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Narrative (schizo)analysis: moving away from representational thought

Introduction

This paper will attempt to suggest a new theoretical framework for rethinking the notions of lesbian desire and lesbian body that corresponds to a schizoanalytic narrative, as a cinematic narration, which according to Deleuze: “is never given apparent in images, nor is it the effect of a structure which underlies them; it is a consequence of images as they themselves appear as perceptible images in themselves as they are initially defined for themselves”  (Deleuze, 1989: 27). It will be thus argued that a shift from a narrative, which develops around the question “what does it mean?” to a narrativity of “how does it work?”  is necessary in order to escape a transcendent analysis of desire; that is, an analysis which traps desire into structures of signification and distorts it by displacing and limiting it into a signifier-signified relation. This paper will thus suggest a transcendental analysis of desire that while depriving it of its meaning, it provides it with a productive force: a force that forms and transforms the body, so that we can no longer talk about the body (the straight body, the queer body, the transsexual body) but a body, a singularity that is constituted by temporary arrangements of body-parts, organs, zones of intensities and pleasures; a body which rather than staying still into molar images and fixed organizations, is instead traversed by a molecular movement that brings it always to its limits, to its overcoming, and thus to its self-destruction. Hence, a transcendental thinking brings about a monstrous, revolutionary desire, what Deleuze and Guattari call a schizophrenic desire that produces the nonhuman Body without Organs.  

Consequently, this paper will aim at presenting the affinities of the lesbian body / desire with the DeleuzoGuattarian concept of schizophrenia. Affinities that do not reside on a supposed paranoia of a non-natural lesbian desire, neither on the latter’s failure to socialize properly (that is, a failure to fit into psychoanalytic interpretations of oedipalization, the failure to resolve the Oedipus complex properly as in the case of the Freudian masculinity complex).  The schizophrenic character of lesbian desire that corresponds to a schizophrenic Body without Organs (BwO) derives from its excess, an excess that violates its definition and exceeds any linguistic meaning; a desire whose meaning can be thus nothing more than its forces and effects. However, schizophrenic desire in order to be conceived requires a new image of thought, or better, a thinking-image that is able to move beyond the semiotic perspective, for the latter as Deleuze and Guattari argue, traps thinking into the four great illusions of representation: that of identity, opposition, analogy and resemblance. It will be argued that such a new thinking-image is to be found (though not exclusively) into the Deleuzian concept of the cinematic time-image that corresponds not to a signifying narrative but to a narrativity of singular creation achieved through the forces of falsification: that is, forces which do not negate the truth, or reality, but bring into play zones of undecidability and indeterminacy; a narrativity that by giving time an ontological priority produces truths that falsify established truths, in a non-stop game:  “time as becoming questions every formal model of truth”
. Therefore, time-image signals the passage from the image of resemblance and the possible to the image of the simulacrum and the virtual; an image, which corresponds to a thinking of variation and trans-formation and thus contributes to a conceptual shift from the notion of lesbian as a molar identity to what E. Grosz calls the becoming-lesbian: 
“ ‘Becoming-lesbian’ is thus no longer or not simply a question of being lesbian, of identifying with that being known as lesbian, of residing in a position or identity… The question is no longer ‘am I a lesbian?’ but rather what kinds of lesbian connections, what kinds of lesbian-machine, we invest our time, energy, and bodies in, what kinds of sexuality we invest ourselves in, with what other kinds of bodies, and to what effects?” (E.Grosz, 1995:140). 

Plateau one: sexual difference(s)

I would like to start my discussion on lesbian desire by positioning it into the feminist debates between gender theories and theories of sexual difference: in the former case homosexuality is viewed as “proliferating gender” (Butler, 2004: 183), and hence, the becoming-homosexual is the overcoming of genders as such; within this framework, lesbian subjectivity is thus seen to exceed femininity, by constituting the third sex, or no sex at all (an example of this is Wittig’s well known statement that ‘lesbians are not women’); while the second view, departs from the assumption of a primary sexual difference, as an asymmetrical relation between the masculine and the feminine, whose constitution draws on the symbolic domain as defined in psychoanalytic terms. According to this view, lesbian desire is conceived within the process of Oedipalization and in reference to a singular signifier, that is, the phallus. Contrary to the gender theories of beyond, the psychoanalytic conceptualization of lesbian desire keeps it within a binary, or  else a polarized sexual model. Therefore, whereas gender is criticized for being blind to the asymmetrical relations between the masculine and the feminine, theories that valorize sexual difference are accused for equally denying the asymmetry of the hetero/homo divide. This paper will attempt to approach lesbian desire within the framework of sexual difference, not with the aim to link lesbianism strictly to femininity (that is, lesbianism as a secondary characteristic of the feminine) but rather with the aim to think lesbian desire as being one of the forces of femininity: not a reactive force that succumbs to a dominant model of female desire, but an active one, which opens up the feminine into a field of potentialities, to the Irigarian virtual feminine, or the Deleuzian imperceptibility. Thus, it will be argued that a rethinking of lesbian desire requires also a rethinking of the feminine and the issue of sexual difference as such; such a rework,  however, needs a different theoretical framework than psychoanalysis for the lesbian desire to preserve fully its active and productive character. 

Therefore, my argument will start with a brief presentation/discussion of the psychoanalytic conceptualisation of lesbian desire as it appears in Teresa de Lauretis’ work ‘The Practice of Love’; a theorization that attempts to respect both sexual difference and the homo/hetero division but which however, cannot escape successfully the drawbacks of the narratives of Oedipalization. 

In The Practice of Love Teresa de Lauretis revisits the psychoanalytic discourse, and more precisely, Freudian theory, in an attempt to find the lines inside Freud’s thinking that may account for female, and especially lesbian, desire in a more adequate way; which means, outside what Irigaray has called the framework of sexual (in)difference, in which lesbian desire as the female desire for the self-same, another female self cannot be recognized : 

“there will be no female homosexuality, just a hommo-sexuality in which woman will be involved in the process of specularizing the phallus, begged to maintain the desire for the same that man has, and will ensure at the same time, elsewhere and in complementary and contradictory fashion, the perpetuation in the couple of the pole of “matter”” (Irigaray, Speculum, 101-103)

More specifically, de Lauretis rethinking of the Freudian theory focuses on two main concepts: the notion of ‘perverse desire’ and the notion of the ‘lesbian fetish’. As she makes explicit in the very beginning of her book, her aim is to articulate what she calls a “formal model of perverse desire” that will be able to account for lesbian desire in its singularity, and not in relation to the phallus. Hence, de Lauretis rereads Freud through the work of Jacques Lacan, Jean Laplanche, and a number of feminist theorists, and comes up with a “negative theory of the perversions” (as being opposed to a normative, heterosexual model) according to which, all sexuality is inherently pervert and thus the normal with the non-normal coexist. She thus goes on and argues that such a conceptualisation of perversion found in Freud is able to provide us with an image of homosexuality not as pathology but as 

“merely another path taken by the drive in its cathexis or choice of object… a notion of perverse desire, where perverse means not pathological but rather non-heterosexual or non-normatively heterosexual” (De Lauretis, ‘The practice of Love’).  

As she argues, the condition of perverse desire is the same with that of neurosis or normality; what distinguishes the former from the latter is that in the case of the perverse desire castration is seen in terms of disavowal and fetishism rather than repression, so that lesbian desire gets disengaged from the masculinity complex. 

More specifically, and as Grosz notes in her reading of de Lauretis it is not disavowal per se but what is disavowed that frees lesbian desire from the masculinity complex. Hence, whereas in the case of the masculinity complex, the girl disavows her castration and sees her clitoris as a little penis, in a fetishistic view of lesbian desire, castration is affirmed rather than being denied, so that the lesbian accepts that she is a woman who desires a woman; what a lesbian disavows then is the loss of another female body (the maternal body); a loss which is displaced on a fetishistic substitute of another’s woman’s body:

“…what the lesbian desires in a woman…is indeed not a penis but a part or perhaps the whole of the female body, or something metonymically related to it, such as physical, intellectual, or emotional attributes, stance, attitudes, appearance, self-presentation – and hence the importance of clothing, costume, performance, etc. in lesbian subcultures. She knows full well she is not a man, and does not have the paternal phallus (nor would her lover want it), but that does not preclude the signification of her desire: the fetish is at one what signifies her desire and what her lover desires in her …” (De Lauretis, ‘The Practice of Love’).

Therefore, for de Lauretis the fetish is what gives access to the object of desire, as well as, what permits the subject to be desired.  Hence, the structure of fetishism enables her, to account for the ‘butch’ lesbian not within hommosexual terms (a woman that desires to be a man, to have the penis) since the signs of masculinity the butch lesbian presents are but fetish-objects in order for her to be desired and to have what she desires. Moreover, de Lauretis’s model can also account for the ‘femme’ who in turns takes the signs of femininity as both her means of attractiveness and for her own satisfaction. Within this framework, the butch-femme relation rather than being a copy of the original heterosexual relation, constitutes instead a mutual narcissistic empowerment of the feminine: 

“The exaggerated display of femininity in the masquerade of the femme performs the sexual power and seductiveness of the female body when offered to the butch for mutual narcissistic empowerment” (De Lauretis, ‘The Practice of Love’)

Therefore, according to de Lauretis, lesbianism is constructed as both “compensation and resistance” (Grosz, 287) to a primal scene of dispossession (that of the maternal body) and this is what distinguishes it from the structures of heterosexual desire.  

However, de Lauretis’ distinction between the structures of heterosexual and homosexual desire presents several weaknesses from within (e.g. issues of consistency) as well as, as from without, as a project overall. For example, E.Grosz criticises her for a “wish both to have one’s own cake and eat it, both to ‘castrate’ and preserve psychoanalysis, which characterises the fetishist’s use of disavowal”.  By that she means that it is unclear how de Lauretis shifts the notion of castration from the phallus to an ‘imaginary bodily dispossession’, while keeping at the same time intact the narrative of oedipalization and the position of the paternal phallus. Moreover, and although she does agree with de Lauretis that the masculinity complex is not an adequate model for understanding lesbianism, she questions the supposedly less phallic character of the fetish; she thus asks whether rendering the phallus a more mobile signifier is enough to detach it from paternity and authority ( a critique addressed also to Lacan’s linguistic version of Freudian theory). Nevertheless and far from the internal inconsistencies of de Lauretis’ theorization, Grosz looks for the implications of constructing a specific ‘lesbian psychology’ with its own imaginary-symbolic plane, which then produces specific body-images and love-objects. As she argues, such a theorisation works again through exclusions, since it cannot account  adequately for bisexuality, as well as, for the crossing of positions that takes place in the hetero-homo divide. 

Consequently, Teresa de Lauretis’ account on lesbian desire corresponds to a rather strict notion of ‘being a lesbian’, which is far from Grosz’s notion of ‘becoming-lesbian’ as being presented earlier. This is due to the ‘kind’ of the discourses we choose to use, that in turn produce certain ontological outcomes of what desire ‘is’, who ‘is’ a lesbian etc.  Consequently, the shift from an ontology of being to that of a becoming as making and doing, requires a new theoretical approach, a new image of thought. 

  Plateau two: From the paranoia of ‘being’ to the schizophrenia of 

                         ‘becoming-lesbian’

“We have the beliefs, feelings and thoughts we deserve given our way of being or style of life”.

                                                                            (Deleuze, ‘The Critical and Clinical)

“(The schizophrenic( is not simply bisexual, or between the two, or intersexual. He is transsexual. He is transalivedead, trans-parentchild”.

                                                                       (Deleuze & Guattari, ‘Anti-Oedipus’)

The shift from a psychoanalytic and a semiotic perspective to a Deleuzian problematics of surfaces (that is, from an archaeology to a cartography of desire) sheds a new light to the concepts of corporeality, sexual specificity and sexed subjectivity. More specifically, the cartographic conception of desire (thinking through the notion of surfaces) leads to a flattening of the relations between the social and the psychical, annihilating thus any cause-effect relation between the two, as well as, any hierarchical connection; therefore, neither the social (as crude Marxism entails) nor the psychical (as in the case of psychoanalysis) is privileged in the formation of subjectivity. Thus, the cartographic conception of desire deprives it from any psychic depth and a consequent necessity for interpretation: there is no longer on the one side an interior reality (the psyche) as a reservoir of ideas, wishes and hopes, and on the other the social field as exteriority that communicates with its opposite side through representations, ideologies, meanings; that is, through linguistic structures and structures of representation. Thus, by breaking down the exterior/interior divide that duplicates the world and the real, the psychoanalytic and semiotic framework become redundant, unnecessary, irrelevant. Consequently, the breaking down of a binary thinking that corresponds to a duplicated image of the world, moves us from an either/or choice, to a ‘both…and’ relation; and thus, the binary thinking of opposites is replaced by a rhizomatic thinking of multiplicities, which leads to a de-massification of the entities, and the concepts that have haunted our thinking and theoretical frameworks. Hence, a DeleuzoGuattarian rhizomatic thinking attempts to map out the unconscious rather than assuming it to be somewhere there waiting to be discovered and interpreted (the case of the archaeological/psychoanalytic approach); a map which rather than revealing the unconscious, it constructs it: 

“the issue is never to reduce the unconscious or to interpret it or to make it signify according to a tree model. The issue is to produce the unconscious, and with it new statements, different desires: the rhizome is precisely this production of the unconscious” (Deleuze&Guattari, 2003: 18). 

Therefore, and on what it concerns the notion of sexual specificity and sexual desire, the concepts of man, woman, straight, gay, lesbian, are no longer (and especially not exclusively) conceived of as molar entities, complete objects, global subjects.  On the contrary, they are seen in their molecularity, that is, partiality and singularity, so that the notion of ‘woman’ no longer addresses to an identity, or a sexed body as a closed system, but becomes instead a force, an expressivity, a body-machine that brings together different organs, experiences, affects, percepts. Thus the feminine is no longer constituted in a negative dialectical relation with the masculine, but the latter is one among other elements that populate the plane of femininity: a transformative plane of intensities that produces the actual form of the woman as a molar entity, as well as, its virtual lines of becoming-other, through new connections and different arrangements of its constituting elements. Within this framework the female body is freed from the organism; it becomes a BwO, which  is inhabited by haecceities, that is, individuations, singularities, intensive differences which no longer correspond to a subject: the organs acquire instead the indefinite article and thus become  ‘a’ breast, ‘a’ mouth, ‘a’ hand and consequently, the connections between them become pre-personal: connections between ‘a’ mouth and ‘a’ breast, ‘a’ nose and ‘a’ rose, ‘a’ finger and ‘a’ cunt, which then bring about transformation to the organs themselves so that 

“the fingers become flowers, become silver become torture instruments…these bodily relations are not anonymous, quick encounters, but rather a relation to a singularity or particularity, always specific never generalisable. Neither anonymous nor yet entirely personal, they are still an intimacy of encounter, a pleasure/unpleasure always of and for themselves”  (E. Grosz, 1995: 182-3).   

Hence, an  analysis that  starts from the molecular level of desire and the body (like schizoanalysis) is able to eschew reductionist processes of interpretation and signification (like psychoanalysis) that invest the above relations with meanings, which in turn produce the molar concepts of straightness, motherhood, lesbianism. 

It is thus only within a schizoanalytic framework that we can move from a paranoid thinking of lesbian as a ‘being’, to a schizophrenic thinking as a ‘becoming’.  The term ‘schizophrenia’ and ‘paranoia’ are not used by schizoanalysis in their medical sense.  Deleuze’s use of medical terms in philosophy resonates in his belief that philosophy, art and science, although distinct and autonomous, they necessarily enter into relations of mutual resonance and exchange. 

“The critical (in the literary sense) and the clinical (in the medical sense) may be destined to enter into a new relationship of mutual learning”(G. Deleuze, “Coldness and Cruelty, in Mazochism). 

Hence, the term ‘schizophrenia’ delineates the revolutionary dynamic that underlies capitalism and counter-opposes to its reigning institutions; it coincides with Marx’s notion of the forces of production that always tend to overcome the existing productive relations, or the Bataillean notion of excess as the surplus of matter and energy that societies have to control. For Deleuze and Guattari, this dynamic is not only material but also social, libidinal, linguistic, discursive, biological, psychical; a revolutionary force that refuses to be reduced to fixed forms.

Hence, schizophrenia as a process and not an illness may be described to designate an unlimited semiosis:

 “… a radically fluid and extemporaneous form of meaning, paranoia by contrast would designate an absolute system of belief where all meaning was permanently fixed and exhaustively defined by a supreme authority, figure-head, or god” (E.Holland, 1999:3)

On the other hand, schizophrenia as a mental disturbance and the schizophrenic as a clinical patient are the outcome of the asymmetry between the schizophrenic dynamic as excess, and the established social institutions of capitalism like psychoanalysis, nuclear family, privatisation of production etc. that attempt not only to repress the excess, but also to distort it and disguise it as scarcity (in social terms) or lack (in psychoanalytic terms). 

More specifically, schizoanalysis, also described as a materialist psychiatry, starts from desire, since for Deleuze and Guattari, desire is a primary force,  an unbound free-float energy, an impersonal, unconscious desire, which Freud called libido and which Nietzsche called ‘will to power’ - whose function is not to fulfil goals and to satisfy needs.

‘… desire does not take as its objects persons or things, but the entire surroundings which it traverses, the vibrations and flows of every sort to which it is joined and in which it introduces breaks and captures’. (Deleuze&Guattari, 2004: 92)

Contrary to psychoanalysis that sexualises desire and imprisons it into the structures of representation and signification, schizoanalysis opens up the notion by extending Freudian theory beyond the confines of the family, while at the same time libidinizing Marx, and thus argues that, ‘the social field is immediately invested by desire …’.  Hence, desire is productive though not reproductive, a desiring-production that produces connections, intensities, body-assemblages, becomings ; a desire that aims at its own proliferation and augmentation and thus disrupts institutions, established patterns and relations that tend to limit and restrict it by making it either personal or discursive: ‘Desire is revolutionary because it always wants more connections and assemblages’ (Deleuze, 2004).

Thus, schizoanalysis makes the shift from an ontology of desire (the question of what desire is) to its ontogenesis (that is, how desire works, what are the connections and the effects it produces). According to schizoanalysis, desire or better desiring machines operate through the connective synthesis
 of production, the disjunctive synthesis of recording, and the conjunctive synthesis of consumption-consummation. More specifically, the synthesis of production related to the life instinct should be seen as a series of “and…and then…and then” where an organ machine connects with another and then another, and another.  The notion of the organ machine here refers to what Melanie Klein calls a part object, that is, organs that are not understood as belonging to whole persons but in their singularity. Moreover, the term machine provides the organ not with a monolithic character, that is, a fixed, coherent and stable substance, but gives it instead fluidity, a polymorphous existence as ‘differentiation from within’. Contrary to the mechanism, which is a closed machine, a closed system with a specific function, the DeleuzoGuattarian machine is according to Colebrook “nothing more than its connections; it is not made by anything, is not for anything and has no closed identity” (Colebrook, 2002: 56).  Consequently, the connections between different organ-machines, body-parts, are heterogeneous, multiple and release energy and a charge whether physiological, erotic or both. The disjunctive synthesis of recording on the other hand, is related to the psychoanalytic idea of the psyche as a recording apparatus, where images of previous objects of satisfaction are recorded and recalled when  the organism cannot obtain the objects themselves.  According to Freud, we take pleasure in what we have found previously to be pleasurable, which leads to a rather static form of pleasure fixed on the past, so that the Freudian repetition is the repetition of the same.  On the contrary, within the schizoanalytic framework of Deleuze and Guattari, repetition is always a repetition of difference, that is, a repetition that takes place in variation, experimentation and improvisation. Such a mechanism of repetition can be only secured by a counter to the connective synthesis force; that is, a force whose role is to disrupt the tendency of the organism to repeat habitual patterns and thus to stay locked into existing relations: 

“Desiring-machines (operating by connective synthesis) make us an organism; but at the very heart of production, within the very production of this production (of organ machine connections), the body suffers from being organised in this way, from not having some other organization, or no organization at all…The (machines) stop dead and set free the unorganised mass (of energy-flows) they once served to articulate” (D&G, 2004: 8)

Hence, the death drive acquires a productive role through destruction: it stops the desiring-machines from working so that new and different connections become possible. It frees the body from the organization of the organs that makes it an organism: 

“the BwO is what remains when you take everything away. What you take away is precisely the fantasy, the significances, and the subjectifications as a whole. Psychoanalysis does the opposite: it translates everything into phantasies, it converts everything into phantasy, it retains the phantasy” (D&G, 2003: 150) 

Contrary then to the psychoanalytic body that is the locus of representations, investments and fantasies, the BwO is an unformed and nonstratified matter disinvested from any fantasy, that for Deleuze and Guattari equals to energy, to a movement of intensities.  Rather than being a receptacle of things, it is itself a practice of desire, a doing, a making: it is what we desire and by which we desire – a process of coding and decoding, connecting and disconnecting.

Finally, the conjunctive synthesis of consumption-consummation has to do with the formation of subjectivity:

“The proportion of attraction and repulsion on the BwO produce starting from a zero, a series of states…and the subject is born of each state in the series, is continually reborn of the following state that determines him at a given moment, consuming-consummating all these states that cause him to be born and reborn (the lived state coming first, in relation to the subject that lives it” (D&G, 2004:20).

Thus, according to schizoanalysis, it is not the subject who desires, but the subject is produced by desire, or more precisely, ‘some’ subjectivity is produced (born and reborn) out of the conflict between production and anti-production, coding and decoding, connecting and disconnecting; depending on what prevails more each time we have different forms of subjectivities (e.g. in the case of the neurotic, it is the forces of anti-production that prevail and desiring production is blocked in one or several points; while in the case of the pervert, the forces of production prevail through an unorthodox organ-connection, which is maintained despite or even because of social sanction). The important thing to note here is the cartographic conception for the formation of subjectivity as opposed to the archaeological one of psychoanalysis: the schizoanalytic subject is the nomad that undertakes vast voyages, voyages in intensity; s/he crosses the desert of his/her BwO, and becomes-other and other and other, becomes-imperceptible; so that the notion of a fixed subjectivity with a specific identity is neither the necessary nor the ideal condition for schizoanalaysis.   

On the contrary, the concept of a fixed subjectivity arises from the ‘illegitimate’ uses of the syntheses of the unconscious as being introduced by psychoanalysis; such illegitimate uses are related mainly to the free-association of part-objects, the exclusive disjunction and the segregative sedimentary conjunction.

The problem with free-association in psychoanalysis is that it becomes subject to interpretation so that different body-parts, partial-objects, are either integrated into whole objects or reduced into dominant signifiers; in the former case partial-objects  lose their pre-personal singularity since they are interpreted retrospectively in terms of the molar identities they belong to (‘a’ breast becomes ‘the’ mother’s breast that we are forbidden to desire, a penis becomes the father’s penis that that the girl lacks and should desire); or in the case of the signifier, they  acquire the role of the privilege term, the general interpretant (a transcendent term) that signifies all the other – as in the case of the name of the father or the phallus. Within the structure of language and signification, connections cease to be singular and particular but become instead “global and specific”, while “desire at the same time receives a fixed subject, an ego specified according to sex, and complete objects defined as global persons” (D&G, 1984:70). Thus desire rather than being, impersonal and productive of new connections, is locked into structures of representation and signification that locate it into the Mommy – Daddy-child triangulation. Consequently, the segregative sedimentary conjunction appears, which replaces the nomadic subjectivity whose slogan is “I am everyone and anyone” with the segregated subject that believes s/he belongs to a “superior race”, to the majoritarian; a subject whose difference is only a difference from: e.g. men from women, whites from blacks, hetero from homo and so forth. Because of capitalism’s strict division between the private as the sphere of reproduction and the public sphere as that of production, gender (male or female) has come to constitute the main segregative principle. Thus, the oedipal subject has no other to identify with than Mommy and Daddy. And to make things even worse the choice is restricting and exclusive so that you must be either like Daddy or Mommy.  Even in the case of the Lacanian theory, which has freed desire from particular parental figures and subsumed it into the structures of language (oedipalization as the acquisition of language) the either/or  dilemma is still present - only now it is a choice between the Imaginary or the Symbolic, between  the meaningful world or the undifferentiated chaos. 

By contrast, the schizoanalytic framework of local part-objects, inclusive disjunctions, and nomadic conjunctions produces subjects that are fluid, ambivalent or polyvalent; moreover, the political aim is no longer the search for the self but the flight from the self: 

Where psychoanalysis says, “Stop, find yourself again” we should say instead, “Let’s go further still, we haven’t found our BwO yet, we haven’t sufficiently dismantled ourself” (D&G, 2003: 151)

Contrary to the Oedipal either/or, Deleuze and Guattari suggest the schizoanalytic ‘either…or…or” according to which, the disjointed terms are affirmed in their distance, without however, the one excluding the other. Thus, contrary to the molar Oedipal subject that must ‘assume’ its sex by choosing either male or female for identification, either male or female for its object-choice, and thus either heterosexuality or homosexuality for its sexual orientation, the schizophrenic  constitutes the paradox of incompossibilities: everyone is at the same time neither man or woman and both wo/man: neither in the sense of remaining irreducible to any single essence; and both in the sense that the subject carries both elements without however, creating a synthesis that annihilates their difference:

“The schizophrenic is not man and woman. He is man or woman, but he belongs precisely to both sides, man on the side of men, woman on the side of women. …He is child or parent, not both but the one at the end of the other, like the two ends of a stick in nondecomposable space… He does not reduce two contraries to an identity of the same; he affirms their distance as that which relates the two as different” (D&G, 2004). 

Approaching lesbianism through a shizoanalytic framework means a de-oedipalization of lesbian desire that becomes “anoedipal, schizoid, included, and inclusive”; a desire beneath consciousness, fixed subjectivity and complete-object representations, which is productive (and not reproductive) through destruction: by destroying established patterns of connecting and relating, by depriving organs from certain established functions, it produces myriad partial-objects relations.  No longer an issue of an either/or identification, and either/or object-choice or orientation, lesbian desire does not spring from an originary loss (the maternal body), or lack (the phallus) but constitutes an expression of the female desire that leads to an active, revolutionary multiplication of the potentialities of the female body. Thus, lesbianism constitutes the threshold of transformation, that is, of the becoming-other than heterosexual, majoritarian, Oedipalised; it thus constitutes the becoming-woman of woman.  
Plateau 3: Sexualizing time-image: the becoming-lesbian in time.

“There is always a time, midday-midnight, when we must no longer ask ourselves, ‘what is cinema?’ but ‘what is philosophy?’” (Deleuze, ‘Time-Image’)

As it has already been argued the schizoanalytic conceptualisation of lesbian desire and the BwO become suffocated into narratives of representation and signification (like the Oedipus drama); structures that drain desire and the body from an inherent transformative movement and thus render them into solid, fixed and personalised entities (the straight body, my lesbian body, my homosexual desire); or at best, they provide them with a movement of deferral and substitution, that is, a movement which is still conceived as movement in space (from one fixed point to another, from one signifier to different signifieds as they appear  in an endless series of substitution). Such a conception of movement deprives desire from its rhizomatic, revolutionary and productive character; a desire which rather than circulating within predetermined connections and positions (the daddy-Mommy-child triangulation) delineates its own lines of flight that puts any sense of position, object-choice, identification into crisis. Desire’s movement is a durational movement, that brings about qualitative differences: it is thus, a movement primarily in time and not in space, where time is conceived of as differentiation, multiplicity, as difference in itself. 

Consequently, it will be argued that the Deleuzian time-image  as being discussed in his work Cinema 2 may provide us with what I will call a schizoanalytic narrative: not a representative image that depicts/reflects/presents the lesbian shizoanalytic body and desire more successfully (since the schizo cannot be represented only continually produced) but as that which produces the schizophrenia as an unlimited semiosis, (a series of images that aim at their own limit and not at the constitution of a closed narrative like the Oedipal narrative); thus time-image creates desire and produces the unknown body, which is yet to come. Such a suggestion is based on a rethinking of the image through Deleuze’s Bergsonism so that image ceases to be a mental surface that mirrors, reflects, visualises, represents an already existing object, an already established thinking but instead becomes an event that creates the object and thinking as such.  

Very briefly, the Deleuzian definition of the cinematic image, draws on Bergson’s definition of image that could be summarised with the equality Image=Matter=Movement; a definition, which thus breaks away from a long tradition of thinking that has been based on the dichotomy between the material world and its image as being outside, separate from this world; an image which comes then to re-present this already existing world. This distinction was made initially by Plato as a dichotomy between matter and form, and was translated later on by Saussure as a distinction between the signifier and the signified. However, Bergson, by identifying  image with matter (“matter is an aggregate of images”) breaks down the former dichotomies, so that on the one hand the image is identified with the idea it evokes, 

(hence, the image and the Idea are one and the same thing and consequently, the image becomes an image of thought); on the other hand, it frees image from perception, since there is no distinction between ‘being’ and ‘being perceived’ (14): “(Perception) is impersonal and coincides with the perceived object” (Deleuze, 1991:25).   More specifically, for Bergson, perception is this part, which is subtracted from the whole of the thing, as a result of the (inter-)action of one thing upon the others (the ‘im-pressions’
 it gives and receives). Perception is then defined as “the possible action of a particular image, namely an individuated body” (Pearson, 2002:142); an action which is reflected on the things that surround the body and impress on that body; an impression that in turn creates an impersonal thinking as the result of this connection and interaction. 
Hence for Bergson and consequently for Deleuze, image and movement cannot be seen separately: there is no movement that does not produce an image and equally there is no image, which is not traversed by movement. This has led Deleuze to suggest that any image is primarily a movement-image and even more a time-image whose ideal type can be found in the cinematic image. Although both images constitute an image of duration, their fundamental difference lies on their different relation to time: the movement-image has an indirect relation to time (Time is conceived though movement in space), while the time-image has a direct one (which means that movement is subsumed to time- that is, a movement in time). According to Deleuze, time has a crucial role to play since our conception of time defines the way we perceive, understand and describe reality; hence, the two cinematic images depending on their narrative style correspond to two different images of thought. 

More specifically, the movement-image presents time through movement, that is, through a sensory-motor schema (of action and reaction), according to which, images connect, relate and react to each other in certain patterns, which are determined by the montage; this corresponds to the narrative of the organic description that holds on to the notion of the real (truthful narration): in this case, the reflected object is an independent object that pre-exists the image, and is given to us through a rational sequencing of images. (Deleuze, 1989: 127).  However, with the appearance of the time-image the sensory-motor schema disappears, since the focus is no longer on the logical/meaningful links between images, but rather on the interval that dissociates them.  By breaking the logical and chronological order of images through irrational division, time-image forces us to think the in-betweeness of the images, an in-betweeness which takes us away from the meaning of being and privileges the affects of action, of the making and the doing.  In the time-image, the interval no longer constitutes a part of the image or a border between two images but acquires instead an autonomous value so that the division remains irreducible and the passage from one image to another is neither desirable nor facilitated. Hence, instead of differentiation and integration that characterises the movement-image as the narrative of “what it means?”, there is now only relinking by irrational divisions that focuses on the question of “how does the image work?”.
“ There is thus no longer association through metaphor or metonymy, but relinkage on the literal image; there is no longer linkage of associated images, but only relinkages of independent images. Instead of one after the other, there is one image plus another; and each shot is deframed in relation to the framing of the following shot …” (Deleuze, 1989)

Thus the narrative in time-image corresponds to the schizoanalytic unlimited semiosis; a semiosis which is expansive and not reductionist, since it works through an addition of signs which however, brings qualitative transformations to the subject or the object. Thus the narrativity of time-image is based on addition and transformation, where each shot comes to be added and to transform the whole; consequently, and by violating any stable, fixed and meaningful connection, it produces the BwO as the plane of infinite potential connections.  

Its narrative style is the crystalline description, a multifaceted image, which is able to express the double character of time and thus of reality: that of the actual (which is related to the present and corresponds to the physical and the real) and the virtual (that is, the subjective, the mental and imaginary sought in the past and memory).  Whereas the organic description coincides with a subjective perception that is always selective and partial, the crystalline image is richer, not in the sense of an all inclusiveness but of a fragmentary, alienated, de-contextualised, and a-subjective perception, which is able to reveal the invisible: that is, singularities rather than universals, partial rather than whole objects, virtual rather than actual elements that elude our everyday molar perception; however, when these elements become actual and come to the surface, they distort/falsify our image of thought; hence time-image provides us with a falsifying narration, which rather than leading to an absolute negation of truth, it initiates processes of erasure/creation of truths, so that the being is not negated by a non-being but replaced with an endless process of an infinite becoming:  not an imitation anymore (e.g. becoming like daddy or Mommy) but a becoming-other which surrogates and overcomes any likeness and sameness:
“The difference between becoming-other and becoming-the-same is not the difference between a false copy and a true copy. It is a difference in degree of falsity (artifice). Becoming-other is a simulation that overthrows the model once and for all, so that it can no longer be said to be a copy in even approximate terms. It is a declaration of bad will toward sameness in a full deployment of the powers of the FALSE” (Deleuze and Guattari, cited in Massumi 181 n 12)

Hence the powers of the false evaluate and enhance the potentiality for change, and differentiation, by dismantling the notions of a fixed truth and indisputable authenticity that freeze subjects into the logic of identity and the notion of a true self. 

Contrary to the organic description of movement-image that believes in identity, unity, totality, and consequently to the molar notions of being a woman, a man, a lesbian, the time-image’s principle is time as becoming, so that it no longer sense to say I am a lesbian or a woman as a fixed truth, or as an essence that corresponds to a closed totality. Hence, time-image corresponds to a rhizomatic thinking of probabilities and potentialities and not to deterministic cause effect relations between the past, the present and the future (the bad resolution of the Oedipus that leads to the pervert or the neurotic subject; the notion of a necessary developmental transition from the Imaginary to the Symbolic).  

Therefore, time-image as the plane of  partial connections and the nomadic durational movement of becoming-other through the powers of the false provides us with an alternative narrativity outside the drama of Oedipus, which can correspond more adequately to the legitimate syntheses of the unconscious as articulated by schizoanalysis. By giving ontological priority to time as differentiation, time-image gives a shock to our thought, since the departure point of thinking is no longer that of sameness ( e.g. starting with a notion of humanity that becomes then differentiated ) but difference in itself as the power to create life. Thus time-image provides us with a new narrativity of how to think and create multiplicity so that we move beyond the monolithic affirmation of being ‘straight’, ‘gay’, ‘lesbian’, to an open articulation of ‘becoming woman’, ‘becoming lesbian’, with the latter going far beyond from being a ‘butch’ or a ‘femme’; an image which rather than suffocating desire into a truthful narration permits chance and the unexpected to occur, so that the narrative plot suddenly changes and within the boring setting of mommy-daddy-child situation there might also appear:   

“ … an uncle from America; a brother who went bad; an aunt who took off with a military man; a cousin out of work, bankrupt, or a victim of the Crash; an anarchist grandfather; a grandmother in the hospital, crazy or senile…” (D&G,2004: 97)
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� G. Deleuze, On the Crystalline Image”, in Rodowick ‘Gilles Deleuze’s Time Machine’, p.15.


� “Syntheses are ways of processing or indeed constituting experience” (E.Holland, 1999:28)


� I use the term ‘impression’ in the way Sara Ahmed (2004) uses it: “We need to remember the ‘press’ in an impression. It allows us to associate the experience of having an emotion with the very affect of one surface upon another, an affect that leaves its mark or trace” (Cultural Politics of Emotions, p.6)
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