body has two sides. On one side, it faces the formation’s 
order of individuations, individualizations, and personi(cations. \is 
is the order that tends toward the separation of forms and contents 
from each other into the discreteness of formal distinction. \is is 
the “plane of organization.” On other side, it faces the realm of pure 
potential, or the plane of immanence where forms enter into the 
zone of indistinction in the in-each-otherness of umbral union. \e 
potentials of the full body are graded in both directions, as rise and 
fall between the two planes, as on a sliding scale between coming 
out in discrete expression and in-folding toward the limit of mutual 
inclusion. \e plane of organization and the plane of immanence 
operate as a`ractor zones pulling the full body in two directions 
at once, making it vibrate with rising and receding potential. Every 
actualization on the plane of organization is a singular emergence 
minting a new variation on potential. Each new variation adds a 
measure of potential to the world: its conatus, or self-drive to repeat 
and augment, ensures that once the potential has eventuated it 
is poised to happen again, in some new variation on itself. \e 
potential sinks into the plane of consistency, adding extra fullness 
to its already-repleteness. It stays on the plane of consistency, while 
at the same time in-folding into the plane of immanence. \e full 
body thus constitutes a memory of the world, twice-over. First, it 
conserves the potentials emerging on the plane of organization in 
its plane of consistency, for its formations’ continuing in-forming. 
Second, this holding them in reserve allows the potentials to sink 
into the plane of immanence, like an abstract precipitate from the 
plane of consistency. \e plane of immanence is immanent to all 
formations, and tangent to all of their planes of consistency. \is 
enables the potentials that sink into it from one full body to rise 
from it by other routes, to in-form any other full body, given the 
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conditions. It this two-fold memory that point-signs cut into to 
trigger the re-acces of potential. Point-signs are catalyzers of the 
re-unfolding of nonpersonal memories of potential. Since newly 
emerged potentials that sink into the plane of immanence subsist 
there ever aher, the pool of the world’s potential is self-augment-
ing. But, necessarily, there are limitative mechanisms that come 
to bear on it. Necessarily, because all potentials cannot enter into 
real potential at once, or even sequentially, let alone fully express 
themselves in a taking determinate form taking its place in a for-
mation. \e world’s immanence is overfull of them, in perpetual 
excess. \e determinate form-takings that unfold from them are 
always in some way limitative. \eir unfolding through the net of 
their planes of consistency ^lter the potentials that in-form them. 
\e relations that can carry themselves into expression are edited 
down to those that are compossible with each other, and bene^-
cial, or least not toxic, for its operations’ integrity. Even an inclu-
sive disjunctive synthesis is ^ltered (it constitutes a ^eld of mutual 
inclusion, but ^elds of mutual inclusion are of greater or lesser 
dimensionality). An exclusive disjunctive synthesis narrows down 
potential further and submits it the principle of mutual exclusion. 
\e disjunctive syntheses compose the plane of consistency. \ey 
can bubble from the bo`om up in the form of an emergent distri-
bution of habits that se`les into the plane of consistency. Reactive 
habits harden the plane of consistency’s texture in ways amenable 
to exclusive disjunctive synthesis. \e exclusive disjunctive syn-
thesis is tempered by the social heat of the top-down application 
of the categories of abstract general ideas and their associated roles, 
in particular the Man-Standard. \e two movements of limitation 
meet in the middle and mix, mutually reinforcing. \e limitative 
full body (or limitative usage of the plane of consistency) is the 
relative limit of the plane of organization. It is what holds it within 
certain normative parameters. \e plane of immanence, still churn-
ing immanent to it all, sets the absolute limit of umbral union into 
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which no actual organization, living body, form, or content can go. 
But the potentials it holds may still bubble up and start taking e_ect, 
creating resistances and suggesting escape routes from the se`led 
normative limitations. When the escapes start running away with 
the formation as a whole, a “deterritorialization” of the formation 
and a reassertion of an inclusive full body ensues. Full bodies are 
of many, in principle in^nitely many, natures. Deleuze and Gua`ari 
speak most especially of the full body of the earth, of the despot, 
and of capital (these are territorializing, reterritorializing, and 
deterritorializing full bodies, respectively). Trump as a collective 
person is subtended by a reactionary full body of a particular char-
acter. \e full body can be divided into contrasting, even warring, 
regions of consistency, as when the enemy-friend ascription takes 
hold in the social ̂ eld. In such cases, it divides into mutually mod-
ulating bodies without organs in agonistic embrace (this is the body 
without organs according to the ^rst de^nition given above). \e 
importance of the full body for process thinking is that, together 
with the concept of real potential, it enables potential to be thought 
in ways that are historically variable and culturally speci^c, even 
though potential as such, at its widest scope, is transhistorical and 
cross-cultural. See also Body; Body without Organs; 
Plane of Immanence †           
General.  \e spanning of a multiplicity of elements, covering 
them in a way that enables them to be jointly treated and count 
for one. By “covering” its elements is meant that the general has 
its own character which can substitute itself for its elements with 
respect to certain operations that its generality makes possible on 
a supplementary level to them. \e most basic general is transition, 
whose character is the a_ective tonality of the present moment, 
spanning a departure from a past and an approach to a future in 
such a way that they can count for one and form a step in a his-
toric route on the supplementary level of a life. Habit is another 
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ubiquitous form of generality. \ere are many modes of generality, 
and a plurality of concepts for it. \e best known is the abstract 
general idea, which denies its own character, posing as a neutral 
logical construct. \e common notion, collective singular, and sin-
gular-universal are correctives to the abstract general idea that are 
more serviceable for process-oriented thought. †           
Genetic Element.   A formative element of whatever 
nature operating immanently to the constitution of an individ-
ual at the in*a-individual/in*a-personal level. A “common genetic 
element” is a genetic element that passes at the infra-level from 
one individual to another following ramifying historic routes. 
Common genetic elements are essential to the formation of collec-
tive singulars. DNA is the prime example on the biological level. But 
genetic elements of one kind or another may operate on any level. 
On the social-media and discursive levels, they can be point-signs 
conveyed by words and images that strike an array of individuals on 
the emergent level of their personing (the pathic relaying into bare 
activity), catapulting them into a correlated becoming, or collective 
individuation, that rami^es as the e_ects are passed along through a 
web of *ee direct discourse. \ese are popularly termed “memes.” †        
Habit.  A sequence of actions that bind together through con-
nective synthesis into an arc of unfolding that remains in reserve as 
a potential for reactivation actuatable by a cue or trigger (a point-
sign). Habits form at the nonconscious in*a-personal level, and 
are self-conducting. Habit is a fundamental form of the general 
idea, in that the arc of the performance of the habit spans mul-
tiple elements and covers them with its own character. Habits 
are not infexible refexes. \eir unfolding can modulate itself in 
response to chance variations in their conditions of triggering or 
performance. In their status as general ideas and in their capacity 
to surpass the given with improvised variations on themselves, they 
qualify as a form of thought. In view of the de^nition of a general 
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idea is a person, habits can be considered to be “larval subjects” or 
to constitute li`le “souls,” sub-persons immanent to the formation 
of greater persons.8 Habits can enchain to form composite arcs 
that give a consistent pa`erning to the historic route of the life of a 
body across its episodes. In this, they function as genetic elements of 
character. \e greater portion of everyday life is habitual, providing 
a stable ground that doesn’t need to be a`ended to, freeing other 
modes of activity and thought to spool o_ from. Object-oriented 
perception itself is a habit, taking an array of qualities and ele-
ments up together so that they count for one in the immediacy of 
experience. Habits can be contracted by a collective individual as 
part of its collective personhood, producing a shared set of predis-
positions providing a default take-o_ point for more elaborated 
group behaviors (what Bourdieu calls “habitus,” here understood 
machinically rather than as a function of structure).9 \is occurs in 
particular through the overcoding of a general abstract idea such as 
the Man-Standard, but it may also emerge from through transindi-
vidual movements of desire bringing individuals’ pa`erns of activ-
ity into correlation (coding them). A habit cannot be consciously 
formed. Habits self-contract without exception (they are passive 
syntheses, pertaining to connective synthesis). \ey are not made, 
they click in. However, their self-contraction can be cultivated. A 
body can fall into, create, or seek out the conditions propitious 
for habits of desired orientation to click in. \e greater portion of 
training and education is of this nature. When it happens, practice 
becomes perception (direct, abductive perception). Since habits are 
a form of thought and are cultivatable, they cannot be considered 

“raw” or “primitive” experience. \ey are not simply passive. \eir 

8 Gilles Deleuze, Di)erence and Repetition, trans. Paul Pa`on (New York: 
Columbia University Press, 1994), 74, 78-79.

9 Pierre Bourdieu, Outline for a !eory of Practice (Cambridge: Cambridge 
Univeristy Press, 1977), 72-95.
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contraction is a form of self-activity, as are any variations on it that 
may occur. \ey are machinic. See also Belief †           
Human Capital.  See Figure; Personification; 
Racial Capitalism
Idea .   See Adequate Idea; Common Notion; 
Inadequate Idea; Thought
Identification.  \e joint operation of ascription and 
adjunction. A person does not identify in any primary sense. Rather, 
a person is identified by the application of an abstract general idea. 
Identi^cation is a doing-to before it is a doing; a product before it 
produces. It becomes a doing and a producing when the dynamic 
pa`ernings of the character modeled by the folding down upon 
the body of its assigned standard are mis-recognized as inhering in 
the body’s essence or interior as its identity. It is at this secondary 
level of the psychologization of social dynamics that a particular 
person can be said to identify with another, for example a charis-
matic leader. \is secondary identi^cation consists in an outward 
projection of the self-refection that forms the core of the body’s 
sense of itself as a separate interiority, mediated by language and 
communicational technologies. \e outward projection overlays 
itself on the self-to-self relation, so that a transductive exchange 
of character can take place between the two levels. \e projective 
self-other relation then becomes constitutive on the same terms 
as the self-self relation. \is refective confusion of self-other and 
self-self is at the basis of the “delusion” of masses in traditional 
theories of fascism. It is questionable to what extent this is an ade-
quate account even of classical twentieth-century fascism, con-
sidering the subpersonal and in*a-personal elements that remain 
unsubsumed by identi^cation, and continue to resist, counter, 
and escape (not to mention the constitutive role of the strange 
intruder). In any case, it is clear that under present-day conditions 
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this identi^catory projection is a specialized and relatively periph-
eral dynamic, given the fuidi^cation of the Man-Standard and the 
overexposure through social media to outside impingements and 
formative other-infuences that directly strike at the infra-level, 
far below the refective level. See also Figure; Imitation; 
Post-Normative †           
Identity.   Primary sense  (processual sense): the 
immediate conformity between the past and the dawning present 
as it arcs toward the future. \is is identity in Whitehead’s sense, 
as the continuing of the a_ective tone, or “subjective form,” of the 
moment just past as the jumping-o_ point for the coming future. 
He uses the example of how anger self-continues across the tran-
sition between moments without an added act of an angry mind 
e_ecting the continuity from without. \e new moment simply 
dawns in the angry conditions inherited from the moment before. 
\e self-continuity of those conditions provide the background 
against which the change that the new moment will bring stand 
outs. It is this “identity” into which the impingement of an other 
infuence cuts, creating a change of state that the new moment will 
integrate into its emergent self-constitution as a pulse of process 
forming a step in the historic route of a life. \is is the background 
continuity against which the strange intruder, whose arrival triggers 
the pathic at the basis of reaction, is felt to be strange and an intruder. 
\is is the only fundamental sense of identity in process-oriented 
thinking. \e example of anger should not be taken to imply that 
the concept applies only to human experience or to living things. 
It pertains to the constitution of time and as such applies to all 
phenomena. Secondary sense (social sense): the result 
of identi(cation, or application of the abstract general idea to a body, 
assigning it a socially recognized role. \is is the folding-down 
from outside and above of a normative standard. \e body meets 
this application bo`om-up with its established habits already 
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lending themselves to the role (habitus), and with its acquiescence 
to forming new ones in continuing conformity with the norm. \is 
lending itself of the body to the abstract general idea is never com-
plete. Other tendencies resist, counter, or escape the category’s 
overcoding of the life of the body and the accompanying valua-
tions. Identi^cation, therefore, is always partial. It never grasps the 
singularity of a life. It is not the essence of the body or the truth of 
the individual. It is the form of their social subjection. It is a power 
formation. Tertiary sense (psychological sense): the form 
of content of a person’s conscious self-recognition, consequent to 
its overcoding identi^cation. \e person’s recognition of itself in 
its assigned category is experienced as a dual relation occurring 
self-to-self. \is refective relation is mis-taken for an operation 
of interiority. It is, in fact, a misrecognition of a social operation. 
In other words, there is a thirdness to identity that belies its clo-
sure and interiority. By “form of content” is meant that identity is 
both the form of the self-recognition and, in refection, its content. 
\e form of content – what is recognized as one’s self – does not 
refect the act of its own performance, which takes place against 
the background of the multiplicity of subpersonal and infra-per-
sonal elements. \ese are lost beneath the luster of the mirror of 
self-refection. \is bracketing of the conditions of emergence of 
the act of self-recognition produces a blind spot obscuring the 
social process of identi^cation’s folding into the life of the body. 
\e social is sequestered, making way for a seemingly self-sub-
cient psychological surface of experience. What is bracketed is an 
awareness that the experienced self-identity is a social precipitate, 
and the product of a power operation. \e power operation is a 
psychoforming (in a sense similar to “terraforming”). \is spli`ing 
of the psychological from the social may under certain conditions 
express itself as a split within identity, between one’s “true” self 
and the “fake” social role the body must play. \is subjective split 
is overlaid on the split within the structure of the abstract general 
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idea between the particular (case) and the general (category). \e 
struggle between the “true” self and “false” self is a false problem 
that is an artifact of the mis-recognition foundational to psycho-
logical identity, in its fealty to the abstract general idea. It is a false 
problem because it mis-places the import of individuality, which 
is relational, not refective, pertaining to its role in collective indi-
viduations and collective personings, not to its supposed self-suf-
^ciency in (or out of) a role. †           
Image.  A process derivative emerging on a supplementary level 
of organization to its conditions of emergence, and se`ling on 
that level, where it enters other circuits than those available to its 
formative elements. An example is the photograph of a living body. 
\e photograph can undergo transformations and go places that 
the body can’t. \e photo remains genetically linked to the levels 
it emerges from, and thus can function as a point-sign indexing 
their potential. \e example of the photograph is in many respects 
limited, and potentially misleading. First, the image does not index 
in the simple sense of pointing to the body. It is indexical in the 
processual sense of pointing past the body to an inclusive ^eld 
of potential (to the import of the body’s appearing here in this 
manner, together with the potential of the image’s own emergence 
in relation to, and as an operator of, that appearance). It is only 
under certain conditions that this works as a “realistic” function, 
in the sense of registering a formal likeness of something that the 
image-production process is physically connected to. \e regis-
tering is ultimately not governed by resemblance: a ̂ eld potential 
does not resemble what emerges from it. \e image is a “derivative” 
precisely in the sense that it is the product of a transformation 
that distances it from indexicality in this vulgar sense. It is best 
thought of, not as a representation of the ^eld of potential, but as 
a topological twist on it that gives it a supplementary form with its 
own content. \at form is not necessarily, in fact is most ohen not, 



51

iconic, nor its content resemblant. \e way in which the image is 
genetically linked to its conditions of emergence on other levels 
can be misleading – especially when it insists on its iconicity. An 
image can be doctored or synthetic, in which case its iconicity mis-
directs the indexical pointing to potential, misplacing the image’s 
import (sometimes intentionally). Images lend themselves to the 
perception of objective apparent movements: the sense that relations 
between images on the same level form a self-subcient causal sys-
tem, neglecting the fact that each is di_erentially tethered to a ̂ eld 
of potential through the manner, moment, and emplacement of its 
emergence, and that this “vertical” genetic dimension intervenes 
between any horizontal movements among images succeeding or 
adding to each other. Every system of images is gapped by a vertical 
genesis dropping back down to the ^eld of potential and simulta-
neously rising back up for another go. \e causality is “stitched” by 
this genetic needle work piercing the fabric of any image-to-image 
order that may seem to be operative on their own level. \e image 
is not a concept limited to media or media technologies. An object 
is an image of the process of nature, as is an event. A commodity is 
an image of the capitalist relations of production whose apparent 
objective movement makes it appear it as the e_ective motor of 
consumer society, misplacing its import (Marx’s commodity fetish-
ism). A person is also an image of the capitalist process in a di_erent 
sense (in the ̂ gure of human capital), and more profoundly of the 
process of nature that capitalism extractively hijacks (making it an 
image-of-an-image). See also Figure. †           
Image-of-an-Image.  A second-order process derivative 
indexing an image or ^gurative structure on another level. \e 
distinction between image and image-of-an-image is one of con-
venience, because all images index their own ^eld of emergence, 
including the others and alternative potentials populating it, as well 
as indexing, through its ^eld of emergence, the process of nature 
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pa`erning an endless variety of ^elds of emergence. A person is 
always in fact an image-of-an-image because it is a (gure expressing 
a variation on a character pa`ern whose potential is knit into the 
disjuncive synthesis of the ^gurative structure that conditions its 
emergence. It indexes its ^gurative structure, and through it the 
capitalist process with which that structure (and its deterritorial-
izations) are constitutionally in complicity. \rough its indexing 
of the capitalist process, it also indexes the process of nature that 
capitalism appropriates for its own furtherance. \ere may be, and 
usually are, multiple levels of derivation nested in one another. \is 
makes the image a potentially far-reaching, multivalent point-sign 
indexing levels of potential – and an equally far-reaching source 
of error when the image’s objective apparent movements mis-take 
causality and misplace import. †           
Imagination.  1) Following Spinoza, the separation of the 
e_ect of an impingement on the body from the nexus of relational 
causality responsible for it. \is results in the most proximate body 
involved being mis-taken for the linear cause of the impingment. 
\is objective illusion fosters the inadequate ideas lying at the basis 
of reaction. 2) Also referencing Spinoza, the share of creativity in 
the operation of the abstract general idea. \is creativity is limited 
to a combinatory of properties of di_erent categories resulting in 
the synthesis of a new category (as when lizardly eyes are com-
bined with a hominid body to imagine the alien into being). It 
can also reference the combinatory of representatives of already-
known categories into a scenario or narrative. \e metaphorical 
and metonymic relays of a signifying regime at the same time fuidify 
the imagination’s combinatory and ^x its fuidity in a symbolic 
structure. 3) Another way of de^ning the imagination, of a more 
Deleuzian cast, is as the speculative capacity of thinking-feeling to 
surpass the given, which is the abductive condition of possibility 
for intuition. In this usage, which is tailor suited to process thinking, 



53

imagination does not produce hybrid objects, but rather new oper-
ativities, which may bind into new modes of existence, at least in 
potential. \is can also take the form of scenarios or narratives that 
produce never-before-imagined variations that extract things from 
a straight-forward conformity as representatives of their kind, and 
express the singularity that their subsumption under a category 
curtails. \is is an operation not just of ^ction, but of fabulation. 
Alternatively, imagination can feed a speculative philosophical 
system by prising concepts out from under the yoke of abstract 
general ideas. †           
Imitation.  \e adjunction of one person’s character to the 
character pa`ern of an other. Imitation is not a dual relation of one 
person “projecting” itself upon another in a way that overlays their 
character pa`erns on each other, so that the tendencies of one are 
mirrored in the other or exchanged with it, creating a confusion 
between them that locks them into a conformal resemblance with 
each other. \is only occurs secondarily, as an outgrowth of the 
psychologization of the person as an apparent interiority ruled 
by self-refection. It is a disorder of self-refection (itself an error), 
consequent to identi(cation. On the contrary, imitation operates 
at the in*a-personal level, and is correlating (di)erentially a'un-
ing) rather than conforming. It functions transindividually through 
the dissemination of point-signs inducing a collective individuation. 
Imitation in this sense is the product of a distributed movement 
of desire daisy-chaining beliefs (to use Tarde’s vocabulary) in an 
analogous fashion in di_erent individuals, conditioned by their 
shared participation in the same milieu, and leading them to share 
tendencies and character traits, but each in its own manner, as a vari-
ation on a theme. See also Differential Attunement; 
Identity; Identification †           
Immanence.  Immanence is not interiority as opposed to exte-
riority. It is not even interiority without exteriority, since the one 
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has no meaning without the other. Immanence is in-each-other-
ness, resonating with contrasts, full to overfowing. Its in-each-oth-
erness is not in anything but itself. Immanence pertains to potential. 
Potentials have no position in space or moment in time. \ey are 
nonlocal and transtemporal (although they gravitate and gradate 
around places and times). Immanence is all and only in poten-
tial, co-locative with every position and contemporanaeous with 
every moment – and with the becomings that lead from one to 
the next. It is that from which events actualize and individuations 
unfold. Immanence cannot be entered. It can only actualize and 
unfold. Neither can it be known as such, but only as transductively 
embodied in the e_ects of its unfolding. It is ohen mistaken for the 
opposite of transcendence. It is not. Transcendence is a ̂ gment of 
abstract general thought that consists in transposing the world’s 
self-unfolding into a principle outside and above it, governing it 
from a supplementary dimension. \e world has no outside or 
above to stand opposite to. \ere is no supplementary dimension 
to it. \e world is supersaturated with potential and replete with 
unfoldings. What unfolds from immanence refolds into it, with 
a twist, re^guring potential. Immanence turns over on itself, in 
topological torsion. \e importance of the concept of immanence 
for a philosophy of process is that it withdraws the world from 
the Judgment of God – or whatever unfolding despotism might 
a`ribute itself on principle the totalizing power to overcode all of 
existence. Immanence stands for the world self-constituting, and 
its self-subciency in its self-constituting, so full of its own process 
that there is not the slightest toehold from which to stand out-
side and direct it. It is the character of Spinoza’s “naturing nature.” 
See also Bare activity; Plane of Immanence; 
Umbral Union †           
Import.  \e fullness of a situation with felt potential, includ-
ing what could have been (alternate historic routes that did not 
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eventuate). Import is distinct from signi^cation. It is peri-con-
ceptual and infra-linguistic. It registers as an overall feeling tone 
(a_ective tonality) or atmosphere. It is the feeling of incipient 
consequence: of coming events that will make a di_erence. \e 
actualization of a consequential di_erence is “importance” in 
Whitehead’s sense. Import is highly textured with contrasting 
potentials corresponding to di_erent trajectories and their respec-
tive productions of importance, but these register in their mutual 
inclusion, unexpressed individually. \is does not make it unthink-
able. It makes it a project for the adequate ideas of intuition. \e 
feeling of vague presences enveloped in an atmosphere of fear is 
an example of import. As is the feeling of the possibility of joys to 
come of the dynamic fullness of life in a given situation. Import 
is misplaced by any assignment of linear causality singling out 
individual bodies as self-subcient causes, because this loses the 
world’s fullness with alternative outcomes complexly playing out 
in resonance with one another’s potential. Import is graded, upon 
intuitive inspection, according to the felt availability of contrasting 
potentials. \e more available potentials constitute the situation’s 
real potential. Abduction (the immediately occurring operation of 
intuition in situ) can play a role in this grading of real potential. †           
Inadequate Idea.  A thinking-feeling that separates the 
e_ect of an impinging body from the complex relational causality 
conditioning the encounter, and dotes on that e_ect. \e inadequate 
idea prolongs the pathic moment, in which the body is absorbed in 
the action on it of an other. \e focus on the e_ect of that impinging 
action diverts the body from an awareness of the complexion of 
the situation that culminated in that event, and directs it instead to 
replaying the resulting pain or anxiety, in a vain a`empt to assuage 
or control it and the possibility of its recurrence. \is conserves 
the impingement as an active trace, such that it continues to pro-
duce e_ects. \e other-body most proximately connected to the 
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impingement is separated out from its relational web and identi^ed 
as the linear cause, or e_ective single agent, of the discom^ture. \e 
contribution of the impinged-upon body to the encounter is brack-
eted, neglecting that every impingement is an impingement because 
it meets an impingeability, and forge`ing that it is potentially within 
the powers of the impinged-upon body to modulate its own response 
to the impingement, as it happens or in retrospect. \e inadequate 
idea weds the body to the selective abduction or objective illusion of 
a linear causal agent and to the refex replaying of the e_ect, rather 
than fostering an active (that is, fexible or plastic) response. Instead, 
the impingement lives on as an active trace, agitating thinking-feeling. 
At the extreme, this reactivation of the trace expresses as trauma. In 
trauma only the trace is “remembered” – in the noncognitive, perfor-
mative form of its self-reactivation. Much else, even everything else, 
about the situation is forgo`en, occulted by the e_ect’s reactivations. 
\e inadequate idea is the potentially trauma-genic inability to forget 
the trace. Shy of trauma, the body identi^ed as the linear cause of 
the discom^ture is not just a`ributed as its agent: it is blamed for it, 
and comes to be memorialized as malign, with moralistic overtones. 
If the trace is allowed to continue to repeat itself and resonate with 
other discom^ting e_ects, similarly unforgo`en and separated from 
their relational causality, the reaction develops into a ressentiment as 
a mode of existence. \e misa`ribution of causality rami^es on the 
discursive level into a web of error. Words become the carriers of the 
trace. \ey become second-order impingers disseminating the reac-
tion and ressentiment to third bodies, even those who have not been 
impinged upon by the same or a similar felt agent of evil. \ey are 
now impinged upon by the trace, its e_ect enveloped contagiously 
in discourse. \e result is a political/social regime of reaction. \e 
adequate idea provides an antidote to reaction and ressentiment by 

“doubling” the trace with a thinking-feeling of complex relational 
causality, and the variable powers and alternative outcomes its com-
position carries. †           
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Index.  \e sign-function of pointing to “reacting singulars” 
(Peirce), and through them to the real potential their encoun-
ter expresses (and through real potential to pure potential). \e 
reacting singulars are bodies in encounter. What is ultimately 
indexed is less the bodies themselves than their common notion, 
or the dynamic relationality of their encounter and the potentials 
it involves. \e indexing of the common notion paves the way 
for the understanding of the collective singular, and beyond it, the 
singular-universal. Following this path, the index is involved in the 
construction of adequate ideas. More ohen, however, the indexing 
stalls at the body mis-taken for the linear cause of a sad passion, 
pointing it out as blameworthy or anxiety-producing. In this usage, 
the index serves reaction and fosters the formation of inadequate 
ideas and their ampli^cation into regimes of reaction. \e index is a 
sign-function. It is an aspect in one way or another of all signs, of 
whatever category (including images and (gures). Signs considered 
from the angle of their performative indexing of a region of poten-
tial are called point-signs. Point-signs address potential through a 
priming of bare activity, ohen in abstraction from any particular 
encounter, toward future encounters. \e concept of the point-
sign extends the notion of the index beyond a pointing to a past or 
actually occurring encounter, into the domain of the performative 
(which prospectively produces its own object). \is performative 
extension of indexing incalculably augments the power of regimes 
of reaction. On the other end of the spectrum, signs whose primary 
sign-function is demonstration are also indexes, in a less robust 
way lacking the power of the performative to self-e_ect. See also 
Point-Sign †           
Indirect  Discourse .   See Free  Indirect 
Discourse ; They
Individual.  A composition of multiple elements integrated 
in such a way that they can count for one. \e individual has a 
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global character, in excess over its elements, that is emergent from 
their composition. \e individual’s composition does not consti-
tute a whole with closure. \e individual as such is nondecompos-
able, which is to say that it can be divided, but not without changing 
in nature. To foreground this characteristic of its multiplicitous 
consitution, it may also be termed a dividual. Its counting for one 
enables it to be treated as discrete, but it is in fact constitutively 
open and essentially relational. It is integrated into transindividual 
movements of collective individuation, and its constituent elements 
retain a residual in*a-personal autonomy, as well as possibilities of 
direct impingement from the outside which can percolate up to 
the global level, acting as formative infuences or modulators of 
its expression of individuality (see strange intruder). \e individ-
ual comports a body whose manner of movement and movement 
pa`erns give it a character (person it). \e character cannot be 
separated from the manner and pa`erns of movement any more 
than a top can be separated from its spin. \e character is never-
theless really distinct from its body (the nexus of ma`er-in-move-
ment that enables it to endure across moments in time and unfold 
continuous variations on itself along a historic route of occasions). 
\e individual is a contrastive conjointness of body and charac-
ter. See also Collective Individuation; Infra-
Individual †           
Individualization.  \e funneling of a collective individ-
uation into the determinate form of an individual that can stand, or 
seem to stand, as a discrete instance among others, in formal distinc-
tion from them. \e independence of an individualized individual 
as a function of its discreteness is an objective apparent movement. 
In its real constitution, the individualized individual remains the 
expression of in*a-personal sublevels within it and of transindivid-
ual movements across it. \e classical subject of capital, embody-
ing the Protestant ethic, is a historical example. Neoliberalism pays 
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lipservice to the solidity of individualization, all the while throwing 
it to the waves of volatility, obliging the person, as (gure of the 
dynamic of capitalism, to embody the grueling task of personifying 
the deregulated fows of contemporary capital and extracting from 
them its own character as a surplus-value of +ow. †           
Induction.  See Adjunction
Infra-Individual.  Active elements in the bodily consti-
tution of an individual that are enveloped in its overall composition, 
forming sub-levels within it that have their own order. \e potentials 
carried in the activity of infra-individual elements are selectively 
integrated into the individual’s global activity, and modulated by 
it. But each such element has a conatus that is not extinguished, so 
that it retains a degree of autonomy, and can sometimes continue 
on its tendential way if the individual de-composes. When they can’t 
continue, sub-sub-levels within them always do. An example is the 
physiological level of the biological individual, which is integrated 
into the constitution of its higher levels (psychological, social), but 
only on the condition of maintaining its own order. At death, the 
global order decomposes and the physiological order disaggregates, 
releasing its sub-physiological chemical and physical components, 
which live out their ingredient tendencies in a free state or entering 
into new compositions. On the social-political level of a collective 
individual, this release of constituent elements is a “deterritorial-
ization” of tendential potentials which may be reintegrated into the 
same collective individuation (short of death) to renew or reinvig-
orate it, or may enter into the emergence of a new one. In their free 
state, they are called “particles of becoming” (Deleuze and Gua`ari). 
\e infra-individual/individual composition must be strongly distin-
guished from a part/whole relation. \e activity of parts is entirely 
subsumed under the functionality of the whole, and has no value 
outside of it (like a spare wheel). \e residual autonomy of the ele-
ments of the composition means that they retain some power to 
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remain active, self-conduct, and self-value outside of it. \e global 
composition of the individual is not a whole, because it is open to 
the impingement of other infuences striking at the elemental level 
and percolating up through the levels to produce or modulate a 
global e_ect. In addition, the individual itself is always in turn inte-
grated into a greater individual with which it co-composes, and/
or is enveloped in a milieu with which it exchanges energies and 
infuences. Its globality functions less as a closed whole than as a 
tympanic membrane across which formative elements pass to strike 
directly at its sub-levels, and which itself vibrates and resonates in 
rhythm with changes in its composition with the greater individual 
in which it is integrated, and/or with its exchanges with the milieu 
that envelops it. In both ways, the individual transduces impetuses 
to and from the outside, and is traversed by bo`om-up and top-
down. Considered from this angle, the individual is a boundary 
level between infra-individual and the supra-individual. \ese are 
two interlinked dimensions of transindividuality: the direct strike at 
the elemental level of impingements relayed from other individu-
ations through their emissions of point-signs; and the transductive 
transmission of impetuses to levels above, beyond, and around the 
individual. \ere is also a downward propagation of infuence from 
the global level of the individual to its constituents that modulates 
the activity of the elements and the manner of their integration. \e 
individual is transversed by this two-way movement of co-modula-
tion. \e constitution of infra-individual elements is analogical to the 
constitution of the individual (levels, milieu, tympanic membrane, 
transductions, transversal connection between levels, etc.). Every 
sub-level has further sub-levels nested in it, in an approach to the 
relative limit of the full body or body without organs, and through 
them to the absolute limit of the plane of immanence. \is makes it a 
ma`er of relative perspective whether the elements on a given level 
are considered infra- or global. Individuals in the everyday sense of 
living bodies presenting as discrete are infra-individual in relation 
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to collective individuations. An infra-individual/individual composi-
tion constitutes a tiered “plane of organization” of the actual. \e 
in*a-personal, by contrast, constitutes a “plane of consistency” of real 
potential. (\e terms plane of organization and plane of consistency 
are Deleuze and Gua`ari’s). †           
Infra-Personal.  Active elements in the constitution of 
the character of a person that are enveloped in its overall composi-
tion, forming sub-levels within it on which they partially express 
their own character, within the limits allowed by their integration 
into the greater person. \e infra-personal, like the in*a-individual, 
is composed of nested levels. \e nesting of sub-persons within 
greater persons extends below the levels of the plane of organi-
zation, to the plane of consistency or ^eld of real potential (body 
without organs or full body). At the relative limit of the full body, 
it enters the zone of bare activity, which is the boundary region 
between the full body and the plane of immanence, which only 
pathic experience approaches. \e infra-personal thus extends into 
the pathic realm, where character is in suspense for an immeasur-
able beat of process, before re-emerging. \e tendential potentials 
held in mutual inclusion in bare activity rise through the nested 
levels of the infra-personal, taking on a variation in character on 
each level. \e person is the integration of these nested variations 
in an overall character pa`ern that expresses all of the levels, but 
only in e_ect, as a global e_ect enveloping their multiplicity. \e 
concept of the infra-personal is a way of holding onto the envel-
oped complexity of a person’s internal constitution, while indexing 
it to the openness of the immanent ^eld of active, and activating, 
potential that is bare activity. †           
Infrathin.  1). \e simultaneous contrast produced by the 
juxtaposition of two di_erent elements unseparated by a boundary. 
2). \e overlookable di_erence between two instances of the same 
element in successive moments. In relation to the ^rst de^nition, 
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think of a black line on a white background. \ere is no actual 
boundary between them, only the direct co-presence of their con-
trasting characters. In relation to the second, think of an “I” said in 
narrating an event in its body’s life, and an “I” said in a next statement 
refecting on the event. \e sense of identity between the two “I’s” 
glosses over the fact that a person cannot say “I” twice in strictly the 
same sense, because the interval between the repetitions is doubled 
by an immanent interval of bare activity that changes the body and 
the person, if only ever so slightly and negligibly, but as surely as 
one jump of the second hand on a clock ticks another moment. In 
the ^rst example, the infrathin highlights contrast. In the second, 
it enables it to pass unperceived. In all cases, the infrathin posits 
the principle of singularity: the unimpeachable processual fact that 
no two things or events are absolutely alike; or as Leibniz would 
have it, no two things are indiscernible. Or if they are, from a cer-
tain perspective, it is because overcoding mechanisms have been 
applied them and taken them up in a produced resemblance that has 
imposed an operative identity on them, obtaining on the structural 
level that the overcoding serves. \e infrathin is the di_erence in 
di_erence-without-separability. It is the mutuality in mutual inclusion. 
Modal distinctions are infrathin. Di_erences held in umbral union 
are infrathin to the limit. \e infrathin’s principle of indiscernibil-
ity holds that there is no such thing as merely numerical di_erence. 
Every di_erence is qualitative-relational: a di_erence in character.10 
Numerical di_erence refects the spacing of qualitative-relational 
di_erencings (their splaying across process). †           
Intensity.   \e feeling tone, or a_ective tonality, of the 
expression of a body’s real potential as it passes from a higher to a 

10 Infrathin: Erin Manning, For a Pragmatics of the Useless (Durham, NC: 
Duke Universtiy Press, 2020), 13-32 (working from Duchamp’s concept). 
Indiscernibles: G.W. Leibniz, Philosophical Writing (London: Everyman, 1995), 
133-135. 
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lower degree of capacitation. \e intensity is the feeling of relative 
fullness of the passage with available follow-up potential and reac-
tivatable pastness. \e feeling of intensity is assigned a processual 
locus (a place in system of contrasts and the trajectories among 
them) by the disjunctive syntheses pa`erning a full body or body 
without organs. \is enables it to index the potential of the full body 
or body without organs, parceled into points or zones of intensity. 
\e expression of an intensity culminates in a conjunctive synthesis 
marking the closure of a pulse of process. See also Affect †           
Intuition.  A speculative movement of thought whereby it 
extends past the given to plumb durations and dimensions below 
and beyond the normative limits of human ken. Intuition is the 
abductive exploration of pure potential. It involves what Whitehead 
calls “conceptual prehension,” or the unmediated thinking-feeling 
of the expressive potentials held in reserve in the umbral order of 
abstract ma'er on the plane of immanence. Unmediated does not 
mean without follow-up. Given the hypothetical nature of abduc-
tion, intuition must feel out and ^ll out its sensing of potential by 
corroborative and corrective relay back through the collective singu-
lar and common notions, following the course of its own formation 
in reverse. \en it must put its speculations to the pragmatic test 
in social, political, or artistic experimentations, before returning 
to its own exercise, renewed and revised. Intuition thus requires 
method. It is not a mystical exercise of subjective interiority draw-
ing solely on its own interior resources. It is, on the contrary, a 
practice of the outside. It contributes to a speculative pragmatism 
that ^nds understanding in the world. It answers to Viveiros de 
Castro’s evocation of knowing that “is no longer a way of repre-
senting the unknown but of interacting with it.”11 Its method is key 
to process-philosophical metaphysical system. According to the 

11 Viveiros de Castro, Cannibal Metaphysics, trans. Peter Ska^sh (Minneapolis: 
Univocal/University of Minnesota Press, 2017), 105.
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opening pages of Whitehead’s Process and Reality, the systematicity 
consists in every concept being de^ned in relation to every other 
concept – but the connecting thread among them is what remains 
unsaid in each. It is this Ariadne’s thread of implicit coherence that 
intuition follows. See also Unfelt Feeling †           
Legitimation.  See License
License.  Under post-normative conditions where the person-
ality of power reigns, power is no longer subject to legitimation in 
accordance with a state or governmental rationality. \e leader 
or preeminent person holds power on the basis of his personal 
exceptionalism, which mirrors the prevailing national exception-
alism. Followers do not identify with the preeminent person as 
in traditional theories of charismatic leadership. Instead of see-
ing their similarity to the preeminent person as in a mirror, what 
they see in him is their own di_erence reverberating in his: his 
exceptionalism con^rms their own perceived exceptionalism. 
\is adjoins them to his post-normative oscillations. \e result is 
a “grotesque” situation where, to paraphrase Foucault, the holder 
of power is able to produce and maximize e_ects of power pre-
cisely because he is disquali^ed to hold power.12 Lack of legitimacy 
becomes the operative equivalent of legitimation. \is coincides 
with the displacement of the system of rationality by an a_ective 
regime. See also Man-Standard; Post-Normative; 
Reaction, Regime of †           
Literal.   everyday definition: \e just-being-
there in readiness-to-hand of a thing or a_ordance, approached 
as having self-subcient form and simple location. As taken up 
in words, the literal is tied to the function of demonstration, as it 

12 Foucault, Abnormal. Lectures at the Collège de France 1974-1975, ed. Valerio 
Marche`i and Antonella Salomoni, trans. Graham Burchell (London: Verso, 
2003), 11-13.
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a`empts to anchor the slippage of signifying signs in an indexical 
relation to an extra-linguistic reality. Signs can also have a literal 
relation to each other on their own level when they treat each 
other’s concepts as things or a_ordances with a just-being-there 
in readiness-to-thought, and as having determinate content con-
veyed by a self-subcient sign-form. In both cases, the literal is 
fundamentally in error. \e indexing of the extra-linguistic fails 
because demonstration cannot anchor signi^cation to a referent 
in the world by its own devices. It is constitutionally ambiguous, 
and can only work when certain habitual presuppositions are in 
place that inform the communicants with an implicit, normative 
understanding of the context that backgrounds the complexity 
and plasticities of the potentials composing it and that emergently 
stir within it. In the case of signs addressing each other’s concepts 
literally, the failure is in the polyvalence that the relational texture 
of thought always brings to a concept (the fact that the complexity 
of connotation and implication can never be puri^ed from the 
movement of thought, so that there is no such thing as the pure 
denotation of a sign that can be literally indexed by another sign). 
All of this is in denial of the essential thirdness of language (the 
fact that its u`erances as well as the concepts u`ered are always 
caught up in endless relays forming ramifying webs that delin-
earize thought and expression and weave a commind). \e literal 
by this de^nition is ohen invoked in discourses of reaction and 
feeds the mis-taking of causal relation and the misplacing of import 
endemic to conspiracy theorizing, even as it undermines it with 
an investment in the slippages of the signifying regime and the post-
truth imaginations they foster. processual definition: 
\e idea that a thing or context is as it seems. Direct perception 
registers a context exactly as it seems, including the objective illu-
sions that are built into its real constitution. \is does not mean 
it cannot be misleading. Objective illusions are proto-errors that 
are not simply subjective e_ects of perspective, but are built into 
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the objective perspective of a body in context, as a function of its 
actual composition and its ^t with the context’s composition. An 
objective illusion isn’t yet true or false. It just is. It proves true or 
false pragmatically, in terms of the felicity of any unfolding that 
takes o_ from the perception.13 What primes unfoldings of action 
that fail to land felicitously, truly proves in the end to have been 
objectively false. An objective illusion is a kink in the real that has 
potential consequences that are neither hidden nor unhidden, but 
e_ectively are exactly as they appear: misdirecting. \is proces-
sual principle that direct perception in itself is without error, in 
the sense that it registers the being-exactly-as-they-seem of things, 
asserts that the distinction of truth or falsehead is not relevant to 
the primary level of emergent thought that is direct perception. 
Truth and error pertain pragmatically to the felicity of events of 
unfolding, and only retrospectively apply to the starting point of 
that movement. \is places experience fundamentally outside the 
frame of cognition. As William James says, the end of the experi-
ence de^nes the beginning of the experience as the knower, and in 
an instantaneous boomerang e_ect, bounces back to de^ne itself 
as known, truly or falsely.14 \is is not a judgment. It is a playing 
out of potential (recursively, as always) in a way that is self-validat-
ing or self-disqualifying. Potential, not reason or cognition, is the 
substance of thought. See also Demonstration; Error †            
Machinic.  A self-driving dynamic whose operations carry an 
agential force, but without a separate agent behind it. A machine in 
this sense is a “subjectless subjectivity” or “agencying.” \e agen-
tial force consists in luring movements forward toward a`ractor 
states or zones of activity. In their orienting function, a`ractors 
are the functional equivalent of aims. \e movement-toward 

13 William James, !e Meaning of Truth (New York: Longman, 1911).
14 James, Essays in Radical Empiricism (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 

1996), 57.
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is an emergent tendency whose aim is self-modulating, never 
formally given in advance. A machine binds multiple elements 
together in the dynamic unity of their joint movement-toward. 
In view of the multiplicity of the elements it composes, it con-
stitutes a “machinic assemblage.” It must be borne in mind that 
this usage of “assemblage” is di_erent from its prevailing Lego-like 
sense of a part-by-part construction of already-formed elements 
externally connected into a functional whole. \at mode of com-
position belongs to the realm of the “mechanical” as opposed to 
the machinic. \e machinic trawls the micro-logical level of bare 
activity, where things are germinally emergent. Its object are the 
tendencies just-stirring at that level, readying for expression, but not 
yet having taken determinate form through an unfolding onto the 
plane of organization. \e machine itself lacks determinate form 
or content. It is an order of relations among bundled tendencies, 
selectively “fused” to unfold together (see connective synthesis). \e 
machinic draws on the pure potentials of the plane of immanence, 
^ltering them into the real potential of the plane of consistency at 
the limit of a full body, through its leading edge of bare activity, and 
^nally into actualization on a plane of organization. In relation to 
the plane of immanence and pure potential, the machinic consti-
tutes an “abstract machine” operating the selection of potentials 
bound for fusion. On the level of the plane of consistency, it is a 

“collective assemblage,” because it addresses bodies and persons 
transindividually. A regime of discourse is a collective assemblage 
of enunciation. A collective assemblage actualizes in determinate 
forms and contents by inducting energies, materials, bodies, and 
signs into jointly taking-form as an actual formation, or as a varia-
tion modulating an existing actual formation. \e formation may 
purport to stand alone, but in point of processual fact it stands with 
others of its kind, co-populating a shared level or “stratum” on the 
plane of organization. It is the stratum that is the destination of the 
machinic’s agencying. \e machinic populates strata with multiple, 
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mutually accommodating and competing, formations. A stratum is 
a distribution of related takings-form, which ohen possess mecha-
nisms for their own reproduction and for the furtherance, through 
that reproduction and through other disseminatory operations, of 
the constitutive tendencies they bring to expression. \e collective 
assemblage is the conveyance for the joint conatus of fused ten-
dencies taking actual form amid a concertation and commotion 
of others around them. \e form/content of the results of the 
resulting emergent ordering on the plane of organization is not 
pre-established. \e machinic is not a preformation. Its expres-
sions generate constantly changing variations on the themes, or 
the pa`erns of relations, it iteratively expresses in becoming. \e 
umbral unions of the plane of immanence, immanent to the planes 
of organization and the plane of consistency, are its ultimate object: 
its abstract ma'er. \e products of connective synthesis provide the 
actual “material” inducted into the machine’s agencying, oriented 
by its aim. \e machinic then elaborates their determinate taking 
form and holding content. A machine is never a whole because it 
opens out onto the unboundedness of the plane of immanence’s 
pure potential (in its aspect as abstract machine), and carries them 
into an open-ended serial iteration of variations of form and con-
tent (through its obces as collective assemblage). \e machinic 
is indi_erent to the distinction between the organic and the inor-
ganic. It transverses organic and inorganic strata, infusing them 
with elemental life. †           
Machinic Assemblage.  See Machinic
Machinic Surplus-Value.  See Surplus-Value 
of Flow
Man-Standard.  \e abstract general idea of the Human. 
\e Man-Standard is not the stand-alone ^gure of the body gen-
dered male. It is a composite ^gure subsuming under^gures such 
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as woman, child, and animal as counterpoints to the claimed supe-
riority of Man. \e under^gures hold Man aloh in their devalued 
contrast to it. \e Man-Standard is an empty category, in the way 
that all abstract general ideas are empty, being mere logical con-
structs repertorying de^ning properties in the abstract (in the vein 
of “Man the rational animal” or “Man the strong sex”). But it is an 
empty category with a capacious function: it is applied to bodies 
to normatively tag them and discipline them in accordance with 
the applied norm. Far from a neutral logical tool, this function of 
application makes the Man-Standard a directly political operator. 
It is inseparable from value judgments that order its under^gures 
hierarchically, with Man at the top, as epitome of the Human. 
\e Man-Standard sets o_ the huMan from the animal (which 
is nevertheless a part of the Man-Standard, as its limit-contrast), 
and di_erentially values the human bodies it subsumes under its 
umbrella. \ese di_erential valuations are not limited to ^gures 
of gender and age of majority/minority, but extend essentially to 
race. Implicit in the Man-Standard is that a body ascribed its high-
est term is deemed white, straight, aeuent, European, speaking a 
major language with neurotypical aptitude, and personifying the 
fows of capital. \e Man-Standard is one with whiteness, which 
is itself synonymous with neurotypicality.15 Its emptiness opens a 
gap between white-skinned bodies or black-skinned bodies, and 
whiteness and blackness. \e Man-Standard operates the ascription 
of a property deemed to de^ne a body in order to place in the 
categorical hierarchy. \is is not a naturalistic function empiri-
cally based under all circumstances on the presence of a certain 
quantum of melanin. \e formal possibility of the naturalistic func-
tioning of the category of race is self-decontructed by the fuzzi-
ness of the continuous variations and “interminglings” in racial 

15 Erin Manning, For a Pragmatics of the Useless (Durham, NC: Duke University 
Press, 2020).
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traits pointed out by Du Bois (see note 5 above). On the contrary, 
the application of the Man-Standard is a metaphysical operation 
ascribing an abstract character through the inherently political, and 
thus not uncontingent, application of its empty category. Race 
categorization is a political metaphysics. \e contingent aspect 
of its operation expresses itself in the fact that a black-skinned 
person can receive a dispensation to embody whiteness (think of 
such Bush II adminstration ^gures as Condoleeza Rice and Colin 
Powell). Conversely, a white-skinned body may leak from the 
Man-Standard into blackness: in other words, escape not only to 
outside or underside of the Man-Standard, but dodge obeissance 
to the abstract general idea as such, reclaiming the singularity that 
is the birth right of all bodies. \e toeing to the color line is a base 
operation and default position, but not an invariant. \e rise of 
the Man-Standard accompanied, and forti^ed, capitalism’s mat-
uration during its period of colonial imperialism. Its racializing 
aspect was fundamental to the development of capitalism, which 
requires the distribution of inequalities bolstered by mechanisms 
of exclusion. With the help of the Man-Standard, race became the 
fundamental distinction rationalizing that production of inequal-
ity and exclusion under capitalism, with slavery being the most 
severe (and capital accumulative) vector for it. \e Man-Standard 
co-evolved with capitalism, as an operator centrally contributing to 
its self-determination as racial capitalism. Later, in another avatar, 
it underpinned the Protestant ethic involved in the construction 
the citizen of the modern democratic nation-state in the period of 
industrial capitalism’s maturation. Still later, in subsequent varia-
tion, it underwrote the full-fedged emergence of human capital 
under neoliberalism (see (gure; personi(cation). Lately, the Man-
Standard has come by hard times. A post-normative disagregation 
of its multifaceted crystalline solidity has led to bodies’ regularly 
taking license with its applications. \e Man-Standard as disci-
plinary masculinist norm is still in place, but the pendulum swings 
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between that pole and a pole of character plasticity where bodies 
answering to Man manifest properties of its under^gures, in a kind 
of inadvertent self-parody. \is results in a kind of hypermasculin-
ism that can be called ornamental masculinity. Ornamental mascu-
linity is closely associated with the regime of reaction of grievance 
culture, where Man-ascribed bodies at the top of the hierarchy 
nevertheless assume, against all evidence, a posture of vulnerability 
and victimhood. Figures of hypermasculinity, including ornamen-
tal masculinity, are central to today’s fascisizing tendencies. See 
also License; Normopathy; Post-Normative †           
Matter .  A self-relating of movement absorbing and transmit-
ting other movements manifesting as forces and infuences. It can 
be body-ma`er, in the sense of body as a nexus of movements that 
are bound to each other in an enduring connective synthesis and as a 
result travel a historic route together. Or it can be abstract ma`er, in 
other words incorporeal by this de^nition of body (in its “general 
de^nition”). Body-ma`er is to abstract ma`er as ma`er is to energy 
in physics. But this is more than an analogy: “the energetic activity 
considered in physics is the emotional intensity entertained in life” 
(Whitehead 1968a, 168). Intensity, potential, and thought are incor-
poreal but can be considered energetic phases of body-ma`er, and 
thus are not immaterial. Body-ma`er is a contraction of abstract 
ma`er (a congealment, condensate, or precipitate of it). See also 
Body; Optive Matter †           
Media Figure.  Synonym for (gure used when it is wished 
to emphasize a ̂ gure’s participation in collective individuations and 
collective personings conveyed through the collective assemblages 
of communicational technologies. See also Image; Image-
of-an-Image †           
Micro-Shock.  \e cu`ing-in to the body of an impinge-
ment or infuence, at the level of unfelt feeling. Micro-shocks are 
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occasioned by the strike of point-signs, and occasion the pathic. 
\ey are felt only in their e_ects. As such, they do not occupy a 
moment in lived time. \ey are immanent to time’s living-out. \ey 
are a constitutive element of the moment’s arising. \ey are not 
its content. In other words, they are in*a-personal and infra-phe-
nomenal. \ey are agitations in experience’s ^eld of emergence. 
What they agitate is bare activity. \ey are strange intruders. See 
also Schiz †           
Modal Distinction.  \e mode of distinction pertaining 
to the entanglement of two or more contrasting elements (funda-
mentally, tendential arcs) that modulate each other’s unfolding 
and issue in a joint e_ect in which they count for one on a supple-
mentary level. At that emergent level, the elements’ coming-to-
gether may enter into circuits that the elements alone (if indeed 
they can stand alone) would not have the capacity for, producing 
a surplus-value of relation. Elements in modal distinction retain 
their contrast immanent to their joint e_ect. \ey retain their own 
conatus and manner of activity, in the form of a residual autonomy 
that may under certain circumstances reassert itself. \e elements 
can be said to “bind” toward their joint e_ect, or to “fuse” for it 
without becoming “confused.” \eir jointness of e_ect does not 
homogenize them in a way that erases their di_erence or subsume 
them as parts to a superior whole that entirely supplants the parts’ 
powers to a_ect and be a_ected by its own powers. \e binding of 
their activities to each other is expressive of the overall e_ect, and 
the e_ect under-expresses their ingredience in its own manner of 
appearance. \e elements come-out together into the e_ect, and 
the e_ect carries in its constitution and manner of appearance 
the dynamic trace of their having come-together. \eir activities 
are bound in mutual capture, such that they become reciprocally 
infecting and reciprocally modifying, moving in concert toward 
a shared unfolding. \e elements are “reciprocals” in an occurrent 
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relation, rather than parts of a whole. \eir dynamic relation is 
conditioned by the singular context in which they come together, 
contingent on the forces that perform their mutual capture in and 
for that context. Modal distinction pertains to occurrent singulari-
ties of composition. \e co-composing reciprocals may already be 
the result of connective syntheses subject to reuptake. \e joint e_ect 
constitutes a conjunctive synthesis marking a pulse of individuation. 
\e individuation may be of whatever nature: a habit, a higher-level 
tendency, a life, an object, an event, or an atmosphere – whatever 
binds di_erences in the dynamic unity of its own emergent e_ect, 
where the emergent e_ect is really distinct from its ingredient ele-
ments. Modal distinction is crucial for the understanding of the 
singular. It lends its name to modal metaphysics because the rela-
tion between real distinction and modal distinction is itself modal, 
making modal distinction the broader of the two. Umbral union 
can be considered modal is a wider sense, broadening the la`er’s 
logic of mutual entanglement to include radicles in immanence as 
well as reciprocals in unfolding. \e dualities haunting Western 
philosophy, such as mind and body, or a_ect and rationality, can 
be resolved by treating them as modal distinctions. A top and its 
movements are modally distinct, yet actually inseparable (as is the 
case for every body). \eir inseparabilty is the condition of the 
top’s spin (their joint e_ect, which, as a pa`ern or manner that can 
be repeated elsewhere spinning o_ from a di_erent body, is really 
distinct from them). See also Infrathin †           
Modal Metaphysics.  \e study of the many manner-
isms of universal relational variation. †           
Mutual Inclusion.  An in-each-otherness of potentials or 
tendencies, with and not against their di_erence. In mutual inclusion, 
the activity of the one is in the activity of the other, as a modulating 
or infecting infuence. Mutual inclusion is a di_erential concept for 
the way in which the real constitutions of things formatively overlap 
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at the level of emergence. A ̂ eld of mutual inclusion is composed of 
contrasts, each with its qualitative-relational character, that call and 
respond to each other across their di_erence. \is complicates their 
di_erence with germinal variations on their character that might 
potentially unfold. \ere are three primary ̂ elds of mutual inclusion: 
real potential (emergent from the plane of consistency); bare activity 
(which feeds real potential forward through the full body into tak-
ings-form takings-form that will take their place on a stratum of the 
plane of organization); and pure potential (whose ̂ eld is the plane of 
immanence). Unfolding tendencies on their way to culmination, and 
determinate forms still in the process of emergence, can be said to be 
in mutual inclusion to the extent to which they co-integrate di_erent 
tendencies and potentials into their constitution. What are usually 
taken to be dualities or oppositions are in fact graded continua of 
mutual inclusion. !inking-feeling, for example, is a mutual inclusion 
of thought and feeling, in various alloys exhibiting variable degrees of 
the powers of each. At either end of the continuum lies a limit-pole or 
a`ractor. At one end lies the limit-pole of umbral union of the plane 
of immanence. At the other end lies the limit-pole of a disjunctive 
synthesis of the two tendencies separating-out together into their 
respective pure forms: pure thought and pure feeling (what Deleuze 
calls the cogitandum and the sentiendum).16 Paradoxically, when they 
approach this extreme they fold back in-under in abstract topological 
torsion to rejoin and reenergize the point of departure of the tenden-
cies’ re-coming together, for another go. At this point of immanent 
re-infolding, they are minima of relation yearning to set back out 
on their trajectories together (in other words, they are “radicles” of 
the plane of immanence). Mutual inclusion is a way of dealing with 
the dualities of process (like the up and down of gravity, or the leh 
and right of the bilateral symmetry of many animal bodies) outside 
of a dualist metaphysics, as part of a modal metaphysics instead. \e 

16 Deleuze, Di)erence and Repetition, 140-153.
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dualities of mutual inclusion are only departure points for thought, 
because the twoness of the tendencies will always compose with 
a thirdness, and more, as when it becomes necessary, for example 
with the concept of abduction, to complicate thinking-feeling into 
thinking-feeling-acting. \ere are always composites of multiples, 
and/or transversals (such as the cu`ing across of the up and down 
of gravity by the horizontality of movements on the surface of the 
earth) or intersecting axes (such the vertical counter-balancing of 
the bilateral symmetry of bipedal animal bodies’ by the hands-feet 
axis). Mutual inclusion is a di_erential logic of the multiple and of 
the mixing of tendencies. \ere is, however, a certain priority to the 
processual dualities. As spectrums of potential, they are primitives of 
process thinking in that the contrast they present cannot be further 
decomposed or analyzed into smaller elements without losing the 
dynamic. As continuums, they self-divide into degrees of integrative 
mixture (every step up increases how much down there is). But if 
they are cut into from the outside, their character disintegrates (as 
when refective thought cuts into the continuum of thinking-feeling 
and disintegrates it into an opposition between the rational and the 
irrational). \is makes it a central task of process thinking to diag-
nose which continuums are in play in a given actual mixture – and 
all actual formations are tendential mixes – and to what degrees, 
moving at what intensity toward which pole, in what taking-form 
(or in the case of the pole of umbral union on the plane of imma-
nence, with what coebcient of decoding and deterritorialization of 
form and content). \e thinking of mutual inclusion must always 
be in movement, for the very good reason that the world of process 
that it addresses never rests. Modal distinction and real distinction are 
conceptual tools for keeping it in movement. Umbral union is a way 
of groundlessly grounding it metaphysically, moving to the limit of 
thought’s capacity to make distinctions without extinguishing them 
for thought. †           
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Normopathy.  General definition: Normativity 
considered as a pathology consisting in the production of “sad” 
a)ects fe`ering the potential scope of becoming. Special 
Definition: Normativity swollen with license. In this de^-
nition, normopathy is the dominant character of the post-norma-
tive condition. Under the grips of a regime of reaction normativity 
becomes revengeful and punishing. †           
Objective Apparent Movement.  A movement 
or transformation on the level of an image, perceived without an 
awareness of the conditions of the image’s emergence. \e move-
ment between images on the same derivative level is taken to be 
self-subcient, and arrogates all causal ebcacy to itself. \is back-
grounds the ^eld of constitutive relation subtending that level, 
from which it emerged and which continues to feed it with poten-
tial. \e classic example is Marx’s “commodity fetishism,” de^ned 
as the relations between people (the unequal relations between 
workers and capitalists, and creditors and debtors, that fosters the 
accumulation of surplus-value that is the processual motor of the 
economy) mis-taken for relations between things (the system of 
consumer objects mis-taken for the essence of the economy, as 
in approaches championing the market). \e supposed indepen-
dence of the individual capitalist subject as subcient cause of its 
own choices, rationally captaining its life in competition with oth-
ers in the same individualist boat, is another example. Full bodies 
invariably produce objective apparent movements as derivative 
analogs (simulacra) of their own constitutive powers. Objective 
apparent movements are performative, and as such they do arro-
gate to themselves a certain derivative causal power. Objective 
apparent movements are a dynamic, systemic form of objective 
illusion, and like it are entirely real. †           
Objective Illusion.  A seeming-as-it-is that carries a 
causal kink in its real constitution. \is occurs when the structure 
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of a situation is objectively projected, with a topological torsion, 
onto a surface constituted by one of its components. \e classic 
example is a mirror whose objective embeddness in its situation 
produces a misdirected abduction presenting objects behind the 
viewer as objects before the viewer, accessible to the reach in that 
direction. \e objective illusion is the objective perspective of the 
mirror producing a topological twist on the situation’s composition 
that leads the viewer to mis-take the potential causal relations the 
situation harbors, and as a result to mis-place its import. \is mis-
take occurs because the mirror e_ectively acts exactly as it seems, 
in direct perception. Objective illusions are of all natures, not just 
visual. \ey may amplify and expand their scope by entering into 
discourse on the back of point-signs, becoming full-fedged errors 
fostering systemic stupidity (in themselves, they are “proto-errors”). 
\eir error-inducing power can be short-circuited by the cultiva-
tion of adequate ideas. In that case, their illusion, being objective, 
is not expunged. It is “doubled” by the adequate ideas, enveloped 
in their operation in a way that smothers their error’s potential 
for ampli^cation. Objective illusion is not the result of individual 
stupidity. It is an endemic danger in all perception. Perception pro-
duces the conditions of emergence of objective illusion through 
its habitual synthesis of composites that can stand out as seem-
ingy discrete objects, resulting from and projecting forward their 
own linear causalities (which are in fact forms of objective apparent 
movement). \is brackets the complexity of the relational ̂ eld. See 
also Error †           
Objective Perspective.  \e partial take on the rela-
tional ̂ eld and the potentials it harbors that comes with any determi-
nate taking-form. \e objective perspective is the necessary result of 
the real embeddedness of the thing in its situation. A thing’s mode of 
implantation in a context grades the real potential immanent to it, and 
draws a horizon around it that delineates a relative limit to its reach 



78

and the purview of its thinking-feeling. \e objective perspective’s 
parameters shih with the body’s movements, contraction of habits, 
and the pursuit of adequate ideas that extend its purview and correct 
the errors developing from objective illusions. †           
Optive Matter.  \e fullness of a context with unexpressed 
potentials that may be selectively picked up by an abstract machine 
for actual expression. Optive ma`er is on a graded continuum from 
real potential to pure potential. It constitutes the “could have been” 
of any given event or step in an historic route. †           
Ornamental Masculinity.  See Man-Standard 

Overcoding.  See Application; Ascription; 
Coding; Faciality; Fascism Proper; Figure; 
Identity; Infrathin; Man-Standard; Person 
(Personing) 

Particular .  See Singular
Passion.  \e body’s feeling, conscious or not, of passing to a 
higher or lower degree of capacitation in an a_ective encounter (an 
a_ecting and being a_ected). In Spinoza’s terms, the felt transition to 
a diminished power of existence is a “sad” a_ect. \e felt transition to 
an augmentation of the body’s powers of existence is a “joyful” a_ect. 
Passion is the a_ective playing out of the pathic. Reaction invests sad 
passions. Regimes of reaction systematize that investment. †           
Pathic.  \e openness of the body to feeling other infuences, 
in encounters with impinging bodies or through the reactivation 
of traces. \e pathic is an o_-beat of experience, like an arrhythmia 
in life’s ongoing. \e feeling of ingression suspends the continuity 
of life for an immeasurable, unplaceable instant. \is suspension 
is not a separate moment. It is immanent to the emergence of the 
moment. In it, there is no world, only the feeling. Or, the feeling 
^lls the world, like an in^nite ache or an endless whistle reducing 
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all experience to itself (Peirce). \e pathic corresponds to Peirce’s 
Firstness, in its liminality to the content of experience. It cannot be 
felt as such. It is felt at best in a fugitive side-perception, as in the 
feeling of just awakening from sleep or coming out of a profound 
drunkenness. Aside from that, it is felt only in its e_ect. \e e_ect 
begins with the hit of a micro-shock immanent to the formation 
of experience, conveyed by the strike of a point-sign. \e pathic 
is not the same as the passive. It has a “passive” share, but one 
that is actually more passive than passive: a radical, irremediable 
openess to being-a_ected that is prior to the distinction between 
being active and being passive. It also has an “active” share, but it is 
more a proto-activity, not unlike a finch or a twinge that primes for 
action and activates tendencies. It is not an action itself. “It would 
be nonsense to say that someone tried to have a twinge” or even 
to say that a twinge is something someone “do[es] at all.”17 \e 
pathic is in*a-personal. It coincides with the suspensive descent of 
life toward the body without organs, which is in the same stroke a 
repotentiating rise of the body without organs toward life’s reprise. 
\e descent-rearising traverses bare activity. Reaction is a follow-up 
on the passive share of the pathic that backgrounds its active share, 
curtailing repotentiation, sometimes fading out the active share 
in a passage toward its vanishing point. \e pathic is beyond pas-
sional. It is ur-passion. †           
Person (Personing).  \e pa`ern of a body’s ongoing 
activity displaying a quality of movement that characterizes it. \is 
character is the manner of coming-together to move-together of the 
body’s constituent elements. As the pa`erning moves along the 
body’s historic route with it, it regathers variations on itself into 
a constantly revised dynamic unity. \e dynamic unity remains 
changingly continuous with itself, as a variation on its own theme. 

17 Gilbert Ryle, !e Concept of Mind (London: Hutchison, 1949), 106.
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\is evolving continuity of character is the life of the person. \e 
feeling tone of the character across its variations on its own theme 
is the person’s “personality.” An example is a spinning top: the top 
is a body (a nexus of ma`er in movement). Its spin is the dynamic 
pa`erning of the movement that constitutes its character. \e per-
sonality is the continuous variation in the pa`ern of the spin across 
di_erent throws in di_erent conditions as it registers in an overall 
feeling tone. \ink of an individual human body as the top; think 
of the spin it puts on its activities as its character; think of the 
self-compounding feeling tone of its variations on that pa`ern as 
its personality (self-styling), and you have a processual image of 
the person in the everyday sense. A person is really distinct from the 
body whose character it expresses. \e person grows bo`om up, 
through the body’s contractions of habit. It is also susceptible to 
top-down overcoding, the application of the Man-Standard being 
the prime example. Personing is the cross-roads of these two ten-
dencies. Overcoding implants normative channeling in a body’s 
character pa`ern, creating a di_erential between the person and 
the joint potential of the in*a-personal tendencies couched in its 
consituent elements. \is di_erential can turn into a self-strug-
gle, or what is currently termed an “identity crisis.” Processually 
speaking, however, a person is not an identity. Identity happens to 
it. When the person is overcoded by an application, it su_ers iden-
ti(cation. \e overcoding is folded into channelings of the body’s 
habits and propensities by imitation. \is is an interiorization of the 
outside. In the life of the person, it will be perceived by the person 
as de^nitive of its own nature. \is sense of identity is a second-
ary e_ect of identi(cation, and is achieved by speci^c mechanisms, 
such as discipline and punishment. \is includes self-discipline, 
in which the person splits its character pa`erning into an ego and 
supergo and a`empts to channel itself in conformity with the Man-
Standard, turning its desire to its own punishment. \is is a form of 
reaction (reacting to the application of the identi^catory category 
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as an painful or anxiety-producing impingement from the outside 
and other). Interiorization detours desire into an objective apparent 
movement of self-refection that mis-takes itself for constitutive, 
mis-placing the import of its relations with others. \e interioriza-
tion may then exteriorize the self-struggle with normativity into a 
mimetic rivalry with the other, whose pursuit only heightens the 
normativity. \e truly constitutive relation is between the person 
and its infra-personal elements, in their transindividual relation to 
others. \e person is not composed of an ego and a superego, but 
of dividuals (“larval subjects” or “li`le souls”). Its organization 
is tiered. A person is always a greater person enveloping levels of 
under-persons in complex imbrication. “Person” is a synonym of 
character, with the added connotations of the social role the body 
is inducted into by the application to it of an abstract general idea 
and its struggles with the associated normalizing forces. “Character” 
emphasizes the process of the emergent pa`erning of movements 
and tendencies unfolding from the coming-together and going-to-
gether of infra-persons bound together in mutual relation in the 
same unfolding across the historic route of the body. A person is 
also a synonym for (gure, this time emphasizing its exempli^cation 
of a processual dynamic, including the process of its own adjunction 
to a preeminent person as an infra-person ingredient to its greater 
collective personhood. At the most elementary level, a person is gen-
eral idea: its character pa`ern spans a splay of elements whose 
dynamic unity it expresses in an overall quality or feeling tone 
(personality). Conversely, a general idea is a person. \e concept 
of the person applies to the character of any emergent pa`erning 
of movement standing out from the movement in its own e_ect, 
whether the movement is of body ma'er or abstract ma`er. †           
Personality.  \e character pa`ern of a person understood 
from the angle of the feeling tone enveloping its variations that 
integrally express them as an overall dynamic unity. \e overall 
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dynamic unity is felt to be self-gathering and self-compounding 
across its variations. †           
Personality of Power .   A machine of collective 
expression pivoting on the ̂ gure of a preeminent person (a greater 
person or overperson) in the mode of faciality. \e prevailing oper-
ator of power is adjunction. \e personality of power is rife with 
fascisizing tendencies, resulting in a collective individuation in a reac-
tive mode. See also Reaction, Regime of †           
Personification.  \e exempli^cation of a processual 
dynamic in the character of a person. All personings are personi^-
cations of processual dynamics. \e traditional ̂ gure of the human 
under capitalism is a personi^cation of one of the constitutive 
contrasts of the capitalist relation (worker/capitalist), and through 
it of the process as a whole. \e person as human capital under 
neoliberalism is a personi^cation of the volatility of the fows of 
deregulated capital, exempli^ng its derivative production of sur-
plus-value of fow. \e personi^cation is does not resemble what it 
personi^es. Its pa`erns do, however, entertain an operative analogy 
with it, under topological transformation. A personi^cation is a 
topological ̂ gure of the process it exempli^es. See also Figure †           
Perspective.  See Objective Perspective
Plane of Consistency.  \e fuctuating limit, vibrating 
with bare actvity, between the real potential of a full body and the 
pure potential of the plane of immanence. See also Full Body †          
Plane of Immanence.  \e ̂ eld of pure potentials, held 
in mutual inclusion in the mode of umbral union. \e ^eld imma-
nence is not a thing. It is a limit-concept. It ^gures the limit of 
thought as the worlds’ horizon of in^nite potential. Its concept is 
a way of grounding the system of thought in a thinking of poten-
tial and its process of coming to actual expression. At its farthest 
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reaches, it is Bergson’s and Deleuze’s virtual. It conditions all emer-
gences with the reactivatable memory-of-the-world of relations 
past in-forming tendencies’ future. It is real but maximally abstract. 
It does not exist, but “subsists” at the limit of the thinkable and 
beyond the limit of what is feelable in any actual sensory mode. It 
can be felt sensorially only in e_ect, enveloped. It can be abducted 
amodally, in an act of intuition descending toward it through the 
full body, descending the route following which potentials rise as 
they ^lter toward actualization in taking-form. \ere is no form 
or content on the plane of immanence, only pure relation. \e 
plane of immanence is ontologically recessive. Being cannot reach 
it, since it lies at its absolute limit. No body can go into it. It can 
only come out of itself, into actual expression, in the life of bodies 
and in the operations of formations. It is not the in-itself. It is the 
of-itself: that out of which the world always gives more of itself. It 
is the ultimate source of belief in the world. It is not something to 
believe in. It is what a body cannot but believe from. Paradoxically, 
its virtuality does have its own spectral mode of appearance in 
the actual, which Deleuze calls a “virtual image,” and which can 
also be called “semblance” working from Benjamin’s sense of the 
word.18 See also Body without Organs; Full Body; 
Immanence †           
Plane  of  Organization.   See Full  Body; 
Machinic
Point-Sign.  A sign that performatively indexes potential. 
Point-signs address potential through a priming of bare activity 
toward future encounters, even in abstraction from any particular 
encounter other than with the sign itself. \e concept of the point-
sign extends the notion of the index beyond pointing to a past or 
actually occurring encounter, into the domain of the performative 

18 Brian Massumi, Semblance and Event (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2011).
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(which prospectively produces its own object). Its performance 
constitutes an encounter in its own right: a sign strike. \e e_ect 
may be abrmative: indexing, through bare activity, the real poten-
tial of the full body in a way that activates its relay with the pure 
potentials of the plane of immanence, stoking potentials to ^lter up 
and take e_ect, unfolding into singular expression. Most ohen in 
practice, however, their e_ect is limitative, curtailing potential. \is 
occurs most notably with the performative ascription to a body or 
population of bodies of an abstract general idea conveying pre-es-
tablished social roles – prime among them the Man-Standard. \is 
application of a normative standard sidelines the expression of sin-
gularity and channels thinking-feeling into prescribed channels 
aimed at forma`ing the future into a conformity with past pat-
terns. In certain regimes of discourse, point-signs can also carry 
a double valence, at the same time imposing the Man-Standard 
and undermining it with an impulsive plasticity. \is is the case 
with the post-truth Trumpian regime of reaction and its licensing of 
individuals’ sense of exceptionality and self-centered entitlement. 
See also Index †           
Poles.  Synonym of a`ractor; synonym of limit. See Body; 
Desire ; Fascism  Proper ; Man-Standard ; 
M u t ua l  I n c lu s i o n ; P o st-N o r m at i v e ; 
Tendency; Thinking-Feeling †           
Post-Normative.   At one pole, the post-normative con-
dition is when norms no longer e_ectively format behavior, serv-
ing instead as a pivot around which behavior oscillates. Norms 
do not disappear. If anything, they harden. \ey are no longer, 
as in liberalism, “neutral” regulatory guardrails adaptable to cul-
tural changes. Neither are they unbending prescriptive rules of 
a moral tenor, as they are in certain practices of religion and in 
traditional authoritarian family and state regimes. \ese two nor-
mative modes may continue to function, but neither are de^nitive. 
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What de^nes the post-normative condition is the license given to 
the individual to transgress the norms while selectively imposing 
them on others in the harshest of manners. \e same individ-
ual may at the same time claim to uphold norms, in either the 
religious or authoritarian mode, with no hint of contradiction. 
Post-normativity is a structural hypocrisy, in the sense that it is 
not reducible to individual character, but characterizes a cultural 
condition of which post-normative individuals are an expression. 
\at cultural condition can be analyzed as a regime of reaction. \e 

“toxic masculinity” of present-day hypermasculinism is an example, 
closely associated with the alt-right and its neoreactionary hatred 
of “normies.” Post-normativity can be illustrated by envisioning 
the bell curve of the normal distribution oscillating back and 
forth across itself. It is characterized by normopathy exacerbated 
by license. \ere is another pole of post-normativity, opposed to 
the ^rst, in which norms also no longer e_ectively format behav-
ior. But rather than oscillating around the norm, individuations 
eschew normativity as such, moving toward an integral and abr-
mative revaluation of values operating on an entirely di_erent 
basis (of ethico-aesthetic, as opposed to moral, tenor).19 Names 
for this include “becoming-minor,” “queering,” and the “black-
ness” of the “undercommons.” See also Identification; 
License; Man-Standard (in connection with the ^rst 
pole); Normopathy; Potential, Pure (in connection 
with the second pole) †           
Potential, Pure.  \e entirety of the world’s potential, in 
abstraction from its accessibility to actualization from the objective 
perspective of any given experience or occasion. By potential is a 

19 Brian Massumi, “Virtual Ecology and the Question of Value” in General 
Ecology: !e New Ecological Paradigm, ed. Erich Hörl (London: Bloomsbury, 
2017), 345-373 and 99 !eses for the Revaluation of Value: A Postcapitalist 
Manifesto (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2018).
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meant a form of relation and its carrying of a qualitative valence, 
or pure character. \e potential contributes its character to any 
occasion actualizing its relational form. \e qualitative-relational 
matrix is said to make “ingression” in the actualizing occasion, 
which “exhibits” or “expresses” the character. An example is the 
color red, which comes to expression only under a certain range of 
relational conditions (including light conditions, spatial arrays, and 
body-borne perceptual mechanisms). When red makes ingression, 
it is always the “same” potential re-expressing itself in a variation 
on its character. By “same” is meant an emergent variation on a 
spectrum of related potentials. Each instance is in fact singular: no 
two reds are exactly alike. \e pure potential is the mutual inclusion 
in umbral union of an inde^nite set of expressions of red in eter-
nal readiness to express themselves in the continually changing 
constitution of the world. \e ingression is not to be mistaken 
for a passive reception, as in traditional notions of perception. It 
is an event in the world that is distributed across the conditioning 
elements, all of which combine passive and active aspects in the 
mutual adjustments of their participation with each other in the 
event. \e pure potential contributes its character to an occasion 
that takes it up into its own emergence. \e occasion’s exhibiting of 
the potential characterizes it (as a certain tone of red characterizes 
a sunset). \e character of that experience can be thought of an 
inheritance from the realm of pure potential (passive aspect), at 
the same time it is an uptake by the experience (active aspect). It 
can also be thought of as a contribution by the realm of potential 
(active aspect) received by the experience (passive aspect). \is 
is another way of saying that the event is tributary to a relational 
causality that does not parse out according to a simple active/pas-
sive dichotomy. Pure potentials can also be complex, such as a 
pa`ern of colors in a painting or, even more complexly, the feeling 
tone of a conversation or other social interaction (which occur on 
spectrums that we think of as types or genres). Pure potential is a 
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tool for understanding the in^nite potential for events to vary, on 
every level. Everything that occurs is characterized by the expres-
sion of a pure potential, simple or complex, that gives it a feeling 
tone. \e feeling tone is a processual value, in something close to 
the way we speak of the “value” of a color tone or musical note. 
All characters active in the world are expressions of pure potential. 
\e emergent variations they bring fold back into the spectrum of 
pure potential. \ere they remain, patient for a re-expression in 
yet another variation, given the conditions. \e ideal realm of pure 
potential, in abstraction from the actualization of potentials, can be 
thought of as the “world of value.”20 \e before/aher dichotomy is 
no more applicable to pure potential than passive/active.21 At the 
same time as a pure potential ingresses into the just-beginning of 
an occasion, it pulls from ahead as an a`ractor governing a tendency. 
\is transtemporality of its expression, together with the always-at-
the-ready-for-another-go of its lingering out of time in the world of 
value, is what makes it “untimely” (Deleuze; Nietzsche) or “eter-
nal” (Whitehead). In Whitehead’s vocabulary, a pure potential is 
an “eternal object,” closely corresponding to “pure singularity” in 
Deleuze’s Logic of Sense. In Deleuze and Gua`ari, the realm of pure 
potential is the plane of immanence. †           
Potential, Real.  Pure potential ^ltered and forma`ed 
in processual proximity to a event or emergence. Real potential is 
the selective spectrum of potential most proximately accessible 
for expression in that context. It can be imagined as an abstract 
collander sihing pure potentials for ingredience in the event’s 
leavening, as a function of any number of variables composing 
the context’s singular complexion: the tendencies churning in 
its bare activity, the abstract general ideas hovering ready to apply 

20 A.N. Whitehead, “Immortality,” Essays in Science and Philosophy (New York: 
Philosophical Library, 1968), 60–74

21 Massumi, “Virtual Ecology and the Question of Value.”
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themselves and overcode it, the discursive formations poised to 
traverse it, the a)ective state of capacitation of the participating 
bodies that they bring to the context form their previous encoun-
ters, the habitual beliefs those bodies bear, their propensity for cer-
tain movements of desire (their conatus), and their inductibility 
into transindividual movements of desire that might traverse the 
context. Real potential does not just include potentials that actually 
end up characterizing the occasion. It also includes potentials that 
could have been ingredient, but were selected out as the occasion 
occasioned. \ese “negative prehensions” are contibutors to the 
shape of the event by virtue of having been excluded in a given 
manner: they are ex-inscribed in it. In this connection, the notion 
of real potential has important consequences for the concept of 
history. It asserts the necessity of including the could-have-been 
in our account of historical causality. \is gives elbow room to 
history by forbidding strictly deterministic or overly linear ver-
sions of its course. In the complexity of real potential’s playing 
out, there is always room for contingency and spontaneity. If there 
were not, history would not be history. It would be its opposite, 
stasis. Every context is accompanied by an atmosphere that sur-
rounds and su_uses it with intimations of the pure potential that 
real potential ^lters from its “world of value” into the “world of 
activity” (the world of events and emergences). Real potential is 
textured and layered, receding by gradations from the most prox-
imate potentials (the most accessible and probable) all the way to 
the limit of pure potential. \ere is no strict dividing line between 
real and pure potential. Ultimately, it is a ma`er of degree. \e full 
body and the body without organs are trans-contextual formations 
of real potential. In their most immanent recesses, they verge on 
the deterritorialized zones of potentialization composing the plane 
of immanence, which is at once their continuation and their under-
side. When the activity of a body adjoined to them dives toward 
those zones through bare activity, it is capacitated to access less 
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probably, more “distant” potentials (potentials further away on the 
continuum of potential than the most ready potentials held in real 
potential). Real potential is a term of Whitehead’s. It corresponds 
to the lower bands of Bergson’s famous cone of the virtual, as it 
^lters down toward the vertex of actualization. †           
Quasi-Cause.  A nonlocal, nonlinear cause. \e e_ects pro-
duced by a relation, as such, is quasi-causal in that the ebcacity is 
distributed across the terms in relation and inheres in their manner 
of coming-together to express emergent powers at the global level. 
By nonlocal is meant equally in the parts and in the whole. By non-
linear is meant the reciprocity of a multiplicity of elements whose 
activities infect each other’s unfoldings mutually. Quasi-causality 
is a phenomenon of mutual inclusion. It is an agencying of mutual 
inclusion (its machining). It is comes from the in-it-togetherness of 
disparate elements. Catalysis and resonance can be taken as models 
for quasi-causality. Adequate ideas supplement linear causality by 
resituating it in the complexity of the relational ^elds it limitatively 
expresses. But quasi-causality can also carry the connotation of 
objective illusion when it expresses in surface e_ects that produce 
a topological torsion on how their conditions of emergence and 
import appear, such that the movements occurring on that level 
can purport to be causally self-subcient. †           
Racial Capitalism.  \e distribution along racial lines 
of capitalism’s endemic production of inequality. Inequality is inex-
pungeable from the capitalist process. It is burned into the capitalist 
relation, whose very de^nition is the asymmetrical relation between 
those who have access to money as investment and those who only 
have access to money as a means of payment, and thus have to o_er 
their life’s energies for exploitation by others who are in a position 
to skim o_ surplus-value from their labor to fold into their cycles of 
investment, always in a way that disproportionately appropriates the 
fruits of any increase in productivity to pad the co_ers of the already 
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wealthy. \e institution of slavery was a way of expropriating the 
life’s activity of Africans, without even the input expense of a salary. 
It was used to fuel the “primitive accumulation” of capital, which 
refers to the extraction of monetary value and its concentration in 
the investment cycle. Capitalism requires that lines of inequality 
be produced. \e implementation of slavery for turbo-charging 
primitive accumulation at a crucial stage in the early development 
of capitalism superimposed the line of inequality on the color line. 
Capitalism has been racial capitalism ever since, as it continues to 
exploit racial inequality in the “aherlife of slavery.” \e Man-Standard 
is an essential operator of racial capitalism, providing the standard 
for the di_erential valuation of the categories of person it racializes. 
From that angle, the Man-Standard is the very logic of Whiteness. 
\e person itself under captialism, as a personi(cation of the capitalist 
process, is a derivative form of racial capital. Personi^cations of the 
capitalist process carry the mark of its unequal distributions in their 
real constitution, sunk into their objective perspective on potential (as 
a function of the angle at which their bodies are implanted in the 
relational ̂ eld). Human capital (see ( gure; personi(cation) produces 
and enforces racial inequalities in a fuid form that is all the more 
dibcult to address. \e fexibility and entrée necessary to surf vola-
tility and draw a surplus-value of fow from it in order to glide one’s 
character to the top of the wave and enjoy the foam on one’s face is 
not equally accessible to all. \e hard lines of the traditional Man-
Standard fuidify, remaining just as oppressive but in a mode that is 
more plastic and harder to identify. \is contributed to the myth 
of a “post-racial” society that had a brief heydey early in Obama’s 
presidency, and is still subscribed to by some whites who live their 
lives as disavowed servants of reaction and its human-capitalist allies. 
Racial capitalism is symbiotic with the triage and graded potentia-
tion of human bodies by applications of the made-to-purpose abstract 
general ideas of racial categories. See also Man-Standard †           
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Reaction.   \e separation of the e_ect of an impinging 
encounter from the real (relational) conditions of that encoun-
ter, and the conservation of that e_ect in the form of a trace of 
the encounter whose reactivation reiterates the pain or anxiety 
associated with the impingement. Reaction prolongs the pathic, 
shortcircuting its share of activation. In its developed forms, it fos-
ters a self-diminishment of the body’s powers of thinking-feeling 
by building upon the passive share of its experience of encounter, 
and ^guring all encounter, and by extension all relation, as intru-
sive or threatening. In this respect, reaction is a formative element 
in the notion of the individual as sovereign subject ensconced in 
the self-defensive or immunitary fortress of a closed interiority. 
Epistemologcially, reaction mis-takes causality by simplistically 
ascribing the most proximate body to the impingement as its sole 
author or agent, without inquiring into the nexus of powers that 
conditioned its actions in that context, nor how the reaction-ready 
impingeability that the receiving body brought to the encounter 
was contracted into that body’s habitual existential posture as 
a tendency, nor how both of these might have been otherwise 
and could be otherwise in any future encounters that might tran-
spire. \is moralizing ascription of blame may entirely misiden-
tify the impinging body’s actual role no less than its potentials, 
under the misdirection of an objective illusion. Ethically, reaction 
mis-places import by bracketing the way in which this processual 
context, as a relational composition of powers of bodies to a_ect 
and be a_ected, constitutively includes margins of indeterminacy 
and alternative potentials that might o_er room to maneuver. 
Reaction can develop into ressentiment, or move past it into back-
lash, in which the reaction refexively pivots into what is felt to 
be an equal and opposite movement of revenge-fueled aggressive 
action against the putative causal agent, and/or into a cosseting 
of the urge toward such aggression to the point that it becomes 
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integrated into the person’s mode of existence as a character trait. 
\e moralistic ascription of blame rankles into the emotion of 
hatred. Under the infuence of the abstract general idea’s princi-
ple of resemblance, the hatred generalizes, prejudicially extend-
ing to all members of the perceived class to which the o_ending 
body belongs. \e result is racism, misogyny, and other ingrained 
categorical hatreds whose status as inadequate ideas is fagrant to 
those not entirely under their reactive spell. Reaction, however, 
is a component in all lives. It cannot be controverted; it must be 
converted through its doubling by adequate ideas. \is conver-
sion is a becoming-active of thinking-feeling, countering its fealty 
to the pathic’s passive share and the “sad” a_ects associated with 
it. Refexive backlash is not a true becoming-active. It is reaction 
being “acted” – being roused out of its passivity into action, with-
out any challenge to reaction’s mis-placing of import, in a refex 
acting out of the ressentiment-^lled feeling of being wronged.22 
See also Error; Passion †           
Reaction, Regime of.   When dynamics of reaction 
amplify to a systemic level and become self-reproducing across 
transindividual relays of desire. \is occurs when words and images 
are so constituted as to envelop the traces of painful or anxiogenic 
encounters and disseminate their e_ects to third parties, beyond 
any given encounter where they may have been produced in situ. 
\e words may be entirely ̂ ctional and the images synthetic. What 
ma`ers is the a_ective strike-force carried by the reactivation of 
the disseminated traces. \is strike-force is conveyed by point-signs 
indexing objective illusions, reiterating and reinforcing their mis-tak-
ing of causality and misplacing of import. A regime of reaction 
is the social reign of error. It is conditioned by a social/cultural 
milieu cultivating the priming of bodies’ receptivity for the impact 

22 Acted: Deleuze, Nietzsche and Philosophy, trans. Hugh Tomlinson (New York: 
Columbia University Press, 2006), 111-113.
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of the point-sign’s conveyed e_ects. \is circulation of point-signs 
is borne by a discursive regime structured by abstract general ideas 
and their organizing principles of singularity-denying resemblance. 
At the limit, the discursive regime fosters widespread conspiracy 
thinking blooming into a systemic stupidity. It sows the seeds of 
contagions of violent, refexive backlash actions against ascribed 
enemies. \e regime of reaction, like every formation, has its own 
conatus. It is self-conducting as a transindividual tendency that 
adjoins bodies to itself and inducts them into its operations, more 
so than bodies control it. Its operativity is in excess over individual 
or even group intention. It is machinic: self-conducting. \e e_ects 
it disseminates in-form the collecive individuations of individual 
becomings correlated to one another through the distributed 
action of point-signs. \e character pa`ern of the collective indi-
viduation constitutes collective persons. See also Desire †           
Real Distinction.  \e mode of distinction pertaining to 
the di_erence of an emergent e_ect expressing a unity of dynamic 
character that is not reducible to its contributory elements and has 
a certain autonomy with respect to them. \e e_ect is the manner 
of the elements’ movement: the pa`ern or abstract “shape” of their 
movement across phases of unfolding. \e same abstract shape can 
continue across a series of contexts of encounter along the same 
historic route in a continuous variation on itself. Or it can reiterate 
in discontinuous fashion in disparate contexts belonging to di_er-
ent historic routes. An example of a self-varying dynamic pa`ern 
continuing across a series of encounters is a person, or the character 
of the life of a body. \e person is as really distinct from the body as 
the spin is from the top. \ough they cannot be separated, neither 
can they be equated. \e person is a self-abstraction of an unfolding 
movement, paralleling its encounters in an emergent expression of 
their pa`ern. An example of an e_ect carrying over across di_erent 
contexts is the “same” musical phrase played by a French horn and by 
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a violin. Or the same rhythmic contour in a wave of water and a wave 
of inspiration in thought. Here, real distinction bears on an e_ect that 
is reiterable in di_erent historic routes, with the capacity to migrate 
from one context to another in a discontinuous variation on its own 
theme. In each iteration, the e_ect is conditioned by and contingent 
upon a singular situation from which its emergence is inseparable. 
But at the same time, it lihs o_ into its own movement of nonlocal 
migration to reemerge in disparate contexts. \e e_ect’s migratory 
reiteration can form series (a musical series in the case of the French 
horn and violin) or skip from one series to another (as in the water 
wave and wave of inspiration). In all cases, real distinction pertains 
to “amodal” realities.23 \ese are abstract dynamic shapes that are 
in excess of any given sensory modality or quality of experience. 
\ey cannot be said to be “in” any one modality, because they lih o_ 
from them and carry across their di_erence. \ey abstract or extract 
themselves from them, into their own feeling tone. Real distinction 
is imbricated with modal distinction. Modal distinction pertains to 
the di_erence between elements bound together in the unfolding of 
an occurrent relation in a singular context. Real distinction pertains 
to the di_erence of the emergent e_ect of such a joint unfolding: the 
e_ect that unfolds from the unfolding. Real distinction is a deriva-
tive of relational movement. It is crucial for the understanding of 
the relational reality of the abstract. A stream of thought is really 
distinct from the conditions of emergence from which it unfolds 
(most proximately, the neuronal movements of the brain, endoge-
nously or exogenously produced, consequent to impingements on 
the body from the outside and from its own interior). A concept is 
also autonomous of its particular referents, in that has the amodal 
ability to extract itself from one stream of ma`er and jump nonlo-
cally into another, skipping between di_erent contexts and qualities 
of experience (for example, the concept of revolution jumping from 

23 Daniel Stern, !e Interpersonal World of the Infant (New York: Basic Books, 1985).
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the English to the French to the American to the Russian). \ought 
exhibits both degrees of freedom of the amodal: serial and across 
series. When it jumps contexts, it tends to span them by taking them 
back up into a joint unfolding on its own supplementary level, con-
stituting a general (not this or that revolution, but Revolution). \e 
amodality of real distinction is the abstract ma`er of thought. †           
Ressentiment.  \e absorption of a body’s capacities to 
a_ect and be a_ected into a world-^lling feeling of generalized 
resentment. \e resentment is so generalized that its object is the 
very world it ̂ lls, experienced as a bo`omless reservoir of painfully 
and anxiogenic impinging others. Ascribed sets of speci^ed ene-
mies are penumbra’d by a ghost host of vague threatening presences 
foating everywhere. Ressentiment is maximally retentive of traces 
of “sad” encounters. It is marked by an inability to forget. “You do 
not know how to get rid of anything, you do not know how to get 
over anything, you do not know how to push anything back – every-
thing hurts. People and things become obtrusive, events cut too deep, 
memory is a festering wound”.24 Because of this, ressentiment easily 
descends into nihilism, or infates into paranoia. In both cases, it 
cultivates the passive share of the pathic, even to the point of paral-
ysis. In spite of that (or perhaps because of the unsustainability of 
that condition), it can be incited by the point-signs of a regime of 
reaction to fip into reactive backlash issuing in acts of aggression 
against the ostensible agents of the perceived wrongs occasioning 
the su_ering. Both the paralysis and the lashing out are strongly 
infected by moral imputations of blame, and even a`ributions of evil. 
\is infuses ressentiment with a certain religiosity of feeling, even 
where it is avowedly atheist, to the point that it can be considered 
a political theology. All reaction carries a degree of ressentiment. †           

24 Friedrich Nietzsche, Ecce Homo, in !e Anti-Christ, Ecce Homo, Twilight of 
the Idols, and Other Writings (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005). 
p. 80-81.
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Schiz.  A cut of decision that induces a global readjustment of 
a body’s ^eld of real potential, in a kind of existential leap in place. 
\e e_ect of the schiz resonates across all levels, in a catalysis of 
change modulating, to one degree or another, all of the ingredi-
ent elements’ expressions in their relation to each other, and in 
their overall pa`erning emergent from that relationality. A schiz 
is quasi-causal in its nonlinear and nonlocal ebcacity. If it cuts too 
deep, it may catapult the body’s tendencies over the relative limit 
that held them within certain normative parameters, shaking it 
loose, or deterritorializing it, with potentially unsurvivable abrupt-
ness. Schizzing may be practiced as part of the method of intution, 
mobilizing adequate ideas that o_er prudential possibilities either 
for controlling the degree of deterritorialization, or throwing out 
a lifeline to enable a return to pa`erns of survivability. Schizzing 
can be a revolutionary practice. Point-signs e_ect schizzes. See also 
Micro-Shock †           
Signifying Regime.   A regime of discourse in which 
signs (words and images) refer prioritarily to other signs and have 
an arbitrary relation to their referents. \is makes for a continual 
signifying slippage of signs through the byways of metaphor and 
metonymy, powered by the imagination and tending at the limit 
toward *ee indirect discourse, which may foster a culture of conspir-
acy thinking. \e signifying regime is constitutionally prone to error 
and the dissemination of objective illusions, and easily lends itself to 
fascizing tendencies and the formation of a regime of reaction. A regime 
of reaction under the signifying sign organizes itself around as center 
of signi^ance. \e center of signi^ciance is occupied by a preem-
inent person operating as a collective subject of enunciation and 
arrogating the production of all meaning e_ects to itself, arraying all 
sign emissions that ma`er in concentric circles around its apparent 
font of meaning. Each circle carries a distribution of mini-centers of 
signi^ance that resonate with the center of signi^ance, following a 
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principle of faciality. \is produces a conformation of a_ected body’s 
thinking-feeling that tend toward conformity with normative stan-
dards like the Man-Standard, while at the same time undermining 
them through the continued metaphorical-metonymic slippage of 
signs producing deformations of the standard (condensations and 
displacements of its codings). Formally, the signifying regime is allied 
with Saussurian linguistics as it moved into late twentieth-century 
cultural theory through structuralism. †           
Singular .  \at which is uniquely itself, incomparable to any 
other in its details; an inimitable manner of holding-together, incom-
mensurable to any standard. Certain details composing the singular 
can be rounded o_ to produce a resemblance between it and an other, 
likewise trimmed. \is operation of discounting details transforms 
the singular into a particular: a peer member grouped as a function 
of a produced common likeness with others, under the same class-
name designating a category, or abstract general idea. A racialized 
individual is a discounted singular subsumed under a general racial 
category as sub-category of the human, reduced to standing for a 
particular representative of it and consequently subjected to the dif-
ferential valuations of the Man-Standard. All things (in the widest 
sense, including movements, situations, and events) are singulars, 
outside and alongside their discounting as particulars. Indexes point 
to reacting singulars. Common notions are the basis for thinking sin-
gularity relationally. See also Application; Infrathin; 
Collective Singular †           
Singular-Multiple.  A synonyn of singular, used as a 
reminder that all singulars are composed. \ey are composed 
of sub-elements that hold together and go together, not because 
they are subsumed by a general category, but because the activity 
of each is in the activity of all (their forces of existence, or powers 
to a_ect and be a_ected, are mutually modulating; their activities 
are in resonance). \is relational interweaving of forces produces 
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a dynamic solidarity that allows them to count for one (which 
in turn enables them to be subsumed and curtailed by abstract 
general ideas). \e composition goes “all the way down,” through 
nested layers with no ^nal grounding, other than in potential. \e 
composition can be divided, but not without changing in nature. 
\e activity of the sub-elements is not silenced by their entering 
into solidarity. It becomes participatory. In its participation, it 
may be infected or hybridized. It may pass unfelt at the higher 
levels of activity enveloping it, of which it nevertheless remains a 
constitutive element. If the composition is divided and changes 
in nature, the sub-elements may assert their autonomy, express-
ing their own character and following the unfolding of their own 
conatus with greater degrees of freedom. See also Collective 
Singular †            
Singular-Universal.   \e common notion’s under-
standing of the relational powers of bodies in encounter extended 
beyond a given situation to embrace any number of potential 
situations in their movement of variation, forming series and 
multi-situation nexuses. \e understanding of the singular-uni-
versal is an approach in thought to the plane of immanence, or the 
world’s ̂ eld of emergent potential. Since the plane of immanence 
extends below the threshold of conscious thought and on the far 
side shades into the virtual, this understanding can never be fully 
explicit. \e singular-universal is the third and most far-reaching 
kind of adequate idea. \e way is prepared for it by the common 
notion and the collective singular, but it can only be a`ained through 
intuition, practiced as a method. \e aim of the singular-universal 
is to bring thought into proximity with pure potential. †           
Situation.  See Context
Speculative Pragmatism.  Another word for the 
method of intuition. †           
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Strange Intruder.  \e strange intruder is a term Peirce 
uses to describe the triggering of a experience in, to use a term of 
Whitehead’s, an ingression from the outside. An impingement 
from an other strikes the body at the in*a-personal level, shock-
ing the body’s activities into pathic suspense. At this level, the 
experience is at the threshold, not yet “mine.” Its repercussions 
percolate up through bare activity into the emergent taking-form 
of the next pulse of process. At the pulse’s wave-crest, an encap-
sulating feeling registers the e_ect: one that says (without words), 

“so that was me!” (the concluding punctuation of a conjunctive 
synthesis). But it was actually an other entering: a strange intruder. 
It is only in retrospect that “I” owns the experience as having been 

“me”: a drop in the pool of my experience. “My” experience is a 
taking possession of other infuences, integrated into a pulse of 
experience that comes to be me, as the impingement plays out 
into an episode in my life. “I” is always a retrospective e_ect of 
an encounter with alterity. Alterity – the experiential openness of 
the body to the incoming of other-impingements – that lies at the 
heart of the person. Since the experience of “me” dawns in alterity, 
it just takes a slight shih in focus to see me taking possession of 
other infuence as the impingement of the other taking posses-
sion of me. \e importance of the strange intruder for process 
thinking is that the mutual possession of I and other, of self and 
stranger, is the fundamental dynamic behind the advance of a 
body through the historic constituting its personhood. It is con-
stitutive of all I am. \e social bond is not a contract between par-
ticulars, it is a joint possession, at the level of emergence where 
it is not so easy even to say where you end and I begin. \is 
suggests an ethics of alterity that is radically di_erent from the 
distrust and punishment of the other that is played out in regimes 
of reaction. As Peirce puts it, “your neighbors are your self to a 
much greater degree than you would believe.” \is a rallying cry 
for an ethics and politics of transindividuality. \e directions it 
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leads in are as radically di_erent from the liberal tolerance of the 
other as from reaction. \e other immanent to your becoming 
yourself is not the same kind of other you stand opposite to and 
deign to live with and let live with all-too-human magnanimity 
and rationality. It is the intimate strangeness your body opens 
up to, in a passion that becomes you. Neither does it operate in 
Levinas’s face-to-face. It under-runs faciality. It operates from the 
nonpersonal pathic level of personing, in-coming at the cu`ing 
edge of experience, liminal to any claim of human ownership. †           
Structure.  A system of contasting terms that are subsumed 
under an abstract general idea as sub-categories under its umbrella. 
\e terms do not simply form a logical set, but rather have the status 
of moving parts in a working system. A social formation character-
ized by this working system and dedicated to embodying, reproduc-
ing, and dissseminting its constituent categories, can also be called a 
structure, giving the term a certain polysemy (referring both to the 
system of contrasting terms and their social embodiments). It should 
not be forgo`en that such a formation is a limitative channelling of 
a larger ^eld of potential, which means that the structure is never 
determining in the last instance. Its power is of application (overcod-
ing). An example is a system of gender categories tributary to the 
Man-Standard, where the gender roles actively revolve around each 
other and are applied to bodies to co-produce certain co-adapted 
social and personal e_ects that are mutually held within norma-
tive standards enforced by social formations dedicated to that task 
(such as the traditional family). Once implanted in the social ^eld, 
a structure is an aspect of the ^gurative, exerting a formative infu-
ence on (gures’ taking determinate form. Structuralism’s assertion 
of structure as a set of diacritical di_erences (an empty matrix of dif-
ferences de^ned only negatively as what they are contrastively not) 
is, from the processual point of view, a founding ^ction. \e level of 
immanence construed as diacritical by structuralism is understood 
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in process thinking as an umbral union of pure qualitative-relational 
potentials: pure relations carrying a germ of character. \is resitu-
ating of the concept of structure within a metaphysics of potential 
extracts it from its structuralist limitation to the combinatory system 
of basically empty permutations. It gives body to structure. †           
Stupidity.  \e systemic dissemination of objective illusions, 
and the full-fedged discursive errors they moult into, by a dis-
cursive regime formative of a regime of reaction. Stupidity is not 
fundamentally the a`ribute of an individual. It is something that 
transindividually possesses individuals through their adjunction to 
a regime of reaction. Stupidity is the acquired, and ohen ^ercely 
defended, propensity to mis-take causality, and as a result to mis-
place the import of events (see error). It is the systematic missing 
of the event. It is not for lack of a will-to-truth or for lack of skepti-
cism that bodies fall into stupidity. Full-fedged error, according to 
Susanne Langer, forms at the highest levels of signifying discourse. 
\is makes stupidity a form of intellectuality, not in spite of its 
errors, but because of them. Stupidity is misdirected by the meta-
phoric/metonymic slippages of the signifying regime into mis-taken 
ascriptions of character and causal responsibility, underwri`en by 
the logic of the general abstract idea and bolstered by the value 
judgments of the Man-Standard. Stupidity easily segues into con-
spiracy thinking due to uncertainty and ambiguity produced by 
the loose ^t of abstract general ideas to the singularity of contexts 
and the e_ective texture of their relational causality. Stupidity is 
intensi^ed by the fear of the unspeci(ed enemy, whose ungraspable 
nature fosters a frantic bumbling for a purchase on the world’s 
complexity that is captured by the signifying regime. Stupidity is 
an acquired de^ciency of the ability to process complexity. It is the 
opposite of belief in the event: neglect of the event. †           
Surplus-Value of Flow.  An excess e_ect that spins 
o_ from a fow onto another level where it can enter other circuits 
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and acquire new ebcacies. An example is the monetization of users’ 
navigation on the internet through data mining. More broadly, cap-
italist surplus-value is a surplus-value of fow extracted from the 
turnover of goods and ^nancial instruments. \e surplus-value 
is not the pro^t taken, but the perpetual movement of capital 
increase that moves across the points of turn-over (sales, trades): 
an excess of investment power that snowballs across the economy.25 
Surplus-value of fow is not con^ned to technological or economic 
apparatuses. \e character of an individual body as human capital is 
a surplus-value of fow spun o_ from the body’s sur^ng the waves of 
volatility and uncertainty. A surplus-value of fow that is generated 
with no or minimal input of human labor (thanks, for example, 
to automation or robotization) is a “machinic surplus-value.” A 
habit, individual or collective, is a naturally occurring machinic 
surplus-value spun o_ from the unfolding of tendency with no or 
minimal input of human intention. †           
Tendency.  A self-triggering and self-conducting movement 
following a characteristic arc that has a tendency to repeat, with 
variation. \e tendency has no subject other than itself. It is a sub-
jectless subjectivity, or agencying (a li`le machine). A body does 
not have tendencies. It is had by them, in much the same way a 
body is possessed of habits. \e di_erence between a tendency and 
a habit is that a tendency can have a singular, emergent expression. 
Habit is a capture of tendency toward its reiteration. Tendencies 
are not mutually exclusive. \ey are mutually included in bare activ-
ity, where they struggle with one another or ̂ nd accommodations 
among themselves, defect or infect, stunt or empower each other, 
as a function of a conatus each expresses. One tendency may issue 
victorious from this incipient commotion, or a number may fuse 
into an integral expression. \e actual unfolding of a tendency 

25 Massumi, 99 !eses for the Revaluation of Values.
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is oriented. It is governed by an a`ractor or limit-pole that lures 
it forward through its arc. \e limit-pole is never reached. It is a 
pure (ideal) destination. \e unfolding always stops shy of it, while 
producing a variation on it. \e a`ractor can be considered a pure 
potential serving as a lure providing an aim for the unfolding of an 
arc of activity. \e evaluation of any encounter, event, or regime 
requires a processual diagnosis of the mix of tendencies in play, 
and the relative strengths of their respective conatuses under those 
given conditions. †           
They.  \e distributed source of reported speech as relayed across 
communicational assemblages in such a way that a given statement 
cannot be ascribed to particular subject of enunciation. \e “they” in 
this sense is not the third person, which in indirect speech is assign-
able to a particular person. \e “they” is in the “fourth person.” \e 
fourth person is the relay itself, as a collective personing (spun o_ 
from a collective individuation formed by adjunction). It is allied to 
Voloshinov’s “quasi-indirect discourse,” Deleuze’s “free indirect dis-
course,” and Blanchot’s “murmur” of language. \e “they’s” collec-
tive personhood constitutes a commind. In a regime of reaction, the 

“they” ^gures as the subject of enunciation of conspiracy thinking. 
\e “they” is a machine of expression. See also Free Indirect 
Discourse; Signifying Regime †           
Thinking-Feeling.  \e envelopment of feeling in thought, 
and of thought in feeling: in other words, their di_erential mutual 
inclusion. \e seat of their mutual inclusion is bare activity. All 
unfoldings from bare activity express their mutual inclusion, in a 
speci^c ratio and to singular e_ect. \ere is no de^nite boundary 
line between thought and feeling. \ey are, however, informed 
by divergent orientations. \ey each have a “pure” state, or lim-
it-pole to the tendencies governing them (in Deleuze’s vocabulary, 
the cogitandem or the only-thought, and the sentendiendem or the 
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only-felt). \e degree to which a given experience is marked by 
its departure from the limit-poles, haunted by its distance from 
them, or feels the pull to a`ain or return to one or the other of 
them, determines its ratio of thinking-feeling. For feeling, the lim-
it-pole of departure is the pathic “Firstness” of “pure experience”: 
the threshold of experience which all experience crosses in order 
to come into itself. \e terminal “satisfaction” of conjunctive syn-
thesis echoes the pathic Firstness in a way that enables it to operate 
prospectively as an a`ractor, governing a tendency of feeling. \e 
aher-e_ect of the pathic, and prospectively its allure, is expressed 
as the intensity of a thinking-feeling. For thought, the limit-pole 
of departure is the speculative surpassing of the given in a sudden 
prehension of potential spontaneously exploding into thought like 
a particle from the quantum void. \is is inspiration, a breath of 
abstract ma'er condensing on the surface of experience. \e ter-
minus and a`ractor of thought is the singular-universal governing 
the formation of adequate ideas from a basis in this inspiration. But 
this is also the apex at which thinking and feeling fold back into 
each other. At their termini, they fold back under into each other. 
\e degree to which a thinking-feeing integrates inspiration into 
its unfolding is its coebcient of creativity. Creativity loops back 
into feeling. It ^lters back through the pathic, acting in transit as 
a quasi-causal intensi^er of the experience re-unfolding from it. 
\is recursive loop between intensity and creativity, feeling and 
thinking, snaps in as its own a`ractor: the singular-universal idea 
that can be arrived at  through an exercise of intuition. \is co-oper-
ation has its own conatus. It is what leads Whitehead to say that the 
ultimate aim of thought is the intensi^cation of experience – which, 
reciprocally, makes thought the aim of experience (this constitutes 
Whitehead’s “rationalism”). Stupidity de-intensi^es experience and 
separates it from what its creativity can do. †           
Thought.  1) A sign operating in abstract ma'er, a_ecting and 
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being a_ected by other signs in an endless series of u`erances, or 
emissions of signs, composing, at the limit, a commind; this move-
ment insofar as stokes a pulse of thinking-feeling. 2) \e surpassing 
of the given in a lived speculation on abductive potential, moving 
the goal-posts of the possible (in the sense of already known poten-
tials ready and waiting for reiteration in much the same form as 
before); this movement insofar as it triggers a tendency toward 
the formation of a singular-universal idea (even if that movement 
is deviated or short-circuited and does not reach its apex). 3) \e 
capture of 1) and 2) in the purported interiority of a supposedly 
separate subject, so that they are now experienced not as forms of 
process at work in the wide-open world but as the private contents 
of an interior life; this interiorization insofar as it fosters refection 
(thinking-feeling circling within). See also Adequate Idea; 
Inadequate Idea; Real Distinction †           
Trace.  See Adequate Idea; Error; Inadequate 
Idea; Reaction; Reaction, Regime of; Unfelt 
Feeling
Transindividual.  A movement of desire that traverses 
bodies at the in*a-personal level of bare activity, inducting them 
into a collective individuation. \e transindividual e_ects an inclu-
sive disjunctive synthesis of individual bodies and their character pat-
terns. It “^elds” them: weaves their tendencies together to form or 
reinforce an associated milieu (full body) of potential that in-forms 
each, but di_erentially. In the transindividual movement of desire, 
individual bodies are di)erentially a'uned to one another and fall 
into resonance (meaning that they can a_ect and be a_ected by 
each other at a distance). In resonance, their individual think-
ing-feelings come into correlation (not conformity), in much the 
same way magnetized iron ^lings on a vibrating metal sheet cor-
relate into emergent pa`erns. Traces of the movements of transin-
dividual desire and the pa`erns they make are enveloped in words 
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and images at the discursive level, where they form a nonconscious 
commind. Transindividual resonance is a direct “communication 
of subconsciouses” (Simondon). †           
Umbral Union.  \e mode of di_erentiation obtaining on 
the plane of immanence. Umbral union is based on the idea that rela-
tion is preserved as it approaches the vanishing point of spatiotem-
poral distinction. A quick way of conceptualizing this is to imagine 
a line approaching a curve from a particular angle toward a tan-
gent point. \e line approaches the curve as a limit never reached. 
Because of the in^nite divisibility of space, at whatever point of 
proximity it reaches, there will always be at least one other another 
point between it and the tangent point. \e character of the line – 
its angle of approach – is preserved even as the distance diminishes 
in^nitely. On its passage to the in^nite limit, the distance becomes 
a “vanishing quantity” – so minimal as to no longer e_ectively 
count as an actual quantity. All that is leh is a residue of character: 
the quality of the line. \is qualitative residue is a pure relation 
(of a particular tangency). Make the line a tendency. Consider that 
tendencies are expressions of potential. Consider further that ten-
dencies are not mutually exclusive. \ey mutually infect, calling 
upon each other in the way that love and hate echo each other, 
nonlocally but in processual proximity. \ey can also combine 
to form new, emergent tendencies. Now think of this processual 
collusion funneling down, through bare activity, toward a limit 
of proximity where they would all intersect at a tangle of tangent 
points. Here, all tendencies – and more to the point, the potentials 
they carry – fall into an absolute proximity of mutual inclusion with-
out their di_erences being erased. \ey still retain a minutest trace 
of conatus, so vanishing as to be no longer counted as actual activity. 
\is makes them sub-microscopic germs of potential carrying a 
hint of character that may re-express under variation. No sooner 
do they fall into absolute proximity than their residual conatus 
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triggers their relational activity into unfurling anew. \ey pass back 
through bare activity, with a determination to be determined: to 
reappear in a surfacing of emergent qualities, conditioned by the 
precursor  tendencies that led to that pivot, and by their tangential 
infectings of each other. At the turn-around point of the limit of 
mutual inclusion, tendential potentials are qualitative-relational 

“radicles” conditioning the unfolding of pure relation into re-em-
bodying in a determinate taking-form. \e determinateness of the 
taking-form provides an a_ordance for quanti^cation, but it retains 
a singular character that is generically and genetically tied to the 
precursor tendencies it reiterates. Radicles are “dark precursors” 
of what comes emergently to light.26 \e absolute proximity of 
the radicles to each other in their mutual inclusion can be ^gured 
as an in^nite movement of potentials into and out of each other 
at in^nite speed, forming a super-topological ^gure of tendential 
arcs falling in with each other out of the actual coordinates of space 
and time. Since umbral union is infra-spatiotemporal, it lies at, or 
just beyond, the limit of human understanding. It is approachable 
through intuition, but never reachable. Its function is to ground-
lessly ground the thinking of process, not in the determinations of 
structure, but in the openness of the qualitative-relational unfolding 
of expressions of potential in continuous variation. \e plane of 
immanence it composes is the ultimate of modal metaphysics. †           
Unfelt Feeling.  Feelings that do not express their own 
characters at the global level of an individual or person. \ey are 
still feelings because they “take account” of infuence of others in 
the pa`erning of their tendencies on their own level, and are in 
turn taken account of by others on that level and, through their 
production of a supplement of surplus-value, on adjoining lev-
els. \ey are still felt in a way at the highest level, where pulses 

26 Deleuze, Di)erence and Repetition, 119-24.
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of feeling culminate in the feeling tone of an overall conjunctive 
synthesis. But they are felt there only in e_ect: through the for-
mative contribution they made at other levels to the relational 
texturing of the character of the overall occasion. In other words, 
they ̂ gure as traces. Derivatives of these unfelt feelings’ character 
pa`erns are positively integrated into the occasion’s composition, 
even though they are not expressed in their own right. \ey belong 
to the implicate, in*a-personal, order of that pulse of experience. 
\ere is another kind of unfelt feeling that contributes precisely 
by being excluded from the composition of the occasion. \ese 
are “negative prehensions” (Whitehead). \ese also belong to the 
implicate order of the experience’s real constitution, but with a 
twist. \ey are actively excluded by the occasion as it snaps into 
its own taking-form because their expression would work contrary 
to the tendential arc of the occasion’s unfolding to its culmination 
and ^nding “satisfaction” as an achieved pulse of experience. \e 
a_ective form of their exclusion, however, leaves a trace in the 
composition of the experience. \eir character, or “subjective 
form,” is positively ex-included. All occasions of experience prac-
tice negative prehension as a necessity for their coming to fruition. 
Tendencies have to be taken up selectively, and potentials have to 
be ̂ ltered, otherwise nothing will take form, no culimination will 
be reached, and the moment will be still-born in its incipiency. 
It will remain mired in bare activity, overfull with a ferment of 
contrasting potentials, many of which may prove to be actually 
incompatible. Limitation is necessary for taking-form. But the 
lesson of negative prehension is that limitation is not the same 
thing as negation. Quite the opposite, ex-inclusion is necessary 
precisely because of the in^nite surfeit of potential in the world, 
immanent to every arising. For something to give, something has 
to be taken away. In this sense, limitation is the enabler of creativity 
and emergence. \is is a way of making openness of opportunity a 
fundamental metaphysical principle (see optive ma'er), deviating 
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from the sense to which it is all too easy to fall prey that the kinds 
of limitations imposed by the Man-Standard and regimes of reaction 

– normative rather than creative limitations on potential – are so 
deeply entrenched in world process that they are all-determining 
and cannot be dislodged. Susanne Langer’s concept of “objective 
feeling” is a way of asserting the reality of unfelt feelings. \ere are 
also unfelt feelings taking account of each other in umbral union on 
the plane of immanence. \ese cannot be felt by nature, since they 
subsist in abstract ma'er at the absolute limit of its expressibility. 
\ey do, however, abstractly in-form what does come to expression, 
as their relational-qualitative forms are called to rise through the 
plane of consistency and into expression through what Whitehead 
calls “conceptual prehension.” A conceptual prehension is an oper-
ation of intuition directly abducting potentials held in reserve in the 
immanent order of abstract ma`er. †           
Unspecified Enemy.  \e ever-presence of an enemy on 
the horizon or lurking in the shadows that may irrupt into action at 
any moment, in a form and at a time and place that is unpredictable. 
\e unspeci^ed enemy feeds an atmosphere of fear, which in turn 
fosters the implementation of and acquiescence to security mea-
sures, turbocharged by reaction, that can only hope to have an e_ect 
if they endeavor to match the ever-presence and irruptibility of the 
enemy. \e only way to address the unspeci^ed enemy as such is 
through preemption: acting on threats “before they emerge.” How 
something can be acted on before it emerges is as much a meta-
physical as a political question, and obliges power mechanisms to 
take on a metaphysical aspect. Since the realm of the already stir-
ring but not yet emerged is bare activity, preemptive mechanisms 
have to learn to address that ^eld of emergence, and prime the 
becomings that unfold from it in ways that channel the potentials 
it harbors into controllable forms, e_ectively usurping them. \is 
amounts to endocolonization of becoming – the last imperialist 
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frontier. \e Man-Standard has a key role, in orienting preemptive 
action toward categories of persons that it deems sub-standard and 
likely to pose a threat, in particular Muslim bodies, or in the trans-
fer of preemptive strategies from the overseas ba`leground of the 

“war on terror” to policing on the domestic front, Black bodies. But 
the Man-Standard also presents a potential blockage for strategies 
of preemption, since the whole issue of the unspeci^ed enemy 
is that its threat has not yet emerged, so it has no pre-assignable 
character or qualities. Reliance on the racist presuppositions of the 
Man-Standard, in their traditional pre-categorizing form, has to be 
tempered by new modes of dividual pro^ling that take into account 
the metamorphic potential of emergence. \e endocolonization of 
becoming, in the service of regimes of reaction, operates at the same 
emergent level as practices of resistance a`empting to challenge 
power formations and shortcircuit reaction with adequate ideas. 
\is presents a challenge to political theory and practice on the leh, 
and to the ways in which the leh-right binary has been forma`ed 
coming out of the social movements of the 1960s. †           
Whiteness .   See Man- Standard ; Racial 
Capitalism1
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