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Na~inite na koi feminist(k)ite go ~itaa deloto 
na @il Delez (Gilles Deleuze) i Feliks Gatari (Félix 
Guattari) bea, s$ do neodamna, glavno ograni~eni na 
kritika, pa duri i celosno otfrlawe na nivniot 
koncept nastanuvawe-`ena. Denes, kriti~kiot fe­
ministi~ki priod kon nivnoto delo se promeni. 
Toj be{e, na izvesen na~in, zbogaten od slo`enite 
i vnimatelni interesirawa za nivnite koncepti 
na rizomatikata, `elbata, nastanot i asambla`ite. 
Sepak, pome|u dvete radikalni i sprotistaveni 
feministi~ki ~itawa na Iljada platoa, za ili 
protiv najrelevantniot koncept od ova delo, s$ 
u{te postoi prostor da se rasprava za suptilnite 
vnatre{ni protivre~nosti vo ramkite na koncep­
tot nastanuvawe-`ena, bez nu`no da se otfrli ce­
linata na nivnata zna~ajna filosofska misla.1  

Ovoj  esej  ima  za cel da go ispita poimot nasta-
nuvawe-`ena od edna sovremena feministi~ka per­
spektiva, da ja pokrene i da ja kontekstualizira kako 
negovata feministi~ka kritika, taka i mo`nata 
pozitivna feministi~ka upotreba. Jas poa|am 
od pretpostavkata deka denes koja i da bilo 
feministi~ka kritika na deloto na Delez i Gatari 
mora da bide daleku posuptilna, no i deka koe i da 

The ways in which feminists have been reading Gilles 
Deleuze’s and Felix Guattari’s work until recently have 
mostly been limited to criticism or even complete refu-
tation of their concept of becoming-woman. Today, the 
critical feminist approach towards their work has shifted. 
It has been somehow enriched by complex and cautious 
interests in their concepts of rhizomatics, desire, event, 
and assemblages. Nevertheless, between the two radical 
oppositional feminist readings of A Thousand Plateaus, 
pro or contra its most relevant concept, there is still room 
for discussing the subtle intrinsic contradictions within 
becoming-woman without necessarily abandoning their 
important philosophic thought altogether.1

This essay aims to examine the notion of becoming-
woman from a contemporary feminist perspective and 
to address and contextualise both its feminist critique 
and the possible positive feminist use. I assume that any 
feminist criticism of Deleuze’s and Guattari’s work today 
needs to be much more subtle, but also any conclusive 
assertions of its feminist value should be carried out in a 
very cautious manner. 
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bilo konkluzivno tvrdewe za negovata feministi~ka 
vrednost mora da bide izvedeno na mo{ne pretpa­
zliv na~in.  

Glavnoto pra{awe povrzano so ovoj vid obid za 
konstruktivna feministi~ka kritika bi bilo 
pra{aweto koe ve}e go postavi Alis Xerdin (Alice 
Jardine), „zo{to toga{ D+G go privilegiraat zborot 
`ena?”2 Imeno, jasno e deka nastanuvawe-`ena ima 
posebno mesto pome|u drugite nastanuvawa: nasta-
nuvawe-minoren, nastanuvawe-`ivotno, nasta-
nuvawe-dete, itn. Spored Delez i Gatari, site na­
stanuvawa „zapo~nuvaat i pominuvaat niz nasta-
nuvaweto-`ena”.3 Sepak, spored Doroteja Olkovski 
(Dorothea Olkowski), ne e izvesno dali voveduvaweto 
na ovoj  koncept e nu`no privilegira~ko.4

Olkovski uka`uva na edno od malkute konkretni 
tvrdewa na Delez i Gatari koi zvu~at kako nasta-
nuvaweto-`ena da e navistina centralno za site 
nastanuvawa i go naveduva sledniot citat „[`]ena­
ta kako molaren entitet mora da­nastane­`ena, taka 
{to ma`ot isto taka nastanuva – ili mo`e da­na­
stane­`ena.”5 Site nastanuvawa se molekularni, 
vklu~itelno ~ove~kite nastanuvawa. Nastanuvawa­
ta se preobrazuvaat samite sebesi ili, poprecizno, 
tie go podrazbiraat menuvaweto pome|u dve fazi 
ili sostojbi, {to samoto po sebe e druga sostojba.6 
„Delez i Gatari pravat razlika pome|u aktualnoto 
molarno telo na `enata i molekularnoto nastanu­
vawe­`ena zabele`uvaj}i deka vpi{anoto telo ili 
aktualizacijata na `enskoto telo e molarna, dodeka 
nastanuvawe­`ena e ne{to sosem drugo.”7

Ona {to go narekuvame molaren entitet e, na pri­
mer, `enata definirana od nejzinata forma, obda­
rena so organi i funkcii i nazna~ena za subjekt. 
Nastanuvawe­`ena ne e imitirawe na ovoj entitet ili 
transformirawe na sebesi vo nego... ovie nerazdvojni  

The main question linked to this kind of attempt at a con-
structive feminist critique would be the question already 
asked by Alice Jardine, “why then do D+G privilege the 
word woman”?2 Namely, it is clear that becoming-wom-
an has a special place among other becomings: becom-
ing-minor, becoming-animal, becoming-child, etc. Ac-
cording to Deleuze and Guattari, all becomings “begin 
and pass through becoming-woman.”3 However, accord-
ing to Dorothea Olkowski, it is not certain whether the 
introduction of this concept is necessarily privileging.4

Olkowski points to one of the few concrete claims of De-
leuze and Guattari that sounds very much as if becom-
ing-woman was really central to all becomings and she 
quotes: “[w]oman as a molar entity must become-woman, 
so that the man also becomes – or can become-woman.”5 
All becomings are molecular, including human becom-
ings. Becomings transform themselves or more precisely 
they entail shifting between two phases or states, which 
is in itself another state.6 “Deleuze and Guattari distin-
guish between the actual molar body of woman and the 
molecular becoming-woman by noting that the inscribed 
body or actualisation of the woman’s body is molar, while 
becoming-woman is something else entirely.”7

What we term a molar entity is, for example, the woman as 
defined by her form, endowed with organs and functions 
and assigned as a subject. Becoming-woman is not imitat-
ing this entity or even transforming oneself into it... these 
indissociable aspects of becoming-woman must first be un-

Suzana Milevska Becoming-Woman from a Feminist Point of View
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aspekti od nastanuvaweto­`ena mora najnapred da 
bidat razbrani kako funkcija od ne{to drugo: ne 
imitirawe ili prezemawe na `enskata forma, tuku 
emitirawe na ~esti~ki koi vleguvaat vo relacijata na 
dvi`ewe i miruvawe, ili vo zonata na bliskost, na edna 
mikro`enskost, so drugi zborovi, koi proizveduvaat 
vo nas molekularna `ena, ja sozdavaat molekularnata 
`ena.8

So drugi zborovi, nastanuvawe­`ena ne e u~ewe za 
na{ite tela ili vpi{uvawe vrz niv; nastanuvawe­`ena 
ne ja replicira realnosta na na{ite iskustva vo edna 
falocentri~na, kapitalisti~ka kultura. Nastanuvawe­
`ena e ona {to nikoga{ ne ni e dozvoleno da bideme 
pred da staneme vpi{ani vo kulturata.9

Sepak, va`no e da se zapra{ame dali priznavaweto 
na va`nosta na `enata i nastanuvaweto-`ena e 
nu`no privilegirana pozicija i {to toa im pravi 
na ostanatite koncepti vo Iljada platoa. O~evidno 
e deka poimot nastanuvawe-`ena, duri i koga e tre­
tiran kako tolku va`en, e tesno povrzan so drugite 
nastanuvawa, osobeno so nastanuvaweto-devojka  i 
nastanuvaweto-minoren.

Nastanuvawe-devojka

Delez i Gatari zabele`uvaat deka pra{aweto na 
nastanuvawe­`ena vo potpolnost se odnesuva na te­
loto, no ne na poseduvaweto na teloto; poskoro, na 
negovoto otkradnuvawe. Vsu{nost, se raboti za ot­
kradnuvawe na teloto od devojkata, nedozvoluvaweto 
taa da bide so nejzinoto telo: „devojkata i deteto ne 
nastanuvaat; samoto nastanuvawe e devojka ili dete. 
Deteto ne stanuva vozrasen pove}e otkolku {to devoj­
kata stanuva `ena; devojkata e nastanuvawe­`ena na 
sekoj pol, isto kako {to i deteto e nastanuvawe­mlad 
na sekoja vozrast.”10 No pra{aweto e ako nastanuva­

derstood as a function of something else: not imitating or 
assuming the female form, but emitting particles that enter 
the relation of movement and rest, or the zone of proximity, 
of a microfemininity, in other words, that produce in us a 
molecular woman, create the molecular woman.8 

In other words, becoming-woman is not learning about our 
bodies or the inscriptions upon them; becoming-woman 
does not replicate the reality of our experiences in a phal-
locentric, capitalist culture. Becoming-woman is what we 
were never allowed to be before we became inscribed into 
that culture.9

However, it is important to question whether the ac-
knowledgment of the importance of woman and becom-
ing-woman is a necessarily privileged position and what 
it does to the rest of concepts in A Thousand Plateaus. 
It is obvious that the notion of becoming-woman, even 
though treated as so important, is closely linked with the 
other becomings, particularly with becoming-girl and 
becoming-minor.

Becoming-girl

Deleuze and Guattari note that the issue of becoming-
woman is all about the body, but not about owning the 
body: it is rather about its stealing. In fact, it is about 
stealing the body from the girl, not allowing to her to be 
with her body: “the girl and child do not become; it is 
becoming itself that is a girl or child. The child does not 
become an adult any more than the girl becomes a wom-
an; the girl is the becoming-woman of each sex, just as 
the child is the becoming-young of every age.”10 But the 
question is, if becoming-woman is the girl herself, then 
what comes before the girl and whether there is another 
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weto­`ena e samata devojka, toga{ {to doa|a pred 
devojkata i dali postoi drugo nastanuvawe pred 
nastanuvaweto-devojka i nastanuvaweto-`ena?

Bi mo`ele, isto taka, da razmislime „za impli­
kaciite od nastanuvaweto­`ena kako klu~ za site 
nastanuvawa ­ ne poradi feministi~kite preoku­
pacii okolu prisvojuvaweto na `enata, tuku poradi 
centriraweto na edno nastanuvawe ili eden termin 
kako osnova na site nastanuvawa, mestoto do koe site 
nastanuvawa moraat da stasaat za da prodol`at. Ova 
pretpostavuva deka postoi stabilna to~ka, stabilno 
nastanuvawe so koe se povrzani site nastanuvawa­
molekularni”.11

Seto ova zvu~i problemati~no, osobeno ako go
zememe predvid Delezovoto insistirawe vrz radi­
kalnite singularnosti. Imeno, se poka`uva deka
nastanuvaweto-`ena e edinstveniot fiksiran 
centar na site molekularni nastanuvawa. 

Dokolku razmisluvame za ona {to mo`e da vibrira 
pome|u poimite na ovie nastanuvawa i pome|u 
nastanuvaweto­`ena i devojkata, potencijalot za 
radikalna mikropolitika mo`e da dojde poblisku 
do povr{inata. So vpi{uvaweto i prisiluvaweto 
na devojkata da se soobrazi so prifatenite normi, 
nejzinoto telo e svle~eno od nea. Ednovremeno, nej­
zinoto nastanuvawe ­ seto ona {to taa mo`e da bide na 
molekularno ramni{te ­ e ottrgnato od nea.12 

Spored Xeni Bej (Jenny Bay), nastanuvaweto mole­
kularna `ena e vsu{nost nastanuvawe devojka. Taa 
uka`uva na faktot deka Delez i Gatari nikoga{ ne 
velat deka „devojkata ‘odnovo se javuva’ vo sekoj od 
nas ili deka devojkata vo site nas e oslobodena.”13 
Spored toa, devojkata e specijalna sostojba koja bila 
blokirana od dr`avniot aparat, rod koj e povrzan so 
biologijata. 

becoming between the becoming-girl and becoming-
woman?      

One might also think “about the implications of becom-
ing-woman as the key to all becomings—not because of 
any feminist concerns about the appropriation of wom-
en, but because of the centring of one becoming or one 
term as the base of all becomings, the place where all 
becomings must come in order to proceed. This assumes 
that there is a stable point, a stable becoming to which all 
becoming-moleculars are connected.”11

All this sounds problematic especially if taking into ac-
count Deleuzean insistence on radical singularities. 
Namely, becoming-woman turns to be the one fixated 
centre of all molecular becomings. 

If we think about what might be vibrating between the no-
tions of those becomings and between becoming-woman and 
the girl, the potential for a radical micropolitics may come 
further to the surface. …[With] The inscribing and forcing 
the girl to conform to accepted norms, her body is stripped 
of her. At the same time, her becoming—all that she could be 
on the molecular level—is stripped away from her.12    

According to Jenny Bay, becoming the molecular wom-
an is actually becoming the girl. She points to the fact 
that Deleuze and Guattari never say that “the girl is ‘re-
claimed’ in each of us or that the girl inside of us all is set 
free.”13 Therefore, this girl is a special condition that was 
blocked by the state apparatus, a gender which is linked 
to biology. 

Suzana Milevska Becoming-Woman from a Feminist Point of View
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Nastanuvawe-minoren

Nastanuvaweto­minoren, da go upotrebime delezov­
skiot koncept, zna~i da ja otfrlime nasledenata 
pozicija i ne samo da se identifikuvame so pozi­
cijata na drugiot, poslabiot ili pomaliot identi­
tet, tuku isto taka da usvoime eden takov identitet 
preku davaweto primer. Spored Delez, nastanuva-
weto-minoren ednovremeno iziskuva dve razli~ni 
dvi`ewa: edno so koe subjektot }e bide otfrlen od 
mnozinstvoto, i drugo so koe od malcinstvoto }e 
proizleze nov termin.14 Nastanuvaweto-minoren 
se sostoi od „dvojni agenti”, multipliciteti koi 
go proizveduvaat sekoj nov iskaz, taka {to sekoj in­
dividualen iskaz e ve}e obele`an od iskazite od 
slednite „agenti” i na toj na~in se nadgraduva do 
kompletnosta. Sepak, kompletnosta e ne­pretstav­
liva. 

Delez ja konstruira svojata dijalektika okolu proble­
mot kako da se afirmira produktiven kontinuitet preku 
potraga po kompletnosta, dodeka istovremeno odgovara 
na propozicijata deka kontinuitetot nikoga{ ne e 
pra{awe na identiteti  ili reprezentacii. So drugi 
zborovi, nie nikoga{ ne mo`eme da go pretstavime ili 
identifikuvame kontinuitetot, makar  i  relativno  i  
na eden otvoren preobrazuva~ki na~in.15

Vilijams uka`uva na relevantnosta na relacijata 
pome|u identitetot i nastanot, onaka kako {to ovaa 
relacija e razrabotena od strana na Delez: „Iden­
titetite se sre}avaat vo nastanite koi variraat vo 
soglasnost so „dramata” na pove}ekratnite senzacii 
i, sledstveno, intenziteti”. (Williams, ”Deleuze”).

Kone~niot rezultat od ovie slo`eni fizi~ki 
i lingvisti~ki dvi`ewa e pojavuvaweto na 
specifi~na gramatika na deloto koja locira iz­

Becoming-minor

Becoming-minor, to use the Deleuzean concept, is to 
ditch the inherited position and not only to identify with 
the position of the other, the weaker or minor identity, 
but also to foster such an identity by giving an example. 
According to Deleuze, becoming-minor simultaneously 
needs two different movements: one by which the sub-
ject will be withdrawn from the majority, and another 
by which a new term will rise up from the minority.14 Be-
coming-minor consists of “double agents,” multiplicities 
that produce each new statement, so that any individual 
statement is already marked by the statements of the 
next “agents,” and thus builds up to completeness. How-
ever, completeness is non-representable.

Deleuze constructs his dialectics around the problem of how 
to affirm a productive continuity through a search for com-
pleteness, whilst also responding to the proposition that con-
tinuity is never a matter of identities or representations. In 
other words, we can never represent or identify continuity, 
even relatively and in an open-ended transforming way.15

Williams points to the relevance of the relation between 
identity and event, as this relation is elaborated by De-
leuze: “Identities are encountered in events that vary 
according to a ‘drama’ of multiple sensations and hence 
intensities.” (Williams, “Deleuze”)

The final result of these complex physical and linguistic 
movements is the emergence of a specific grammar of 
the work that locates a certain voice—makes a difference 
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vesen glas ­ pravi razlika pome|u onoj „koj zboru­
va”, a koj{to stanuva irelevanten i „samoto govore­
we”. Kler Kolbruk (Claire Colebrook) pravi razlika 
pome|u gramatikata na Bitieto i gramatikata 
na nastanuvaweto. Najnapred, taa gi identifiku­
va gramatikata i logikata na subjektot kako povrza­
ni so opredelen na~in na zboruvawe:

Samiot koncept na subjektot e vrzan za edna 
strategija na bitieto i su{tinata, poskoro otkolku 
na nastanuvaweto. A ova e taka zatoa {to subjektot 
ne e samo politi~ka kategorija ili reprezentacija, 
tuku gramati~ko dvi`ewe. Samiot poim na subjektot 
vo gramati~ka smisla, kako ne{to koe e sposobno za 
predikacija, e isto taka povrzan so eden po{irok 
poim na gramatikata,  so {to politi~kite subjekti 
ili identiteti stanuvaat efekti na izvesni na~ini na 
govorewe. Zna~i, konceptot i  logikata na subjektot kako 
takov, iziskuva ili provocira edno mislovno dvi`ewe, 
specifi~na temporalnost i, najposle, strategija na 
reaktivizam, priznavawe i su{testvuvawe (poskoro 
otkolku nastanuvawe).16

Mnozinstvenosta e zasegnata od stanuvaweto­mal­
 cinski i samite vozmo`nosti na stanuvawe­
to­malcinski ja oblikuvaat mnozinstvenosta. Po­
stojat mnogu ograni~uvawa koi{to kulturata gi
nametnuva vrz normalniot subjektivitet vo oblik 
na biomo} i ovie ograni~uvawa se podlo`eni na 
somne` i omalova`eni vo nastanuvaweto. „Na­
stanuvaweto tuka e sredstvo da se izleze ‘nadvor’, i 
mo`ebi toa e ona {to Delez i Gatari go imaa na um 
vo nivnoto insistirawe vrz nastanuvaweto­`ena.”17

„Sepak, kako {to znaat feminist(k)ite, sekoj dis­
kurs za feminizmot e pove}ekratna proliferacija 
na raznoobrazie od diskursi. Pove}eto od niv imaat 
za cel da ja otvorat diskusijata, istra`uvaj}i gi ja­
zovite i prazninite vo diskursot na ‘~ove{tvoto’, 

between “who is speaking” that becomes irrelevant and 
“the speaking itself.” Claire Colebrook draws a distinc-
tion between the grammar of the Being and the gram-
mar of becoming. At first, she identifies the grammar 
and logic of subject as tied to certain way of speaking: 

The very concept of the subject is tied to a strategy of be-
ing and essence, rather than becoming. And this is because 
the subject is not just a political category or representation 
but a movement of grammar. The very notion of subject in 
the grammatical sense, as a being capable of predication, 
is also tied to a broader notion of grammar whereby politi-
cal subjects or identities are effected through certain ways 
of speaking. The concept and logic of the subject as such, 
then, demand or provokes a movement of thought, a specific 
temporality and, ultimately, a strategy of reactivism, recog-
nition, and being (rather than becoming).16

Majoritarianism is affected by becoming-minoritari-
an and the mere possibilities of becoming-minoritarian 
shape majoritarianism. There are many restraints that 
culture imposes on normal subjectivity in the form of 
biopower and these restraints are mainly suspected and 
disavowed in becoming. “Becoming here is a means to 
get ‘outside’, which is perhaps what Deleuze and Guat-
tari meant in their insistence of becoming-woman.”17

“However, as feminists know, each discourse of femi-
nism is a multiple proliferation of a variety of discourses. 
Most of these aim to open discussion, investigating the 
gaps and holes in the discourse of ‘humanity’, essentially 
‘manity’ or more correctly ‘majoritanity.’”18 Becoming is 

Suzana Milevska Becoming-Woman from a Feminist Point of View
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esencijalnoto ‘{tvo’ ili poto~no ‘mnozinstveno­
sta’”.18 Nastanuvaweto se odnesuva na pregovarawe­
to za diskurzivnoto konstituirawe na subjektot, 
no ne treba da se zaboravi deka diskursot e telesen 
„zatoa {to nie sme otelotvoreni verzii na govorot 
koj odnadvor n$ konstituira od kulturata, a odnatre 
od samo­regulacijata ili identifikacijata. [...] So 
cel voop{to da postoi potencijal za aktualno na­
stanuvawe, potencijalot na telata koi{to sme nie 
sega mora da bide prepoznaen”.19

Nastanuvawe-subjekt

Nastanuvaweto e streme` za promena vo misleweto 
na materijalnata sebnost. Nastanuvaweto go deteri­
torijalizira subjektivitetot, mobiliziraj}i go, a 
ne opredmetuvaj}i go na~inot na koj nie ja mislime 
sebnosta. Poznatata teritorija na subjektivitetot e 
vo soglasnost so seksualnata teritorija no, {to e u{te 
pova`no, so poznatata teritorija na na~inot na koj nie 
go mislime na{iot subjektivitet.20

Namesto pot~inetata strategija na subjektot, 
Kolbruk povikuva na odr`liva „strategija na na­
stanuvaweto”.21 Spored Kolbruk, „sebnosta koja taa 
ja producira ne e su{tina, tuku nastan”.22 Taka, taa 
o~evidno se sprotistavuva na koja i da bilo koncep­
tualizacija na subjektot kako ne{to fiksirano i da­
deno edna{ zasekoga{. Osven toa, sledej}i go Delez, 
taa go parafrazira negoviot poim na nastanuvawe: 
„pred da postoi geneza koja mo`e da bide proslede­
na nanazad kon nekoe poteklo ili sostojba, postoi 
pove}ekratno i sinhroni~no raslojuvawe i struk­
turirawe, ne ne{to locirano vo edna edinstvena 
to~ka, tuku sozdavawe na mo`ni to~ki preku nasta­
not na liniite, izbrazduvawata i artikulaciite”.23 

about negotiating the discursive constitution of subject 
but it should not be forgotten that discourse is corporeal 
“because we are enfleshed versions of the speech that 
constitutes us from culture without and from self-regu-
lation or identification within. […]In order for there to 
ever be a potential for actual becoming, the potential of 
the body we are now must be recognised.”19 

Becoming-subject

Becoming is an aspiration for change in thinking the mate-
rial self. Becoming deterritorialises subjectivity, mobilising 
rather than reifying the way we think self. The familiar terri-
tory of subjectivity resonates with sexual territory but more 
importantly with the familiar territory of how we think our 
subjectivity.20

Instead of the subordinate strategy of the subject, Cole-
brook calls for sustained “strategy of becoming.”21 Ac-
cording to Colebrook “the self it effects is not an essence 
but an event.”22 Thus, she obviously objects to any con-
ceptualisation of the subject as something fixed and giv-
en once forever. Furthermore, by following Deleuze she 
paraphrases his notion of becoming: “before there is a 
genesis that can be tracked back to an origin or condi-
tion, there is a multiple and synchronic stratification and 
structuring, not something located at a single point but 
a creation of possible points through the event of lines, 
striations, and articulations”.23
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Ovoj poim na multiplicitet, koj otsekoga{ ve}e go 
raslojuval potekloto, se ~ini deka e vo direkten 
sudir so beskrajnata potraga po potekloto na sop­
stveniot identitet. Postoi edinstveno locirawe na 
pove}ekratni sebnosti vo rizomot na nastanuvawa­
ta. „Sekoja misla e ve}e pleme”.24 Nastanuvaweto, 
vo delezovska smisla, ne e proces koj se slu~uva niz 
linearnoto vreme i e rezultat na dijalekti~ko nad­
minuvawe na izvesni pre~ki ili protivre~nosti, 
tuku pove}e se odnesuva na stanuvawe izdanok na 
nastanot:

Ni{to pove}e ne mo`e da se ka`e, i ni{to pove}e 
nikoga{ i ne bilo ka`ano: da staneme dostojni na 
ona {to ni se slu~uva, i taka da go posakuvame i  da go 
oslobodime nastanot, da staneme izdanok na sopstvenite 
nastani, i so toa da se prerodime, da imame u{te edno 
ra|awe, i da ras~istime so sopstvenoto telesno ra|awe 
­ da staneme proishod na sopstvenite nastani a ne na 
sopstvenoto dejstvuvawe koe samoto e producirano od 
izdanokot na nastanot.25

Ovaa ideja na stanuvawe izdanok na sopstvenite 
nastani a ne na sopstvenoto dejstvuvawe koinci­
dira so ni~eovskiot koncept na ve~noto vra}awe, 
onaka kako {to go razbira Delez, vo ona {to toj go 
nare~e „tretata figura na transmutacijata” vo pro­
cesot na nastanuvaweto:

Nastanuvaweto ne e pove}e sprotistaveno na Ednoto 
(ovie sprotistavenosti se kategorii na nihilizmot). 
Naprotiv, ona {to se afirmira e Ednoto na multi­
plicitetot, Bitieto na nastanuvaweto... Sega gledame 
{to e ovaa treta figura: igrata na ve~noto vra}awe. 
Tokmu ova vra}awe e Bitieto na nastanuvaweto, Ednoto 
na multiplicitetot, nu`nosta na slu~ajot. Taka, od 
ve~noto vra}awe ne smeeme da napravime vra}awe na 
istoto.26  
    

This notion of multiplicity that always already stratifies 
the origin seems to be in a direct conflict with the endless 
quest for the origin of one’s own identity. There is only a 
locating of multiple selves in the rhizome of becomings. 
“Every thought is already a tribe.”24 Becoming, in a De-
leuzean sense, is not a process that happens through lin-
ear time and a result of dialectically overcoming certain 
obstacles or contradictions, but it is more about becom-
ing offspring of the event: 

Nothing more can be said, and no more has ever been said: 
to become worthy of what happens to us, and thus to will 
and release the event, to become the offspring of one’s own 
events, and thereby to be reborn, to have one more birth, and 
to break with one’s carnal birth—to become the offspring of 
one’s events and not of one’s action is itself produced by the 
offspring of the event.25

This idea of becoming offspring of one’s events and not 
of one’s action resonates with the Nietzschean concept 
of eternal return as it is understood by Deleuze in what 
he has called “the third figure of transmutation” in the 
process of becoming:

Becoming is no longer opposed to the One (these oppositions 
being the categories of nihilism). On the contrary, what is af-
firmed is the One of multiplicity, the Being of becoming… 
We now see what this third figure is: the play of the eternal 
return. This return is precisely the Being of becoming, the 
one of multiplicity, the necessity of chance. Thus we must 
not make of the eternal return a return of the same.26
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Nastanuvaweto­subjekt ne se odnesuva na povtornoto 
sozdavawe na novi identiteti, tuku pove}e na koeg­
zistencijata i izrazuvaweto na razlikata bez nej­
zino prekrivawe so ispi{uvawe na samo eden jazik, 
i toa go naglasuva samoto govorewe:

Subjektivno, zdraviot razum gi podveduva pod sebesi 
razli~nite mo}i na du{ata, ili diferenciranite 
organi na teloto, i ovozmo`uva tie da pretstavuvaat 
potpora za edno edinstvo koe e sposobno da ka`e ”Jas”. 
Edna i ista sebnost percipira, zamisluva, se se}ava, 
znae, itn.; edno i isto di{e, spie, odi i jade... Jazikot 
ne izgleda vozmo`en bez ovoj subjekt koj se izrazuva i se 
manifestira sebesi  vo nego, i koj go iska`uva ona {to 
go pravi.27

***

Ova potsetuva na logikata na poimot na Spivak (Spi-
vak) za subalternite subjekti koi imaat specijalni 
strategii i zvu~i donekade razli~no od produkcija­
ta na subjektot za koja zboruva Batler (Butler), a koja 
se odviva preku pot~inuvaweto na zakonot i preku 
procesot na sopstvenoto osloboduvawe od pretposta­
venata vina: 

Taka, da se stane „subjekt” zna~i da se bide smetan za 
vinoven. Potoa, ispitan i proglasen za nevin. No 
ova proglasuvawe ne e poedine~en ~in tuku posto­
jano reproduciran status; da se stane „subjekt” zna~i 
kontinuirano da se bide vo proces na sebe­osloboduvawe 
od obvinenieto... Sepak, bidej}i ovaa vina go uslo­
vuva subjektot, taa ja konstituira predistorijata 
na pot~inuvaweto na zakonot so koe e produciran 
subjektot.28

Dodeka za Batler subjektot ja internalizira pretpo­
stavenata vina pred voop{to i da bide subjekt (vi­
nata mu prethodi na subjektot) i e prinuden da stane 

Becoming-subject is not about re-creating new identi-
ties, but more about co-existence and expressing the dif-
ference without over-writing it with solely one language 
but emphasises the speaking itself:  

Subjectively, common sense subsumes under itself the vari-
ous faculties of the soul, or the differentiated organs of the 
body, and brings them to bear upon a unity which is capable 
of saying “I.” One and the same self perceives, imagines, re-
members, knows, etc.; one and the same breathes, sleeps, 
walks, and eats…. Language does not seem possible without 
this subject which expresses and manifests itself in it, and 
which says what it does.27

***

This recalls the logic of Spivak’s notion of subaltern sub-
jects that have special strategies and that sounds slightly 
different from Butler’s production of subject through 
subjection  to law and through the process of acquitting 
oneself from the presumed guilt:

To become a “subject” is thus to have been presumed guilty. 
Then tried and declared innocent. Because this declaration 
is not a single act but a status incessantly reproduced, to be-
come a “subject” is to be continuously in the process of ac-
quitting oneself of the accusation of guilt.… Yet because this 
guilt conditions the subject, it constitutes the prehistory of 
the subjection to the law by which the subject is produced.28

While for Butler the subject internalises the assumed 
guilt before it is even a subject (the guilt precedes the 
subject) and is forced to become a subject in this contin-
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subjekt vo ovoj kontinuiran proces na otfrlawe na 
vinata, Spivak sugerira deka procesot na subjekti­
fikacija se izveduva od subjekt koj go mami sistemot 
preku upotrebuvaweto na sopstveni sredstva i stra­
tegii. 

Spored Delez, nastanuvaweto ne e pra{awe na evo­
lucija, ne{to {to mu se slu~uva sekomu, tuku posko­
ro e pra{awe na mikropolitika:

Nastanuvaweto e rizom, a ne klasifikatorno ili ge­
nealo{ko drvo. Nastanuvaweto sekako ne e imitirawe, 
ili identifikuvawe so ne{to; ne e nitu regresirawe ­ 
progresirawe; ne e nitu korespondirawe, vospostavu­
vawe na relacii na korespondencija; nitu e produci­
rawe, producirawe na srodnost ili producirawe preku 
srodnost. Nastanuvaweto  e  glagol so svoja sopstvena 
konzistentnost; toj ne sveduva na, ili vodi nazad do 
„pojavuvaweto”, „su{testvuvaweto”, „izedna~uvaweto”, 
ili „produciraweto”.29

Sepak, jas bi ja zastapuvala tezata deka osven 
nerazre{enata makropolitika koja, spored Delez, e 
neprijatel na nastanuvaweto ­ nie mo`eme da ras­
pravame za nastanuvaweto `ena vo eden poop{t 
kulturen kontekst. Nastanuvaweto mo`e da se 
slu~i, isto taka, i vo makropoliti~ki kontekst, no 
samo kako akumulacija na mikro-nastanuvawata. 

Na krajot, bi sakala da predlo`am edno drugo stanu­
vawe, nastanuvawe-rodova-razlika koe e zasnovano 
vrz Delezoviot poim na komposibilni nastani. Bi-
tieto e sekoga{ ve}e golemo i so cel da stane drugo, 
potrebno e da bide deteritorijalizirano. Sprotiv­
no, nastanuvaweto-rodova-razlika simultano gi 
iziskuva istite dve dvi`ewa kako i nastanuvaweto 
minoren: edno preku koe subjektot }e bide izoliran 
od mnozinstvoto, i drugoto preku koe toj }e proizle­
ze od malcinstvoto.30

uous process of acquitting, Spivak suggests that process 
of subjectification is carried on by a subject who tricks 
the system by using its own means and strategies. 

According to Deleuze becoming is not an evolutionary 
question, something that happens to everybody, but it is 
rather a question of micropolitics: 

Becoming is a rhizome, not a classificatory or genealogical 
tree. Becoming is certainly not imitating, or identifying with 
something: neither is it regressing-progressing; neither is it 
corresponding, establishing corresponding relations; neither 
it is producing, producing a filiation or producing through 
filiation. Becoming is a verb with a consistency all its own; 
it does not reduce to, or lead back to, “appearing,” “being,” 
“equalling,” or “producing.”29

However, I want to argue that besides the unresolved 
macropolitics that according to Deleuze are the enemy of 
becoming – we can discuss becoming woman in a more 
general cultural context. Becoming can happen also in a 
macropolitical context but only as accumulation of mi-
cro-becomings. 

At the end, I want to propose another becoming, the 
becoming-gender-difference that is based on Deleuze’s 
notion of compossible events. Being is always already 
grand and in order to become the other, it needs to be 
deterritorialised. In contrast, becoming-gender-differ-
ence simultaneously needs the same two movements as 
becoming minor: one by which the subject will be iso-
lated from majority, and another by which it will rise up 
from minority.30  
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Razlikata pome|u deridaovskata différance i dele­
zovskata koncepcija za izrazuvaweto na razlikata 
po~iva vrz konceptot na komposibilnost koj podraz­
bira eden vid disjunktivna dijalektika: 

Izrazeniot svet e so~inet od diferencijalni  relacii  
i  singularnosti  koi  se dopiraat. Toj  e oblikuvan  kako  
svet tokmu vo onaa merka vo koja nizata koja zavisi od 
sekoja singularnost konvergira so nizata koja zavisi od 
drugite. Ovaa konvergencija ja definira „komposi­
bilnosta” kako pravilo na svetskata sinteza. Onamu 
kade {to nizite divergiraat, po~nuva drug svet, inkom­
posibilen so prviot. Taka, nevoobi~aeniot poim na 
komposibilnosta e definiran kako kontinuum od sin­
gularnosti, so {to kontinuitetot ja ima konvergencijata 
na nizite kako svoj ideacionen kriterium. Sleduva 
deka poimot na inkomposibilnosta ne mo`e da se svede 
na poimot na protivre~nosta.31 

Spored Delezovata definicija na komposibilno­
sta, relacijata pome|u nastanite ne mo`e da bide 
definirana kako kauzalna ili konsekvencijalna, 
tuku nastanite mo`at ili da koegzistiraat ili se 
nevozmo`ni: „Nastanite nikoga{ ne se pri~ina eden 
na drug, tuku poskoro vleguvaat vo relacii na kvazi­
kauzalnost, edna nerealna seni{na kauzalnost, koja 
beskrajno odnovo se pojavuva vo dve smisli”.32

„Dva nastana se komposibilni koga nizite koi{to 
se organizirani okolu nivnite singularnosti 
se {irat vo site nasoki; tie se inkomposibilni 
koga nizata divergira vo oblast na konstitutivni 
singularnosti.”33

Nastanot na nastanuvawe-rodova-razlika ne otvo­
ra mo`nost za kakvo i da bilo privilegirawe na 
nastanuvaweto-`ena od ednostavna pri~ina {to 
namesto prisvojuvaweto i naglaskata stavena vrz 

The difference between the Derridean différance, and 
the Deleuzean conception of expression of difference re-
lies on the concept of compossibility that entails a kind 
of a disjunctive dialectics: 

The expressed world is made of differential relations and of 
contiguous singularities. It is formed as a world precisely to 
the extent that the series which depend on each singular-
ity converge with the series which depend on others. This 
convergence defines “compossibility” as a rule of a world 
synthesis. Where the series diverge, another world begins, 
incompossible with the first. The extraordinary notion of 
compossibility is thus defined as a continuum of singulari-
ties, whereby continuity has the convergence of series as its 
ideational criterion. It follows that the notion of incompos-
sibility is not reducible to the notion of contradiction.31

According to Deleuze’s definition of compossibility the 
relation between events cannot be defined as causal and 
consequential but events can either co-exist or are in-
compossible: “Events are never causes of one another, 
but rather enter the relations of quasi-causality, an un-
real ghostly causality, endlessly reappearing in the two 
senses.”32 

“Two events are compossible when the series which are or-
ganised around their singularities extend in all directions; 
they are incompossible when the series diverge in vicinity of 
constitutive singularities.”33

 

The event of becoming-gender-difference does not 
give way to any privileging of becoming-woman for the 
simple reason that instead of appropriation and empha-
sis given to woman it thinks becoming as compossible 
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`enata, toj go misli nastanuvaweto kako komposi­
bilni nastani na pove}ekratni nastanuvawa.
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