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ABSTRACT
In Anti-Oedipus, Deleuze and Guattari saw the difficulty of disentangling 
the question of Spinoza and, later, of Reich from the very limit of a 
system of representation by which they mean Oedipus. As A Thousand 
Plateaus would emphasize later, this limit brings out the question of the 
desire for democracy (‘democracies are majorities’). It desires Oedipus. In 
What Is Philosophy?, the limit question (Oedipus) gave way to the con-
cept of a people to come. Fifty years since its publication, Anti-Oedipus 
remains a relevant text (apropos of its ‘strategic adversary’ identified by 
Foucault) against the background of the social pathology of neofas-
cism, populist politics, and the rise of the alt-right and neoconservative 
movements in recent years. The paper tries to locate this inflexion point 
where the desire for democracy modulates into the bi-univocal plasticity 
of Oedipal desire whose dangers people already seem to know. They 
have unmasked Oedipus’ double impasse and have escaped it. They no 
longer desire fascism; they desire fascists, neocons, and right-leaning mob 
rousers. Fifty years since its publication, Anti-Oedipus confronts a type 
of people who have learned to behave like the enemies of capitalism, 
too careful not to overload desire and destroy its bi-univocality, its great 
balancing act on the Body without organs. Incidentally, in ‘Postscript on 
the Societies of Control,’ Deleuze spoke about a people who know how 
to ‘surf’ replacing the ‘older sports.’ This applies to people who could 
become either schizoidal or regress to its more familiar inversion, the 
simulacra of Oedipus.

Grounding AO today

‘We are all little colonies and it is Oedipus that colonizes us’

Arguing from Foucault’s identification of its strategic adversary, namely fascism, Anti-Oedipus’ 
political motivations still resonate today. But in light of the social pathology that gives rise to 
today’s neo-fascism through exercises in populist democracy, a kind of ‘dialectical reversal’ 
insinuates itself into its legacy. (I am using the ‘dialectic’ without necessarily favouring a Hegelian 
approach).1 Desire, which is AO’s principal motif, seems to have settled in a kind of double 
indetermination with respect to its perceived goals.2

Another aspect complicating AO’s legacy is its status as a normative text. Despite its rhizom-
atic commitment, AO is still somewhat oriented toward a certain kind of normativity in line 
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with its critical examination of movements and surfaces (Lapoujade, 2017). Pitted against a 
static, sedentary, place-based metaphysics that, in light of the object of psychoanalytic theory, 
makes desire redundant via the ‘in situ’ reproducibility of neurosis (within the family structure), 
AO proposes an anti-reproducibility, anti-utopian thesis. ‘Celibacy, impotence, and masturbation’ 
offer a string of rhetorical alternatives to Oedipus’ misplaced depth productivity (Deleuze & 
Guattari, 2000, p. 361). A place-based metaphysic is prone to dogmatic images of thought, 
emphasizing here the notoriety of depths that incarcerate thoughts too deep in the ground to 
flourish (Marston, 2000). Is not groundedness (a permanent motif of phenomenology that 
Heidegger’s Being and Time perfected) in terms of the site-orientation of bi-univocal flight, 
alongside the verticality of movement it allows, already predisposed to power hierarchism, itself 
a distinct social pathology?

Perhaps, this is the core of AO’s challenge to fascism. We can refer to this challenge in its 
most potent sense: the microfascism of the reproduction of Oedipal desire beyond the confines 
of the family. AO’s task is to remand the custody of Oedipus to the machinic productivity of 
the celibate (Deleuze & Guattari, 2000, p. 17), all the more for its anti-reproductive instinct in 
the likeness of the horizontal, counter-intuitive generative direction of the schizoid (without 
invoking a transcendent principle of illness/anomaly) vis-à-vis the non-regenerative verticality 
of Oedipus by depth re/productivity that is prone to embrace a transcendent principle. In 
Nietzschean terms, the latter manifests a life-denying instinct.

But this already imputes Anti-Oedipus with objectives it apparently did not have, nor, at least, 
explicitly projected: 1) it promotes a normative politics, and 2) its overarching logic of imma-
nence betrays a telos (Bourg, 2007). These putative aims are prefigured negatively by Nietzsche’s 
patent resistance, one of AO’s undeniable intellectual influences, against normative claims in 
the shape of transcendent principles. The crux of the matter is that, on the surface, this impu-
tation is correct. Still, it would not succeed as much as a spot-on implication without going 
into the intricate concept of desire around which these objectives could bear a positive cor-
relation to AO’s true intents. For one thing, they do not lend themselves to Hegelian sublation. 
As programmatic of its employment of immanence, AO displays an informed, biased commitment 
to Spinozist immanence that explains the internal resolutions of its many paradoxes (Holland, 
1999; Voss, 2021). But also, these objectives, if they contain some truths relative to AO’s political 
motivations, do not necessarily mean that it must own them. The paradox is that even as they 
sound true to purpose, AO also complicates them.

On the one hand, the inevitability of the schizoid to embrace the BwO (which we will 
elaborate on in the succeeding sections in relation to sociality) reflects a functional normativity 
that informs AO’s political motivations against the psychoanalytic concept of desire encoun-
tering a double impasse. This impasse results in the schizophrenic withdrawing into a ‘bedi-
palizing’ delirium, not neurotic enough, but also, not yet bordering in the schizoid, thus, forced 
to enfold back into the internal dimension of desire ‘so as,’ ultimately, ‘to better rediscover 
[Oedipus] on the outside, its social authority’ (Deleuze & Guattari, 2000, p. 78). This is the 
so-called psychoanalytic cure. The return to the inner dimension of conflict where desire refunds 
itself with the libidinal investments of Oedipus via the return to the family presupposes that 
the internal disjunction (between the neurotic and the schizo, for instance) is not immanently 
inclusive (p. 76). The conflict is forced from the outside, the ‘undifferentiated that Oedipus 
creates as the reverse of the differentiation that it creates’ (p. 79). This ‘outside’ is Oedipus, ‘the 
double impasse.’

On the other hand, AO’s immanent concept of destination serves an analytic target, its 
‘analysis of destiny’ (p. 290). Deleuze and Guattari describe this form of analysis as ‘[n]othing 
more than a bit of a relation to the outside, a little real reality,’ which in their words, invokes 
‘the right to … a radical incompetence – the right to enter the analyst’s office and say it 
smells bad there’ (p. 334). The purpose of the psychoanalytic circle of ‘daddy-mummy-and-me’ 
is to triangulate a psychic destiny that supersedes the sociality of libidinal investments: ‘We 
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are all little colonies, and it is Oedipus that colonizes us’ (p. 265). AO’s analysis of destiny (the 
internal trajectory of its criticism of psychoanalysis) is its functional relation to the psychoan-
alytic concept of desire whose outcome is a peculiar social articulation of desire ‘[reconstituting] 
itself on its own ruins’: ‘[I]t is in order to function that a social machine must not function well’ 
(p. 151). Psychoanalysis is symptomatic of the perversion of the social order apropos of its 
capability to demonstrate its ‘impotence,’3 but a politically viable one. This impotence has 
power to sustain democracies. Democracies are impotent; they simply regenerate the dysfunc-
tions of Oedipus.

Across these two objectives, what appears as the normative orientation that traverses them 
is this – that, in the quasi-Platonic sense of the polis as man writ large (indicative of the Deleuzian 
troubled relation with Plato), the social machine is identical with the desiring-machines. AO’s 
critical intervention is to posit that desire is part of the social machines’ infrastructure interfering 
with the production of desiring-machines, that is to say, in the passive operations of connective 
and disjunctive syntheses (and, subsequently, the creation of subjects in the synthesis of con-
junction4) in a two-fold scheme. On the one hand, this interference occurs as ‘preconscious 
investments’ that refer to interests of collective formations, such as classes, etc., and 2) as 
‘unconscious investments’ that refer to the ‘positions of desire and the use of syntheses’ (p. 104). 
AO’s analysis of the destiny of preconscious investments concerns its critique of Marxism, that 
of unconscious investments psychoanalysis. But these seemingly separate analyses of ‘destiny’ 
weave together into a univocal affirmation of the unconscious as the site of passive syntheses 
whose illegitimate uses, in terms of the valorization of lack, of the signifier, and the law, demar-
cate the supposed normativity of AO’s analysis of psychic and social destiny from the normative 
directions of psychoanalysis and Marxism, respectively.

In this light, we can trouble ourselves with a number of questions from here to there: 1) 
Will AO lose its rhizomatic commitment the sooner it steps into the analysis of the destiny of 
passive syntheses in the hands of psychoanalysis and Marxism?, 2) Should these syntheses 
remain passive in the sense of their non-porosity to conscious representation?, 3) Or, is the 
passive relation to representation the normative commitment of AO? In both instances, 4) is 
AO toying with a kind of ontological commitment to negativity, hence, a suspicious overlap 
with the dialectic?

If AO is not all of these, 5) how does AO take back the normative implications of its approaches 
to psychoanalysis and Marxism in the likelihood of these approaches being eclectically utilized? 
Arguably, AO is an eclecticism of these approaches. What is the 6) implication of this eclecti-
cism? And what are 7) the symptoms that AO might take them back in relation to contemporary 
desiring-machines that it anticipated in many ways? The following sections will address these 
questions to complement AO’s ‘analysis of destiny’, a venturing into symptomatology. In hind-
sight, AO tried to rescue the indecisiveness of symptomatology from the sovereign hold of 
Oedipus normalizing the impasse between drives and symptoms, between desiring-machines 
and social machines (p. 54).

Normative Politics and Internal Telos

The question of whether AO points to a normative approach to politics is occasioned by a 
‘doubling’ intrinsic to a specific structure of subjectivity split between the internal and the 
external recreations of Oedipus, its bi-univocality (p. 201). Subjectivity is deemed an expression 
of a double impasse; in terms of psychoanalysis, the production of lack. The lack interiorizes 
the neurotic flow to confirm the subject's incapacity. Presumably, the subject cannot escape 
this deadlock, which implies an immanent landscape of repetition and reaffirmation. In terms 
of its resonance with Marxism, this landscape is no other than the capitalist mode of produc-
tion. But, as Deleuze and Guattari argue, ‘if a schizo is produced here as an entity’ inasmuch 
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as ‘there is no other means of escaping this double path’ (p. 80), a parallel model of subjectivity 
is created out of the production process, schizophrenia.

The schizophrenic, devoid of any identity as self or subject, produces itself out of this impasse 
vis-à-vis the presumed selfhood of the paranoiac. unable to escape Oedipus, the paranoiac is the  
personification of a damaged subjectivity that can only disintegrate if not immolate itself to 
inevitable repetitions. This guarantees the neurotic’s least possible connection to sociality, or 
the manifold of Kant that idealizes the concept of the unity of transcendental apperception (to 
which we will return later).5

From the standpoint of AO, psychoanalysis is not capitalistic enough to render the latter 
transparent to the ‘analysis of destiny’ concerning subjectivity. To be more precise, psychoanalysis 
does not understand capitalism. It, in fact, represses the capitalistic flow essential to the analytic 
process. Its reverse is more consistent. If the production process is characterized not by lack 
but by production for its own sake, courtesy of the schizo breaking out of the impasse, schi-
zoanalysis is better positioned to understand the flows of desiring-production. It understands 
capitalism better than Oedipus. Arguably, the self-production of the schizo out of the deadlock 
reflects the self-creation of capitalism itself. Oedipus is ignorant of the social machine; a schizo 
is the opposite, the socially fecund, according to its modular capacity to exhibit the comple-
mentary relation between the desiring machine and the social machine. But also, the schizo 
complicates this relation in terms of their common singular inflexion as desiring-production 
tied to the unconscious. In the context of Deleuze’s later conceptualization of sociality, in 
‘Postscript on the Societies of Control,’ Oedipus represents a transitional phase, from the ‘disci-
plinary man … a discontinuous producer of energy’ to the ‘man of control … undulatory, in 
orbit, in a continuous network’(Deleuze, 1992, p. 6), the schizo.

But where is the schizo? If it escapes the impasse, does it now occupy a separate plane of 
consistency? We might want to look into Deleuze’s early essay on ‘Plato and the Simulacrum’ 
preceding the Anti-Oedipus.

Plato and the Simulacrum

In the context of Deleuze’s essay on Plato, the schizo-escapee (or the Dionysiac machine) is 
capable of simulacrum, in terms of demolishing ‘the distinction between Essence/Appearance 
or Model/Copy’ (Deleuze & Kraus, 1983, p. 52). Like the Oedipal double impasse, the simulacrum 
of disciplinary society refers to ‘two divergent series interiorized’ (p. 52); thus, the simulacrum 
has no functional relation to the outside, the social. The man of control society renders this 
relation even more socially insignificant to the extent that both the neurotic and the schizo 
‘[contain] a positive power which negates both original and copy, both model and reproduction’ 
(p. 53), that is, of Oedipus’ authority. This time Oedipus exhibits the ‘condition of being simu-
lated’ (which means doubly removed from sociality), thereof, becomes the ‘effect of the oper-
ations of the simulacrum,’ that is, ‘as machinery’ (p. 53). But this condition can only become 
recognizable, when the limit of the impasse is breached (presumably by the schizo, the man 
of control society, not the neurotic already rendered immobile by the double path).

The machine-escapee of the double path is, however, incapable of serializing its positive 
power – it is only a simulacrum. The machine born out of this deadlock can rather ‘[cause] the 
Same and the Like, the model and the copy, to fall under the power of the false (phantasm)’ 
(p. 53). That is precisely why the schizo-escapee is a machine, a desiring-machine whose vital 
link to production (formerly as lack) is transformed into a desire for the production of lack, which 
accords it a certain positivity. This lack must remain passive even to Oedipus; it is passivity 
interiorized. Oedipus desires the fusion of ‘desire to lack’ instead of taking it ‘in the real order 
of its production’ (Deleuze & Guattari, 2000, p. 343), the opposite of internal passivity, namely 
the externality of the real passive syntheses, to prevent the lack from losing its link to the 
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connection synthesis (the first order of passive synthesis) by continually ‘re-establishing interior 
limits, which are impassable and cannot be overcome’ (p. 349).

The Dionysiac machine cannot supplant the immanent field already colonized by Oedipus, 
but can only experiment on ‘de-founding (effondement)’ its production of lack, the reason it 
desires it – to make it a cause for a ‘positive and joyous event’ (Deleuze & Kraus, 1983, p. 53) 
the moment it is breached, so that, in the context of Socrates, for instance, he ‘could recognize 
himself in these caves that are no longer his own …. [to] tell himself apart from the Sophist’(p. 
53). Oedipus fuses itself with this lack to the extent that sociality, its odd fulfilment, ‘is lacked 
by the partial objects’ (Deleuze & Guattari, 2000, p. 343), unable to assume a coherent plane 
of organization. It is lacked by organs without body, as Zizek would rather interpret the neurotic 
impasse.

But, contrary to Zizek’s psychoanalytic rendition of BwO, it is precisely the reason the schizo 
has no other way than to embrace the body without organs, to escape Oedipus by way of 
affirming its de-founding. Zizek, in contrast, defends Oedipus: ‘why not Body as the space in 
which organs freely float?’(2007). Here Zizek assumes there is a real Body. But isn’t this Body, 
as a synthetic unity in the Kantian sense, the odd complement of social being that the unity 
of the I presupposes in the guise of the manifold, already negated by the double impasse of 
Oedipus? The lack of Body affirms desire. yet, a desire for ‘the false claimant’ who ‘simulates 
father, claimant, fiancé, in a superimposition of masks’ (Deleuze & Kraus, 1983, p. 53). Oedipus 
simulates a claimant as a ‘phantasm’ whose positivity is only an ‘effect of the operations of the 
simulacrum’, a machine, which is not a substance (ideal or material). Oedipus is already a schizo 
but afraid to ask, is he a man or a woman, parent or child, dead or alive? (Deleuze & Guattari, 
2000, p. 77). Oedipus is scared of the true power of phantasm, which is the power of the false 
that ‘renders the determination of value impossible’ (Deleuze & Kraus, 1983, p. 53).

But even the schizo is not ready for the inversion. More so, the schizophrenic is prone to 
idealize the decenteredness of the passive syntheses (we will discuss this point in the next 
section). In short, AO does not respond to the question as to when the system would give in 
to different pressures on the body without organs to give up its false claim. No doubt, the 
broader political motivations of AO’s historicity, due to its ‘indecisive inscription’ in the hetero-
geneity of the times, as Sibertin-Blanc argues, seem to have ‘idealized’ the impossibility of 
‘globally calling [capitalism] into question’ (2012, p. 47). yet, despite or because of it being not 
false enough, the schizo is already spelling out its radical potential to ‘feign’ its identity as the 
same and the likeness of Oedipus when the latter is still wielding its power as a false claimant 
in the order of its relation to truth.6 But the sameness and the likeness to Oedipus still do not 
cease to be illusions7, a phantasmal world, which, according to AO, ‘has not been fully conquered 
over’ (Deleuze & Guattari, 2000, p. 334). This world belongs to the past. The schizo still cannot 
attain to the level of ‘Pseudos’ in the Nietzschean sense ‘of the highest power of the false’ 
(Deleuze & Kraus, 1983, p. 53).

The Schiz and the passive syntheses

Whilst, as a simulacrum, it grounds a new habit that retraces its line of flight from the point 
it broke the Oedipal impasse, which promises new memory, hence, a new experience of time 
– habit being the foundation of time – the schizo is still haunted by a ‘more profound passive 
synthesis of memory’ (Deleuze, 1994, p. 79). The past complicates its subjectification in the 
present. Its habit formation, a ‘derived active synthesis’ in the same manner as memory forma-
tion, is no match to the dominant form of contraction of memory, the habit of Oedipus and 
its ‘lived experiences’ and ‘conjugal contracts’ (Stahl, 2016, p. 10). This refers to the first 
(Bergsonian-Deleuzian) synthesis of contraction (habit) through which the present appears as 
‘the most contracted degree of the past’ (Deleuze, 1994, 83). Imagine thus how someone like 
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a schizo contemplates his predicament: ‘We do not contemplate ourselves, but we exist only 
in contemplating - that is to say, in contracting that from which we come’ (p. 74). The contrac-
tion, however, remains passive, not active. It does not occur from an originary subject.

Even so, the schizo is already semi-autonomous, an inconsistent or nominal subject that 
‘possesses a force of law’ (Badiou, 2009, p. 118). In the exact formulation of AO, this subject is 
‘the one who scales the schizophrenic wall and reaches the land of the unknown, where he 
no longer belongs to any time, any milieu, any school’ (Deleuze & Guattari, 2000, p. 88). The 
line of flight takes this subject to a new location, a ‘land,’ a topos that intersects the empirical 
(actual/present) and transcendental (virtual/past), the site of what Kojin Karatani calls the 
Transcritique (2003, p. 100). The ‘land of the unknown’ reflects the schizo’s inconsistency – it is 
unknown only insofar as the past still haunts him, but a past that he is already forgetting, 
having escaped the double path. This reflects the experience of the semi-autonomy of the 
person with schizophrenia according to the ‘matricial fissure’ of time (Deleuze & Guattari, 2000, 
p. 278), in terms of the non-existence of memory, its ontological past or the ‘empty form of 
time’ (Deleuze, 1994, p. 86). And yet, its subsistence in actual bodily perceptions, its virtual 
presence (borne of the second synthesis where one necessarily forgets an original contraction 
of memory) through habit (first synthesis), essentially deepens the intersection of past and 
present (p. 79).

Nonetheless, do the passive syntheses, concerning the relation of subjectivity to the con-
traction of habit and memory, constitute the normativity of Anti-Oedipus? We did not propose 
this question to Difference and Repetition, where Deleuze engaged Kant more extensively via 
the passive syntheses. The function of schizophrenia in the production of passive subjectivity 
would appear years later with Guattari’s collaboration changing the character of this inversion 
via the engagement with history. Due to its engagement with ontology, Difference and Repetition 
threw itself under a difficult historical strain unable to identify with sociality the vitalism of the 
syntheses. Anti-Oedipus provides this location in desiring-production, i.e., in the unconscious.

Without a unitary subject, history is no less a topology of non-normative syntheses, which, 
in light of Nietzsche’s genealogy, are realized as ‘zones of intensity on the body without organs’ 
(Deleuze & Guattari, 2000, p. 21). Again, there are two competing intensive forces on BwO, in 
the order of their relation to territoriality, first instituted in the family: ‘Oedipus is a dependency 
of the paranoiac territoriality, whereas the schizophrenic investment commands an entirely 
different determination, a family gasping for breath and stretched out over the dimensions of 
a social field that does not reclose or withdraw‘ (p. 278). On the one hand, the paranoiac 
becomes a reactionary libidinal force. His castration (by Oedipus) condemns him to remain 
outside of any relation to sociality, a state of narcissistic subjectivity that binds him to ‘[con-
formism], and reactionary and fascisizing investments’ (p. 341). On the other hand, the schizo-
phrenic creates a line of flight. The latter’s delirium is the gateway to sociality – ‘All delirium 
possesses a world-historical, political, and racial content, mixing and sweeping along races, 
cultures, continents, and kingdoms’(p. 89). It is in this light that Deleuze and Guattari declare, 
drawing on Nietzsche, ‘[n]o one has ever been as deeply involved in history as the schizo’ 
(p. 21).

Meanwhile, the paranoiac’s castration produces ‘’masses’ and ‘packs’… opposes them to one 
another, and manoeuvres them’ (p. 279), reflective of oedipal narcissistic filiations. Accordingly, 
history has a dominant regime of consistency based on ‘their relationships of size’ (p. 31). These 
filiations also represent abstract entities replacing ‘races, cultures, and their gods’ where the 
‘phenomena of individualization and sexualization are [supposedly] produced,’ and where ‘zones 
of intensities’ and ‘fields of potentials’ are explored by ‘crossing thresholds’ (p. 85) vis-à-vis the 
sedentary metaphysics of Oedipal conformism.

But how does the schizo involve itself in history when the antiproduction force of capitalism 
has made Oedipus ‘[fall] back on and appropriated desiring-production’? (p. 56). How does the 
schizo engage in history when capitalism enables Oedipus to ‘bedipalize’ familial rebellion on 
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a historical scale, thus extending the oedipal double impasse to that of attempts (of socialism 
and post-colonial national liberation movements) to replace the capitalist axiomatic? Ironically, 
the schizo’s way with history is always accentuated by a passive, albeit delirious, relation to the 
syntheses of time, in contrast to Oedipus’ active but paranoiac treatment of historical making. 
It is evident in this comparison that the schizo does not have a chance to replace a regime of 
consistency, not that it has a choice (to begin with). Its passive (organic) relation to the syn-
theses of time makes it even more prone to hallucination than it already is, with only a ‘schizo-
phrenic wall’ to scale, condemned to its surface. Even more surprising is that the paranoiac has 
been seen recently scaling the same wall! The paranoiac now desires schizophrenia. In the same 
manner, the schizo has been seduced by the paranoiac. The point of inflexion is the celibate 
machine that promises the ‘land of the unknown’.

Here we have entered the contemporary condition of the resurgent problem of fascism.

The question of the active relation to syntheses of time

At the limit of AO’s ‘analysis of destiny’ is the exchange of subjectivity, especially in the third 
order of synthesis, the conjunction of consumption-consummation, which, as Holland summarizes 
in his influential work on AO, engenders ‘states of intense experiences, each of which gets 
recognized and consummated ex post facto’ (1999, p. 35). Holland admits that both the neurotic 
and the schizo can assume a ‘specific or fixed identity’ (p. 39) and, believing that they have, ‘in 
a sense … they do’ (p. 35). At this level, both complicate and reaffirm the double impasse 
regarding the inconceivability of transcending ‘bi-univocalization’ or ‘binary constructions of 
insides and outsides (Evans & Reid, 2013, p. 6). This additional deadlock frustrates schizoanalysis, 
already hard-pressed to locate the exact point or differential intensity of consumption-consummation 
(alluding to the subject of desiring-production), or the experience of ‘that’s me, that’s mine’, 
without confusing the analytic grids separating production from antiproduction, the schizo from 
the neurotic/paranoiac, the Dionysiac machine from the fascist machine, etc. Within this context 
of reinterpreting the a/normativity of AO, its internal gridlock, the following observations by 
Evans and Reid are particularly instructive:

We have never been so saturated in power relations configured by ‘life’ and so interpellated into the 
performance of following our ‘desire', such that to attempt to refuse life and desire is itself to find oneself 
staring into the face of a fascist imperative to live more and desire better. Instead we will pose questions 
such as whether confronting liberal fascism today requires the cultivation of an intolerance of life, of the 
reduction of the human to a thing that merely lives. Whether or not, for that political project of resistance 
to liberal fascism, we need, in contrast with the schiz, a new delirium. (pp. 5-6)

Buchanan (2008) identifies the cause of this confusing exchange of subjectivity in conjunctive 
synthesis in terms of ‘misrecognition’, careful, however, to demarcate this concept from the 
Althusserian notion of ideology (p. 69). The problem of misrecognition by the two libidinal 
poles (the schizo and the paranoiac), in line with the problem of fascism, eventually escalates 
in what Deleuze and Guattari describe as the ‘celibate machine,’ which, in contrast to the schizoid 
and the neurotic/pervert’s experience of ‘wonderstruck’ (that’s me, that’s mine, it was there all 
along), points to an utterly unpredictable transversal experience that gives ‘hallucinations their 
object and thought delirium its content’ (2000, p. 18). In A Thousand Plateaus, Deleuze and 
Guattari compared this intensive experience to writing.

The ATP’s discussion of the fictional ‘Lord Chandos Letter’ takes us into this archetypal form 
of writing by exchanging surplus codes of affects with rodents. In the tenth Plateau, Chandos 
provides us a model of celibate machine recoiling, of deterritorialization that draws two subjects 
or impulses (neurotic and schizophrenic) together, which, earlier in AO assumed a ‘new alliance’ 
(p. 133), but also drives them apart (Deleuze & Guattari, 2005, p. 131). Chandos’ transformation 
from a celibate machine by poisoning the rats that later afforded him an intensive condition 
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of writing, his becoming-rats in a transversal exchange of experience with the gnashing of their 
teeth while in agony, draws an analogy with the passional love for writing that never before 
existed in him: ‘Even when [the celibate machine] tortures or kills, it manifests something new 
and different, a solar force’ (Deleuze & Guattari, 2000, p. 18). But a celibate machine can only 
produce intensive states and not determine which subject to live it (pp. 18, 20). In this context, 
the celibate machine is the veritable operation that produces a people to come.

The above assumptions that we need a new delirium come at a point when the ‘strategic 
adversary’ of AO has seen its resurgence in the early 21st century. The re-emergence of global 
totalitarianism via appeals to nativism and populism, for instance, in China, Russia, the Middle 
East, Africa and Asia (Peters, 2022) attest to the prophetic power of AO, but also, more precisely, 
the anormativity of the celibate machine that, in light of Evans and Reid’s radical gesture of 
overturning a central Deleuzian concept, albeit, still in the name of Deleuzianism, requires a 
new conceptualization, if not serious attention (vis-à-vis the fact that it has been relegated in 
Deleuze Studies to a negligible citation). The paradox of neofascism is that it arises within the 
core of liberalism, but more correctly, at the limit of the liberal model of freedom, inclusivity 
and openness. Liberalism is the contemporary attempt to negotiate with desubjectified social 
fluxes exacerbating the celibate machine to preempt a regression to active intervention on 
passive syntheses. This is the analytic target of AO, to prevent a blind diremption, in a 
quasi-Hegelian sense, between active and passive, agency and the Body without Organs. But 
this is where Evans and Reid come short of a proper Deleuzian critique of liberalism:

Perhaps not a Body without Organs but Organs without a Body. Of which paranoia we might wager to 
be a highest power; what the organs become when they are divested of the body that makes them cling 
to their life functions. We might ask questions as to what a paranoiac life is and what a paranoiac body 
can do (2013, p. 6).

Zizek takes this similar option of replacing the BwO with OwB, which represents liberalism, 
incidentally the target of left criticism today. Zizek relies on an inversion of the Spinozist 
origin of Body without Organs, apparently, a space where organs could freely associate with 
syntheses whose organic/vital derivation, something that escapes Zizek’s Hegelo-Lacanian 
orientation, reveals the indiscernible contact point between life and non-life (Colebrook, 2010). 
Following this account of bodies, Zizek could offer a familiar Lacanian proposal – why not 
advocate for ‘autonomization’ of organs, the active infusion of subjectivity in the space of the 
celibate machine? But did Zizek realize that aside from articulating the core of liberalism’s 
promotion of inclusivity – all organs are free to celibate themselves, that’s me, that’s mine – 
he is already offering the precise condition for the autonomization of the fields of operation 
of the pervert, the paranoiac? By contrast, no autocrat can provide the paranoiac with this 
space of autonomy.

But, at the same time, this autonomization is immanently inclusive, whose positivity becomes 
more evident in the illegitimate use of the disjunctive synthesis. This is where the misrecognition 
of self-activity within the passive syntheses sets in. If the pervert is free to celibate himself, he 
does this in the order of his relation to the outside; the pervert celibates himself outside the 
nuclear family, the social space. In hindsight, this is how breaking out of the impasse could 
lend an opportunity for the illegitimate use of disjunction. The pervert would assume the ‘break’ 
as an opportunity that was there all along, arrogates it as his, thereby disjoining the family and 
sociality as his free creation, which is an example of the illegitimate use of the next (conjunc-
tive) synthesis, something he can exchange freely, the inside and outside, once again, in ‘a 
superimposition of masks’ (Deleuze & Kraus, 1983, p. 53). Worse, he believes, as the ‘agent of 
selection’ (Holland, 1999, p. 33), that it is the natural course of things, a legitimate free associ-
ation of organs (without Body or externality to measure their association against, which is the 
vulgar side of liberalism). For instance, he can be a good father and an active propagandist 
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against the social menace of homosexuality, the influx of immigrants, and the role of women 
that must be rooted out.

Meanwhile, a more insidious type of disjunctive synthesis takes advantage of the very limit 
of the schizophrenic break, for instance, in terms of the dissolution of the difference between 
citizenship and non-citizenship, creating a double path that is ripe for celibation. Here the 
immigrant is a perfect figure of the schizo, representing ‘[t]hose who inhabit the category of 
the nominal citizen who both bear the brunt of the new authoritarianism,’ which is, however, 
indissociable from the fact that it is they, ‘some - but not all – who … help usher it into exis-
tence’ (Pfeifer, 2020, 326). Besides rendering the celibate machine recognizable as a space of 
autonomization, the immigrant, already prone to the precariousness of the neoliberal capitalist 
machine, tendentially turns inward, back to the double path of Oedipus. He treats all authorities 
with suspicion, thus becoming more prone to associate himself with the precariousness of the 
class of ‘masses’ and ‘packs’ who also suffer from capitalist exploitation. ‘Masses’ and ‘packs’ are 
abstract entities of ‘races, cultures and their gods’ uprooted by the global economy, desubjec-
tified enough to interpellate their subjectivities into one explosive celibate machine, arising 
from, as Pfeifer argues (drawing on Balibar), ‘disconnected narratives of self-transformation in 
the face of adversity’ (p. 333). All of these become fodder for post-truth alongside the rise of 
alt-right movements and neoconservative ideology.

Conclusion: De-founding AO

It should be noted that the danger of schizophrenization implicit in AO’s heroic treatment of 
the creative break from the double path of subjectivity, unmindful of its consequences, is 
addressed later in A Thousand Plateaus. ATP warns of the same tendency to ‘[embrace] a strategy 
of radical self-abolition’ (Michelsen, 2014, p. 158). Against this background, however, the resur-
gence of global authoritarianism and the populist and alt-right movements may give us a pause 
from a kind of easy fix. I refer here to the argument that there is a disjunction between the 
two texts, AO and ATP (Protevi, 2000). I am not arguing, however, that there is a smooth con-
tinuity between the two.

But to the extent that continuity may be evident, it is rather the function of the double 
plasticity of celibate machine recoiling, its bi-univocalizing tendencies of deterritorialization and 
reterritorialization ‘[passing] into an overcoding machine’ (Deleuze & Parnet, 2007, 136). As long 
as there is contact between life and non-life, there is always a space for ‘intensive quantities,’ 
residues from the primitive ‘cry,’ at the dawn of first peoples, cultures and their gods, ‘suspended 
between life and death … an intense feeling of transition, states of pure, naked intensity 
stripped of all shape and form’ (Deleuze & Guattari, 2000, p. 18). Here there are ‘two portions 
of the outside world’(Guattari, 2009, p. 229) forming the BwO in relation to desiring-machine, 
life and non-life. From ‘the moment there is a communication between the two,’ instantiated 
by desire that cuts across the two exteriorities, a machine is produced, a desiring-machine: 
‘There is desire as soon as there is a machine or ‘body without organs’ (Deleuze & Parnet, 2007, 
p. 144). However, the desiring-machine produced out of this communication already presupposes 
the existence of a ‘factory or territory for that production’ (Kleinherenbrink, 2019, p. 229). 
Arguably, this is the function of the celibate machine that ‘reveals the existence of a much 
older paranoiac machine’ (Deleuze & Guattari, 2000, p. 30). This machine can be recognized as 
the expression of flight, the last of three lines of desiring-machines’ mutations, the molar and 
the molecular as first and second, respectively (Michelsen, 2014, p. 170).

Fifty years since its publication, AO’s strategic adversary has globally innovated since Nazism, 
giving rise to a new fascist line of flight – neofascism or liberal fascism on the molar side, and 
the rise of alt-right or neoconservative ideology on the molecular. Evans and Reid define ‘liberal 
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fascism … as co-extensive with fascism it claims to have conquered’ (2013, p. 3). We can argue 
here that its primary function is to defeat the fascist potential intrinsic to its molar escape 
line. Jenkins (2005) sums up this fascist line as the interplay of ‘ideology-movement-regime’ 
(p. 209), but ‘with no prospect of ever completely succeeding,’ thereby creating a paradoxical 
‘intensity’ comparable to the ‘zero-degree intensity of the full-body-without-organs’ (Holland, 
1999, p. 35). In short, the fascist line has not yet reached a regime status; instead, it is mod-
ulated into controllable molecular segmentarities or nomadic multiplicities (Deleuze & Parnet, 
2007, p. 142). This is supposedly the role of liberal democracy venturing into the Deleuzoguattarian 
anti-Oedipus, or how liberalism takes up the task of preventing another fascism capable of 
holding the world hostage to its utopian monster, a 1000-year reign. Alliez and Lazzarato (2016) 
take us into this convoluted history of the fascist line of flight, offering a concrete historical 
arc, from the beginnings of neoliberalism up to a very recent predicament: ‘The era of limitless 
deterritorialization under Thatcher and Reagan is now followed by the racist, nationalist, sexist, 
and xenophobic reterritorialization of Trump, who has already become the leader of the new 
fascisms’ (p. 12).

Liberalism is the closest thing to ATP addressing the tendency of AO’s schizophrenic 
bi-univocalization, the ‘descent of a molecular process into a black hole’ (Deleuze & Parnet, 2007, 
p. 139). In this sense, the liberal project commits ‘desire’ to the question of the possibility of 
‘[outmanoeuvering]’ it ‘by managing its plane of immanence and consistence’ (p. 144). But, as 
Deleuze reminisced, the question does not require a positive answer; in fact, as he emphasized, 
‘there is no prescription’ to avoid the paranoiac takeover of bi-univocalization. The liberal opti-
mism, despite or because of itself, is definitive of the emancipatory paradigm of the political 
by means of controlling molecular lines of flight, noting the paranoiac tendency of celibate 
recoiling, to prevent the repeat of 20th-century fascism erupting into another global war of 
attrition. This is liberal capitalism protecting the celibate machine from the total enfoldment of 
desire to abolish the dualism of bi-univocality initially expressing itself as ideology, passing over 
into a movement, until it pushes itself in the last instance as pure self-destruction. Fascism 
dissolves bi-univocality by shifting the dualism into an overpowering load (p. 132), which ulti-
mately renders the question of why ‘desire desires its own repression … its own slavery’ irrel-
evant. The question exhibits a dualism, not a paradox; in duality, as Deleuze argued, ‘it is 
sufficient for desire to follow [a] particular line, for it to find itself caught’ (p. 133). But even 
fascism cannot approach the zero-degree intensity of BwO – it can only compare itself to it. 
This explains the fascist third line of flight, its suicidal tendency, such as Hitler’s telegram 71, 
which only proves Nazism’s frustration over the fact that it cannot erase the boundary between 
life and nonlife by overloading desire with an ultimate line of flight, too powerful that it could 
no longer follow a particular line of escape. It could not stop the BwO (with its ambition of 
pure domination). The BwO defeated it before even the Allies decided actually to defeat the 
Third Reich.

Fifty years since its publication, AO confronts the rise of neofascism, which necessitates 
another question: why does desire desire fascists without fascism? (Research and Destroy, 2017). 
Liberal democracy ensures fascism will no longer return by sustaining the double path of desire 
that desires its incompletion. With liberalism, it is now possible to ask the question above, even 
as the dualism of desire is kept intact. Shall we now proclaim the sole purpose of the new 
world order with all the good intention of a liberal, ‘Autocrats of the world unite! you have 
nothing to lose but desire’?

In this context, AO has found a familiar people who, in the ‘Postscript on the Societies of 
Control,’ support the new sports, surfing, with its readiness for the undulatory, the orbital, the 
network, replacing the older sports in the guise of Foucault’s disciplinary society (Deleuze, 1992, 
p. 5). unfortunately, it is the same sports apropos of today’s context of struggle whose aim is 
‘to get out of it,’ the Oedipal impasse … ‘[b]ut getting out never happens like that … [g]etting 
out is already achieved, or else it never will be’ (Deleuze & Parnet, 2007, p. 1).
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Notes

 1. A similar argument is put forth by Buchanan (2008, p. 78). See also Sibartin-Blanc (2012, p. 40).
 2. This is one of Cherniavsky’s (2021) central reconsiderations of Anti-Oedipus’ relation to psychoanalysis by 

recasting its object of criticism. Not psychoanalysis, but the illegitimate use of passive syntheses.
 3. The impotence of Oedipus, not of the celibate machine.
 4. But a subject as a ‘mere residuum’ (Deleuze & Guattari, 2000, p. 17).
 5. In short, Kant did not see the full resolution of his critical project, namely the I is passive. Deleuze writes: 

‘Time signifies a fault or a fracture in the I and a passivity in the self, and the correlation between the 
passive self and the fractured I constitutes the discovery of the transcendental, the element of the 
Copernican Revolution’ (Deleuze, 1994, p. 86).

 6. Take the ‘same’ and the ‘likeness’ as indices of the Oedipal double path that complicates the identity of 
selfhood whose functionality Oedipus assigns to the ‘morbid yoke of a little secret’, or a ‘pathogenic state,’ 
a fixation derived from the complications of the ‘ego and the family’ (Deleuze & Guattari, 2000, pp. 351-52).

 7. Deleuze and Guattari write: ‘you weren't born Oedipus, you caused it to grow in yourself; and you aim to 
get out of it through fantasy, through castration, but this in turn you have caused to grow in Oedipus 
-namely, in yourself: the horrible circle’ (2000, p. 334).
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