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Cy3aHa

Munescka HactaHyBawe-XKeHa
oA heMUHUCTUYKA

rneaHa To4ka

Hauunaute Ha Kou eMUHUCT(K)UTE IO YHTaa JEJIOTO
Ha JKun Jlenes (Gilles Deleuze) u ®envke Iatapu (Félix
Guattari) Gea, ceé 70 HeoZlaMHa, TJIABHO OTPAaHUYEHU HA
KPUTHKA, 1a JAyPU U IEJOCHO OTdpJiakhe Ha HUBHHOT
KOHIIENT HaclilaHy8are-dceHa. Jlenec, KpUTHUKHUOT ¢e-
MHWHHCTUYKUA IPUOJT KOH HUBHOTO JIEJIO CE MPOMEHH.
Toj Gelre, Ha U3BeceH HA4YWH, 300TaTEH 07 CJIOKEHUTE
¥ BHUMATEJTHH WHTEpPECHpPama 3a HUBHUTE KOHIIEIITH
Ha PU30MAaTHKATa, KejibaTa, HaCTaHOT U acaMOJIaKUTe.
Cemak, momMery aBeTe pPaJUKaJIHU W CIPOTHCTABEHU
dbemuHucTHYKN yuTama Ha Hajada tinaitioa, 3a WA
MPOTUB HAajpeJIEBAaHTHUOT KOHIIENT OJ] OBa JIeJI0, C€
yIITE ITOCTOM IPOCTOP Jia Ce pacipaBa 3a CYNTHJIHHUTE
BHATpEIIHN ITPOTUBPEYHOCTH BO PAMKHUTE HAa KOHIIEI-
TOT HaclllaHyeae-dHceHa, 6e3 Hy»KHO a ce OTPPIu 1e-
JIMHATa Ha HUBHATa 3Ha4ajHa pumocodcka Mucsa.'

OBoj ecej mma 3a meJs Jla TO UCIHUTA MOUMOT Hacilla-
HYy8are-JceHa Ol eJHa COBpeMeHa (PeMUHUCTUYKA Iep-
CIIEKTHBA, /1A ja TOKPEHE U JIa ja KOHTEKCTYaTu3upa Kako
HerosaTa (l)eMI/IHI/ICTI/I‘-IKa KpUTHKa, TakKa W MOXHaTa
MO3UTHBHA (QEMHHHCTHYKA yIoTpeba. Jac moaram
O/l TpeTIIOCTaBKaTa JeKa JeHec Koja W jJa Owio
(eMmHMCTHUKA KpUTHKA Ha ies10To Ha Jlene3 u I'atapu
Mopa /ia 6ujie /jayieKy MOCYIITUIIHA, HO U JIeKa KOe U J1a

Suzana

Milevska Becoming-Woman

from a Feminist
Point of View

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.*

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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6110 KOHKJIY3UBHO TBPpZA€HHE 3a HETOBaTa (1)eMI/IHI/ICTI/I‘IKa
BpE€aHOCT MOpa Ja 6I/IIIe M3BE€JCHO HAa MOIIHE IIpEeTIIa-
3JINB HAYHUH.

[71aBHOTO mpalmrame MOBP3aHO CO OBOj BHUJ OOHJT 3a
KOHCTPYKTHBHA (PEMHUHHCTHYKA KPUTUKA OU OWJIO
mpaliameTo Koe Beke ro nmocraBu Anuc [lepaun (Alice
Jardine), ,3omrro Torarm /I+I" ro mpuBmierupaar 3060poT
*keHa?“* IMeHO, JacHO e JieKa HacillaHYy8atrbe-dceHa nMa
1moceOHO MeCTO TOMeTy IPYTUTE HACTaHY8aa: Hacllla-
HYBarbe-MUHOPEH, HacilaHysare-x#usoiliHo, Hacilua-
Hysame-Odeilie, uttiH. Criopes [lene3 u 'atapu, cute Ha-
CTaHyBama ,3atiouHysaail u ilomMuHysaail HU3 Haciua-
Hysametlio-xcena“.? Cenak, ciopen Jloporeja OJIKOBCKH
(Dorothea Olkowski), He e ©U3BeCHO AT BOBEYBAHETO
Ha 0BOj KOHIIEIT € HY>KHO MPUBUJIETHPAYKO.*

OJIKOBCKM YKa)KyBa Ha €IHO O/ MaJIKyTe KOHKPETHH
TBpAea Ha Jlene3 u [aTapu KOW 3BydaT Kako HacCilia-
HYyearelllo-}eHa J1a € HABUCTUHA IEHTPAJIHO 3a CUTE
HACTaHyBara U IO HaBeJyBa CJIETHUOT IUTAT ,,[K]eHa-
Ta KaKO MOJIapEH eHTUTET MOpa Jla-HacTaHe-KeHa, TaKa
IIITO Ma)KOT UCTO TaKa HACTaHyBa — WM MO’KE Jja-Ha-
craHe->keHa.> CuTe HacCTaHyBama Ce MOJIEKyJIapHH,
BKJIYYMTETHO YOBEUKUTE HacTaHyBama. HacraHyBarba-
Ta ce mpeoOpasyBaaT camuTe cebecH Wi, MOIPEIU3HO,
THE TO MoApa30bupaaT MeHyBameTo momery ase dasu
UM cocTojbu, IITO caMoTo 10 cebe e Apyra cocrojoa.’
LJleme3 u T'aTapu mpaBaT pasyivuka mMoMery akTyaJTHOTO
MOJIAPHO TEJIO HA JKeHaTa U MOJIEKYJIADHOTO HACTaHYy-
Bambe-)KeHa 3a0esIeKyBajKH JieKa BIUIIIAHOTO TEJIO WJIH
aKkTyaIM3aljata Ha JKeHCKOTO TeJIO € MoJIapHa, /[0/leKa
HACTaHyBarbe-’KeHa € HEIlITO COCEM JIPYyTo.*’

Ona mTO TO HapeKyBaMe MOJIapeH €HTUTET €, Ha MpH-
Mep, keHara JeduHHpaHa o HejsuHaTa (opma, obma-
peHa co opranu u (YHKIWH U Ha3HaueHa 3a Cy0jeKT.
HacranyBame->keHa He € UMUTHPALE HA OBOj EHTUTET WJIN
TpaHchopMHUpalbe Ha cebecr BO Hero... OBUe Hepas3/IBOjHU

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”?* 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.”® However, accord-
ing to Dorothea Olkowski, it is not certain whether the
introduction of this concept is necessarily privileging.*

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.”
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.® “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.””

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-
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acIeKTH 07 HacTaHyBameTo-)KeHa Mopa HajHanpen Ja
ouzar paszbpaHM Kako (YHKIMja Off HEMITO Jpyro: He
UMUTUPabe WIKM Ipe3eMame Ha jkeHckara (opMa, TYKy
eMHUTHPale Ha YeCTUUYKH KOU BJIeryBaaT BO peJjalijata Ha
JIBIDKEEhe U MUPYBakbe, I BO 30HaTa Ha 6JIMCKOCT, Ha elHa
MHUKPOKEHCKOCT, CO APYTH 300pOBH, KOU IPOU3BENyBaaT
BO HAacC MOJIEKyJIapHa >KeHa, ja co3jaBaaT MoJIeKyJapHaTa
>keHa.®

Co npyru 300pOBH, HACTaHyBarmbe-)KEHa He € ydermbe 3a
HAIIIUTE TeJIa WJIH BIIUIIIYBalh€ BP3 HUB; HACTAHYBabe-KeHa
He ja peIUThIypa peajlHOCTa Ha HAIIUTe UCKYCTBA BO €HA
(danoneHTpUYUHA, KAMUTATUCTHYKA KyATypa. HacranyBamwe-
JKeHa € OHA IITO HUKOTAIll He HU € JI03BOJIEHO Jia OuyemMe
TIpes Zla CTaHeMe BITMINIAHHU BO KyJITypaTa.’

Cemak, BayKHO € J]a ce 3alpaliaMe Jajii IPU3HABAKBETO
Ha Ba’XHOCTa Ha JKEHaTa W HaciluaHysareillo-jceHa €
HY>KHO IMPUBWJIETHUPaHA MTO3UIHja U IIITO TOA UM Upasu
Ha OCTaHATUTE KOHIENTH BO Majada tiraitioa. OueBUIHO
e JIeKa ITIOUMOT HAcClllaHye8are-xiceHa, Aypy 1 Kora e Tpe-
TUPaH KaKO TOJIKY Ba’KeH, € TECHO ITIOBP3aH CO JIDYTUTE
HacTaHyBama, 0COOEHO CO HACIaHY8arellio-0esojKa u
HaculaHyearbeiio-MUHOPEH.

HacranyBawe-aeBojka

Hene3 u T'atapu 3abesieskyBaar Jeka IpallameTro Ha
HACTaHyBame->KeHa BO IOTIIOJIHOCT Ce OJ{HeCyBa Ha Te-
JIOTO, HO HE Ha IOCEIYyBAETO HA TEJIOTO; ITOCKOPO, HA
HErOBOTO OTKpaJHyBame. BeymrHoct, ce paboTtu 3a oT-
KpaJIHyBaIb€ Ha TEJIOTO O] /IEBOjKATa, HEJIO3BOJIYBAHETO
Taa J1a bude co HEJ3BUHOTO TEJIO: ,,JIeBOjKATa U JIETETO HE
HACTaHyBaaT; CaMOTO HACTaHYBakbe € JIEBOjKa WJIU JIEeTe.
JleTeTo He cTaHYBa BO3paCeH IIOBEKE OTKOJIKY IIITO JIEBOJ-
KaTa CTaHyBa JKeHa; JIeBOjKaTa € HaCTaHyBame->KeHa Ha
CEKOj I0JI, UCTO KAKO IIITO U IETETO € HACTaHyBabe-MJIaJ|
Ha cekoja Bo3pact.“'° Ho mparmameTo € ako HacTaHyBa-

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.®

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.’

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.” 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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IbE€TO-JKEHA € caMara JIeBOjKa, Torall IITO Joara mpej
JleBOjKaTa W JIaJIH IOCTOU JIPYTO HACIUAHY8arbe TIPe]
HaciliaHyeaeilio-0e80jKa u HaciliaHy 8aretlio-jHeHa?

bu Moskesie, UCTO Taka, Jla pa3MUC/INME ,3a UMILIU-
KaIuuTe O] HacTaHyBameTO->KeHa KaKO KJIyd 3a CUTE
HacTaHyBama - He Mopagu (QEMUHHUCTHYKUTE ITPEOKY-
Al OKOJIy MPUCBOjYBAahETO Ha JKeHaTa, TYKY ITOpajiu
[IEHTPUPAETO Ha €THO HACTaHyBabe WU e/leH TEPMUH
KaKO OCHOBA Ha CUTE HaCTaHyBamba, MECTOTO JI0 KOE CUTE
HacTaHyBama Mopaar Jia cTacaarT 3a Jia mpoaosnkat. OBa
MPETIIOCTaByBa JieKa MOCTOU CTaOMTHA TOUKA, CTA0MITHO
HacTaHyBame CO KOe ce IIOBP3aHU CUTe HacTaHyBarba-

« 11

MOJIEKYJIAapHHA .

Cero oBa 3Byuu Hnpo0OJeMAaTHIHO, OCOOEHO aKo TO
3eMeMe npeasuy Je1e30B0T0 UHCUCTUPAkhE BP3 paju-
KaJIHUTe CHUHIyJIapHOCTU. MMeHO, ce IOKaKyBa JeKa
HactliaHyeareilio-jxeHa € eJUHCTBEHHUOT (UKCUPaH
IIEeHTap Ha CUTE MOJIEKYJIapHU HacTaHyBarba.

JIOKOJIKy pas3MucyBaMe 3a OHa IITO MOXe Ja BUOpUpa
moMely TOWMMWTE Ha OBHE HacTaHyBamba U IOMery
HACTaHyBaIbeTO-’)KEHA W JIeBOjKaTa, IIOTEHIHjaJIoT 3a
pazuKagHa MUKPOIIOJIUTHUKA MOXKe Ja JAojAe MOOJIUCKY
mo moBpinuHaTa. CoO BIUIIYBAETO U IIPUCHIYBAELETO
Ha JleBOojkaTa nma ce coobpasu co mpudaTeHUTe HOPMHU,
HEj3UHOTO TeJIO € CBJIEYEeHO O] Hea. EMHOBpeMeHO, Hej-
3WHOTO HACTAHYBAIbE - CETO OHA IIITO Taa MOXKe Jia Ouze Ha
MOJIEKYJIADHO PAMHHUIIITE - € OTTPTHATO OJ1 Hea.'”

Cnopen Ilenu bej (Jenny Bay), HacranyBameTo MoJie-
KyJapHa >KeHa € BCYIIHOCT HacTaHyBambe ZieBojka. Taa
yKkakyBa Ha daktot Aeka [lene3 u 'atapu HUKOram He
BeJIaT JIeKa ,JieBojKaTa ‘OJTHOBO ce jaByBa' BO CEKOj OJ1
Hac WIH JieKa JIeBojKaTa BO CHTe Hac e ocyiobozeHa. "
Cropey Toa, /IeBojKaTa € crelfjajiHa cocTojba Koja ouiia
0JIOKHpaHa Of1 AP>KaBHHUOT allapar, poji KOj € IIOBP3aH co
ouosorujara.

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.”

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.*

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.”® Therefore, this girl is a special condition that was
blocked by the state apparatus, a gender which is linked
to biology.
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HaCTaHyBaI-be-MMHODEH

HacranyBameTo-MUHODEH, /1a TO yIOTpeOuMe /1e1e30B-
CKHOT KOHIIEIT, 3HAUM /A ja oTdpiuMe HacjeJeHaTa
MO3UIIMja U He caMo Jia ce uAeHTUudUKyBaMe co I03U-
nyjata Ha IPYTHOT, MOCTA0MOT TN TIOMAJTUOT UAEHTH-
TeT, TYKy UCTO TaKa JIa YCBOUMeE €/IeH TaKOB U/IEHTUTET
Ipeky aaBameto npumep. Cropen Jlenes, HacitiaHysa-
HellloO-MUHOPEeH eTHOBPEMEHO U3UCKYBA /IB€ PA3INYHU
JIBUJKEHha: eTHO CO Koe cy0jeKToT ke Ouze oTdpseH of
MHO3UHCTBOTO, U JPYIO CO KO€ OJi MAJIMHCTBOTO Ke
Ipousye3e HOB TepMuH. HacilaHyeareillo-MUHOPEH
ce COCTOU Off ,JBOJHU areHTHU", MyJITHUIUIUIIUTETH KOU
rO MPOM3BEIyBaaT CEKOj HOB MCKa3, TaKa IIITO CeKOj UH-
JIUBU/IyaJIeH MCKa3 € BeKe o0eJie’kaH O] UCKA3UTe Off
CJIETHUTE ,aT€HTH W Ha TOj HAUYWH Ce HAATPaayBa 0
koMmIuieTHOcTa. Cemak, KOMIIETHOCTA € He-IIPETCTaB-
JIBA.

Jlenes3 ja KOHCTpyHpa CBOjaTa AMjaJeKTUKA OKOJIy Ipolsie-
MOT KaKo /1a ce apupMupa MpoyKTUBEH KOHTUHYHUTET IIPEKY
IIoTpara 1o KOMILUIETHOCTA, I0ZeKa HCTOBPEMEHO OATOBapa
Ha MPOIO3UIMjaTa JleKa KOHTUHYUTETOT HUKOTall He e
Ipamame Ha WAEHTUTETH WiN perpe3eHTtanuu. Co apyru
300pOBH, HHE HUKOTAII HE MOXKEME JIa TO IPETCTaBUMe MJIU
neHTU(UKyBaMe KOHTHHYUTETOT, MaKap W PEeJaTUBHO U
Ha e/IeH OTBOpPEH IpeoOpa3yBauKy HAYMH. "

Bunujamc ykakyBa Ha pesIeBaHTHOCTA Ha peJialyjara
noMery UAEHTUTETOT ¥ HACTAHOT, OHAKa KaKo IIITO OBaa
penanuja e pazpaboreHa oj crpaHa Ha Jlenes: ,nen-
TUTETUTE CE CPEKaBaaT BO HACTAHHUTE KOU BapupaaT BO
COIJIACHOCT CO ,JpaMara“ Ha IIOBEKEKPATHHUTE CEH3AINU
U, ciencTseHo, nurensurern”. (Williams, “Deleuze”).

KoHeYHHOT pe3ysiTar o OBHE CJIOKEHU (PUUUKU
U JIMHTBUCTUYKU JIBIPKEHA € II0jaByBameTo Ha
cnenuduvHa 2pamaiiiuka Ha JeJI0TO Koja JIoIupa u3-

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.'* 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."

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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BeceH IVIac - MPaBH Pa3JMKa IOMery OHOj ,K0j 360py-
Ba“, a KOJIITO CTaHyBa WpeJIEBaHTEH U ,,CaMOTO TOBOpe-
we“. Kirep Konbpyk (Claire Colebrook) mpasu pasiuka
nomery epamaitiukaitia Ha builiueilio v epamaiiuxaitia
Ha HacililaHysaweilio. Hajuampes, Taa Tu ueHTUDUKY-
Ba rpamMaTHKaTa ¥ JIOTHKATa Ha Cy0jeKTOT KaKO IIOBp3a-
HU CO OIIpeJieJIeH HaurH Ha 300pyBame:

CaMHOT KOHILIENT Ha Cy0jeKTOT € Bp3aH 3a efHa
cTpaTterdja Ha OUTHETO U CYIITHHATA, IOCKOPO OTKOJIKY
Ha HACTaHyBameTo. A OBa € Taka 3aroa IITO CyOjeKToT
He e caMO IOJINTUYKA KaTeropuja WIN pelpe3eHTalyja,
TYKy TPaMaTHYKO ABMKeme. CaMUOT MOWM Ha Cy6jeKToT
BO rpaMaTH4YKa CMFHCJIA, KAKO HEITO KOoe € CIocoOHO 3a
MpefnKaIyja, € KWCTO TaKa IOBpP3aH CO €leH MOIINPOK
[IOMM Ha TpaMaTUKaTa, CO IITO INOJUTHYKUTE CyOjeKTH
WY WIEHTUTETH CTaHyBaaT e()eKTH Ha U3BECHU HAYMHU Ha
roBOpeme. 3HaUU, KOHIIENITOT U JIOTUKATA Ha Cy0jeKTOT KaKO
TaKOB, U3UCKYBa UJIU IPOBOIMPA €JTHO MUCJIOBHO /IBHKEHE,
cnenudUYHA TEMIIOPATHOCT U, HAjIOCIe, cTpaTeruja Ha
peakTUBH3aM, IPHU3HABAIbE U CYLITECTBYBame (IIOCKOPO
OTKOJIKY HAaCTaHyBambe).'®

MHO3UHCTBEHOCTA € 3acerHaTa OJi CTaHyBAamETO-MaJl-
[MUHCKM ¥ CaMUTe BO3MOXKHOCTH Ha CTaHyBame-
TO-MQUIIIMTHCKH ja OOJIMKyBaaT MHO3HHCTBeHOCTa. Ilo-
CTOjaT MHOTY OrPAaHUYyBamka KOWIITO KyJITypaTa T'H
HaMeTHYBa BP3 HOPMAIHUOT CyOjEKTUBUTET BO OOJIMK
Ha OMOMOK M OBHE OTpAaHHYyBama Ce MOJJIOKEeHH Ha
COMHEXX U OMaJIOBaXKEHU BO HaclliaHyearseitio. ,Ha-
CTaHYBAaIETO TYKa € CPEZCTBO Jla ce u3jie3e ‘HaJBOp’, U
Mokebu Toa e oHa 1mTo /lene3 u 'arapu ro umaa Ha ym
BO HUBHOTO MHCHUCTHPAae BP3 HaCTaHYBambETO-KeHa. "

»Cellak, Kako IITO 3HaaT (peMUHHCT(K)UTe, CEKOj Auc-
Kypc 3a ¢eMHHU3MOT € IoBekeKpaTHa Iposrdepanja
Ha pazHooOpasue oJ1 Juckypcu. [ToBekeTo o/1 HUB UMaaT
3a I1eJI /1a ja OTBOpAT AUCKyCHjaTa, UCTPAKYBajKH TH ja-
30BHUTE U IPa3HUHUTE BO JUCKYPCOT Ha ‘UOBELITBOTO,

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).*®

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.”"”

“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.”*® Becoming is
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€CEHITjaJTHOTO ‘IITBO’ WJIA MOTOYHO ‘MHO3WHCTBEHO-
cra’.’® HacranyBameTo ce OfHecyBa Ha IperoBapambe-
TO 3a JUCKYP3HUBHOTO KOHCTUTYHUpAaibe Ha Cy0jeKToT,
HO He Tpeba /Ja ce 3a00paBH JieKa TUCKYPCOT € TeJIeCeH
,3aT0a IIITO HUE CME OTEJIOTBOPEHH BEP3UH HA TOBOPOT
KOj OZTHAIBOP HE KOHCTUTYHPA O] KyJITyparta, a OqHaTpe
0J1 caMo-peryJarnyjaTa wia uaeatudukanujara. [...] Co
1IeJT BOOIIIIITO /ia IOCTOH MOTEHIIMjasl 3a aKTyaJIHO Ha-
CTaHyBaibe, IIOTEHIIU]aJIOT Ha TejaTa KOWIITO CMe HHe
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cera Mmopa ga 6I/II[e IIPEINMO3HAEH .

HacraHyBame-cy6jekr

HacranyBamero e cTpeMex 3a NMPOMEHAa BO MUCJIEEHETO
Ha MarepujasHaTa cebHOCT. HacraHyBameTo ro naerepu-
TOpHjau3upa Cy0jeKTUBUTETOT, MOOWIN3HPAjKU IO, a
He OIpPEIMETYBAjKU IO HAYMHOT Ha KOj HUE ja MHUCIHUME
cebHocra. Ilo3HaTaTa TepuTOpHja Ha CYyOjEKTHUBUTETOT €
BO COTJIACHOCT CO CEKCYaIHaTa TEPUTOPHja HO, IITO € YIITE
MMOBa’KHO, CO ITO3HATATa TEPUTOPHja HA HAUMHOT HA KOj HHE
ro0 MUCJIIME HAIIHOT Cy0jeKTUBUTET.>"

Hawmecro {#loiivuHeiiaitia cTpaTeruja Ha Cy0jeKTOT,
Kosibpyk moBHKyBa Ha O/Ip>KJIMBA ,CTpaTervja Ha Ha-
cranyBamweTo“.”! Crnopen Konbpyk, ,ceOHOCTa Koja Taa
ja mpozynupa He e CyIITHHA, TyKy HacTaH“.** Taka, Taa
OYEBH/THO Ce CITPOTHCTAaBYBa Ha KOja U Jla OMJIO KOHIIEII-
Tyajn3aluja Ha cy0jeKTOT KaKO HellITO (UKCUPAHO U Jja-
JleHo exHaI 3acekorani. OcBeH Toa, cienejku ro lenes,
Taa ro napagpasupa HETOBUOT IIOUM Ha HACIIAHY8are:
LIIPEJI 1a TIOCTOU TeHe3a Koja MOKe Jla Ouie mpociese-
Ha HAHA3a/l KOH HEeKOe MOTEKJIO WIH cOocTojba, mocTou
MIOBEKEKPAaTHO U CHHXPOHHUYHO PACJIOjyBaEb€ U CTPYK-
TypUpame, He HEeIITO JIONUPAHO BO €/lHA €INHCTBEeHA
TOYKA, TYKy CO37]JaBal€ Ha MOXKHU TOUYKH IIPEKy HacTa-

HOT Ha JINHUUTE, N30pa3ayBamaTa U apTUKyIanuuTe”.>

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. [...]JIn order for there to
ever be a potential for actual becoming, the potential of
the body we are now must be recognised.”™

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.>®

Instead of the subordinate strategy of the subject, Cole-
brook calls for sustained “strategy of becoming.”™ Ac-
cording to Colebrook “the self it effects is not an essence
but an event.”** 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”.?
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OB0j mOMM Ha MYJITUILUIAIIATET, KOj OTCEKOTalll BEKe To
pacJiojyBaJl TIOTEKJIOTO, CE€ UMHU JIeKa € BO JUPEKTEH
cyaup co OeckpajHara moTpara Mo HOTEKJIOTO Ha COII-
CTBEHHOT UIeHTUTET. II0CTON €MHCTBEHO JIONMPAIhe Ha
MoBeKeKpaTHU ceOHOCTH BO PHU3OMOT Ha HacTaHyBarba-
Ta. ,,Cekoja MucIa e Beke mwieMme“.* HaciliaHysameilo,
BO JIeJIE30BCKA CMUCJIa, HE € ITIPOoIleC KOj ce CIydyBa HU3
JINHEAPHOTO BPEME U € Pe3yJ/ITaT Ha AUjaJIEKTHIKO Hajl-
MHHYBalb€ Ha U3BECHHU IMPEUKU WA IPOTHBPEYHOCTH,
TYKy IIOBeKe ce OJ[HECyBa Ha ciliaHyeare U30aHOK Ha
HacituaHou:

Humro moBeke He MOXKe [a ce Kayke, U HUIITO IIOBEKe
HUKOTAIll ¥ He OMJI0 KaXKaHo: Jla CTaHEMe JOCTOjHM Ha
OHA IIITO HU ce CJIydyBa, ¥ TaKa Jia To IMOCAaKyBaMe U Jia TO
oc10001Me HACTAHOT, [ja CTAaHEeMe U3aHOK Ha COIICTBEHUTE
HaCTaHU, U CO TOA J]a Cce MPEPOJIUME, 1a UMaMe YIITe eTHO
parambe, U Jla pacurCTHME CO COIICTBEHOTO TEJIECHO parame
- ZIa CTaHeMe IIPOUCXOJ Ha COICTBEHUTE HACTAaHU a He Ha
COTICTBEHOTO IEjCTBYBAbE€ KOE CAMOTO € MPOAYIIUPAHO O]
H3JaHOKOT Ha HACTAHOT.”

OBaa ujieja Ha cTaHyBame U30aHOK Ha coliciliseHuilie
HaciliaHu a He Ha coiicilieeHotlo dejcilisy8arbe KOUHITH-
JIUpa CO HUYEOBCKUOT KOHIIENT HA 8EUHOWIO 8paKare,
OHaKa Kako IITO ro pa3dupa [leses3, Bo OHA IITO TOj IO
Hapeue ,TperaTa (purypa Ha TpaHCMyTaIryjara“ BO Mpo-
I1eCOT Ha HaCTaHyBambEeTO:

HacraHyBameTo He € IOBeKe CIpOTHUCTaBeHO Ha EHOTO
(OBME CIPOTHCTABEHOCTH CE€ KATErOPUM Ha HUXMJIU3MOT).
Hamporus, oHa mro ce adpupmupa e EIHOTO Ha MyJTH-
IJIMIUTETOT, BuTHeTo Ha HacraHyBamero... Cera riezame
IITO € oBaa Tpera (UIypa: WUrpaTa Ha BEYHOTO BpaKarmbe.
TokMy oBa Bpakame e Butuero Ha HacTaHyBameTo, EqHOTO
Ha MyJTUIUIMIUATETOT, HYXKHOCTA Ha ciaydajoT. Taka, op
BEUHOTO BpaKame He cMeeMe Jla HallpaBUMe Bpakame Ha
HCTOTO.2¢

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.”** 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.>

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.>
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HacranyBameTo-cy0jeKT He ce 0JTHECYBa HA TIOBTOPHOTO
co3/laBam€ Ha HOBU HJIEHTUTETH, TYKy IOBeKe Ha KOer-
3UCTEHIIMjaTa U U3Pa3yBameTo Ha pa3aukaiia 6e3 Hej-
3WHO IIPEKPUBAHE CO UCIIHIIYBakhe Ha CAMO €/IeH jas3HK,
¥ TOA TO HarJiacyBa cCaMOTO 2080petbe:

Cy0jeKTHUBHO, 37paBUOT pa3yM T'U IOJBeAyBa Imon cebecu
pa3UYHUTE MOKH Ha Ayliata, win AudepeHIpaHUTe
OpraHM Ha TEeJIOTO, U OBO3MOXKYBa THE Jla MPETCTaByBaaT
MOTIIOpA 32 €HO eNHCTBO KOE € CIIOCcOOHO Jia Kaxke “Jac”.
Enna u ucta ceOHOCT MepIUNMpPaA, 3aMUCTYBa, Ce CeKaBa,
3Hae, UTH.; €IHO W HUCTO JUIIE, CIIHUE, OAU U jaje... JABUKOT
He U3TJIeZla BO3MOXKeH 06e3 0BOj Cy0jeKT KOj ce m3pasyBa U ce
MaHudecTupa cebecu BO HETO, U KOj TO UCKaXKyBa OHA IIITO
ro npasu.”’

FHR*

OBa noTceTyBa Ha JIOTUKaTa Ha TOMMOT Ha CriuBak (Spi-
vak) 3a cybasTepHUTE CyOjEKTH KO MMaaT CIIeI[UjaTHU
CTpATErvu U 3BYYH JIOHEKAle Pa3JIMIHO Of PO YKITHja-
Ta Ha cy0jeKToT 3a Koja 30opyBa batiep (Butler), a xoja
ce O/IBMBA IPEKY MOTUMHYBAHETO HA 3aKOHOT U MPEKY
IIPOIIECOT Ha COIICTBEHOTO OCJIO00/yBabe OJf IPETIIOCTa-
BeHaTa BUHA:

Taka, ;a ce craHe ,cy0jekT” 3HAUM Jla ce Oue cMeTaH 3a
BuHOBeH. IloToa, WcmuTaH ¥ TporyiaceH 3a HeBuH. Ho
OBa MpOIJIaCyBarhe HE € IMOeIMHEUYeH YUH TYKy IOCTO-
jaHO pempoAaylupaH CTaTyc; /la ce CTaHe ,CyOjeKT* 3Hauu
KOHTHHYHUPAHO J1a ce Ou/ie Bo mpoliec Ha cebe-0cs1060ayBambe
on obBuHenwueTo... Cemak, OujiejKM OBaa BMHA IO YCJIO-
ByBa Ccy0jeKTOT, Taa ja KOHCTUTyHMpa IMpeAUCTOpHjaTa
Ha MOTUYMHYBAaWkETO HAa 3aKOHOT CO KO€ € MPOAyIHpaH
cyb6jexror.?®

Joneka 3a batiep cy0jekTOT ja ”HTEpHAIU3UPA IMPETIIO-
CTaBeHaTa BUHA IIPEJ] BOOIIIITO U Aa Ouse cybjekT (Bu-
HaTa My IIPETXO0AU Ha Cy0jEKTOT) U € IPUHY/IEH J]a CTaHe

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.*”

*¥%*

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.>®

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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cy0jeKT BO 0BOj KOHTHHYHUPAH Ipoliec Ha oTdpiiame Ha
BuHaTa, CiBak cyrepupa Jieka IpoIecoT Ha CyOjeKTH-
duxamnuja ce uzBeamysa o7 cy0jeKT KOj rO MaMH CHUCTEMOT
IIPEKY yIOTpeOyBameTo Ha COIICTBEHU CPEJICTBA U CTpa-
TETUH.

Cnopep Jlenes, HaciiaHy8arseilio He e Ipalllamke Ha eBO-
JIyIyja, HellITO IIITO My ce CJIydyBa CeKOMY, TYKy ITI0CKO-
Po e mpamniame Ha MuKkpouoauiiuxka:

HacranyBameTo € pu3oM, a He KIacu(PUKATOPHO UJIU Te-
HeaJIOIIKO ApBo. HacTaHyBameTo CEKaKo He € HMUTUPAbE,
WK ueHTU(UKYBakhe CO HEIITO; He € HUTY PErpecuparme -
IpoTpecHparbe; He € HUTY KOPECIOHUPamhe, BOCIOCTaBY-
Barbe Ha peJlalli¥ Ha KOPECIIOHEHIHja; HUTY € IPOAYIU-
pambe, IpoAyLupabe Ha CPOTHOCT WJTH IIPOTYyIIUPAEhE IIPEKY
cpogHocT. HacTaHyBameTo € TIJIaroJI cO CBOja COICTBEHA
KOH3HMCTEHTHOCT; TOj He CBeJyBa Ha, WM BOAM Ha3aJ 0
»I10jaBYBabETO®, ,,CYIIITECTBYBAHETO®, ,M3€/IHAUYBAHETO",
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WU ,,TIPOAYLIPAHETO".

Cemak, jac O6m ja 3acramyBasia Te3aTa JleKa OCBEH
HepaspellleHaTa MaKpOIOJIUTHUKA Koja, crioper Jlenes, e
HellpyjaTesl Ha HaclllaHy8arsellio - Hue MOKeMe Jja pac-
IIpaBaMe 32 HACUIAHYBArellio HceHa BO €/IeH IMOOIIIIT
KyJTypeH KOHTeKcT. Hacilianysearweilio MOxKe Jia ce
CJIyYH, CTO TaKa, U BO MAKPOIOJIUTHYKN KOHTEKCT, HO
caMo KaKo aKyMyJianyja Ha MUKpO-HACIIaHY8arailla.

Ha kpajor, 6u cakasia a mpezjiokaM eaHO JPYyTro CTaHy-
Bambe, HaClaHYy8are-podo8a-pasauKka Koe € 3aCHOBaHO
Bp3 Jle1e30BHOT ITOUM Ha KOMilocubuaHu HactiaHu. bu-
fiuetlio e ceKoralll Beke ToJIeEMO U €O I1eJ1 /1a CTaHe IPYTO,
oTpebOHO e a O6ujie eTeputopujain3upano. CpoTus-
HO, HacillaHyeareilio-podo8a-pa3Auka CUMYJITAaHO TH
M3HUCKYBa UCTUTE J[BE ABIKEHA KAKO U HACTAaHYBaHhETO
MHHOPEH: €THO MPEKY Koe Cy0jeKTOT Ke Oujie N30IupaH
0J1 MHO3HUHCTBOTO, U JIPYTOTO IIPEKY KOe TOj ke IIpou3Jie-
3e 0] MaJIIIMHCTBOTO.3°

Becoming-Woman from a Feminist Point of View

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.”*

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.>°
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Passnmkara momery aepumaoBckara différance u pene-
30BCKaTa KOHIIENIHja 3a M3Pa3yBambeTO Ha pasjimKaTa
ITOYMBAa BP3 KOHIIENTOT HAa KOMUOCUOUAHOCTI KOj TTOAPa3-
6upa eneH Bu JucjyHKiiugHa Oujarekiiuxa:

VI3pa3eHNOT CBET € COUNHET 071 AudepeHnjaTH! pesaliuu
U CHHTYJIApHOCTU Kou ce Aonupaar. Toj e oOmKkyBaH Kako
CBET TOKMY BO OHaa MepKa BO KOja HM3aTa Ko0ja 3aBUCHU Off
ceKoja CUHTY/JIapHOCT KOHBEeprupa co Hu3aTa Koja 3aBHCH O]
npyrute. OBaa KOHBepreHiuja ja geduHupa ,KOMIIOCH-
OwiHOCTa® Kako MPaBUJIO HAa CBeTCKaTa cuHTe3a. OHamy
Ka/ie IITO HU3UTe IUBEPTHpaar, I0YHyBa JIPyT CBET, THKOM-
MOCUOWIeH cO MPBHUOT. Taka, HEBOOOMYAEHHOT IOUM Ha
KOMIIOCUOMIHOCTA e fleUHUpPaH KaKo KOHTUHYYM Of] CHH-
I'yJIapHOCTH, CO IIITO KOHTUHYUTETOTja IMa KOHBepreHIyjara
Ha HU3UTe KAaKO CBOj HjeanuoHeH kputepuyM. Ciemysa
Jleka MOMMOT Ha MHKOMIIOCUOMJIHOCTA He MOJKeE JIa Ce CBeJie
Ha IOMMOT Ha IPOTUBpeYHOCTa. >

Cnopen [lenezoBara jneduHHIMja HA KOMIIOCHOWIHO-
cTa, pejlanyjaTa rnomery HacTaHWUTe He MOXe Ja Ouze
neduHUpaHa Kako Kay3aJlHA I KOHCEKBEHIMjaJIHA,
TYKy HACTaHHUTE MOXKAT WJIM Jla KOEr3UCTUPAAT WIH Ce
HEBO3MOKHHU: ,HacTaHWTe HUKOTAIIl HE ce TPUYNHA e7IeH
Ha JIpYT, TYKY IIOCKOPO BJIETYBAAT BO PeJIAIIU HAa KBA3HU-
Kay3JITHOCT, €/lHa HEpeasTHa CEeHUIIIHA Kay3aJHOCT, Koja
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OGecKpajHO OTHOBO Ce T0jaByBa BO IBE CMUCIIH .

»/IBa HacTaHa ce KOMIIOCUOWIHH KOTa HU3HUTE KOWIITO
Ce OpraHM3UpaHU OKOJIy HUBHHUTE CHHIYJIADHOCTH
Ce IIMpaT BO CHUTE HACOKU; THE €€ WHKOMIIOCUOWIHH
KOra HH3aTa JUBeprupa BO 00JacT Ha KOHCTUTYTUBHH
CHHTYJIAPHOCTH. “33

Hacranor Ha Hacilianysearse-podosa-pasnika He OTBO-
pPa MOXKHOCT 32 KaKBO M Jia OWJIO NpUBHIJIETHpame Ha
HacillaHy8arseilio-XeHa Off eHOCTaBHA MPUYHUHA IITO
HaMeCcTO IIPHCBOjYBAaIE€TO U HAIJIacKaTa CTaBeHa Bp3

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.*

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.”*

“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.”?

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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»KeHaTa, TOj r'0 MUCJIU HACIWIAHY8aHEllo KAaKO KOMIIOCHU-
OVUTHY HACTAHU HA MTOBEKEKPATHU HACTAHYBaHA.

[IpeBoa o7 AaHTJIMCKU ja3UK:
Ana JlumumkoBcka TpajaHocka

benewku:

1.

8.

0.

Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari, A Thousand Plateaus:
Capitalism and Schizophrenia. Trans. Brian Massumi
(London: The Athlone Press, 1987).

Alice Jardine, Gynesis: Configurations of Women and
Modernity (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1985),
216.

Deleuze and Guattari, A Thousand Plateaus, 277.

Dorothea Olkowski, Gilles Deleuze and the Ruin of Repre-
sentation (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1999),

35.

Deleuze and Guattari, A Thousand Plateaus, 275-276.
Jenny Bay, “Girls and Becoming-Woman,” Vitanza, E5352,
Deleuze & Guattari and Rhetorical Theory Wed, 11 Dec
1996, 30 March 2006. <www.uta.edu/HyperNews/get/
delgua/46.html>.

Ibid.

Deleuze and Guattari, A Thousand Plateaus, 275.

Jenny Bay, “Girls and Becoming-Woman.”

10. Deleuze and Guattari, A Thousand Plateaus, 277.

11. Jenny Bay, “Girls and Becoming-Woman.”

12. Ibid.

events of multiple becomings.

Notes:

1.

10.

11.

12.

Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari, A Thousand Plateaus:
Capitalism and Schizophrenia. Trans. Brian Massumi
(London: The Athlone Press, 1987).

Alice Jardine, Gynesis: Configurations of Women and
Modernity (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1985),
216.

Deleuze and Guattari, A Thousand Plateaus, 277.

Dorothea Olkowski, Gilles Deleuze and the Ruin of Repre-
sentation (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1999),

35.

Deleuze and Guattari, A Thousand Plateaus, 275-276.
Jenny Bay, “Girls and Becoming-Woman,” Vitanza, E5352,
Deleuze & Guattari and Rhetorical Theory Wed, 11 Dec
1996, 30 March 2006. <www.uta.edu/HyperNews/get/
delgua/46.html>.

Ibid.

Deleuze and Guattari, A Thousand Plateaus, 275.

Jenny Bay, “Girls and Becoming-Woman.”

Deleuze and Guattari, A Thousand Plateaus, 277.

Jenny Bay, “Girls and Becoming-Woman.”

Ibid.




13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

24.

25.

26.

Identities ) Journal for Politics, Gender, and Culture Vol. 5/No. 1/Winter 2006

Ibid.
Deleuze and Guattari, A Thousand Plateaus, 291.

James Williams, “Deleuze,” University of Dundee, 12 Jan-
uary, 2004. Available at <http://www.dundee.ac.uk/phi-
losophy/williams/Deleuze/>.

Claire Colebrook. “A Grammar of Becoming: Strategy,
Subjectivism, and Style.” Becomings — Explorations in

Time, Memory, and Futures. ed. Elizabeth Grosz (Ithaca:
Cornell University Press, 1999), 117 — 118.

Patricia MacCormack, “Perversion: Transgressive Sexual-
ity and Becoming-Monster” thirdspace 3/2 (March 2004):
27-40 (print), 23 pars. (web). 2 April 2006. Available at
http://www.thirdspace.ca/articles/pr_3_2_maccormack.
htm
Ibid.
Ibid.

Patricia MacCormack, “Perversion: Transgressive Sexual-
ity and Becoming-Monster.”

Colebrook, 118.

Ibid., 132.

Ibid.

Deleuze and Guattari, A Thousand Plateaus, 377.

Gilles Deleuze, The Logic of Sense. Trans. Mark Lester
(London: Continuum, 2004), 170.

Gilles Deleuze, Pure Immanence Essays on A Life. Intro-
duction: John Reichman (New York: Zone Books. 2001),
86.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

24.

25.

26.

Ibid.
Deleuze and Guattari, A Thousand Plateaus, 291.

James Williams, “Deleuze,” University of Dundee, 12 Jan-
uary, 2004. Available at <http://www.dundee.ac.uk/phi-
losophy/williams/Deleuze/>.

Claire Colebrook. “A Grammar of Becoming: Strategy,
Subjectivism, and Style.” Becomings — Explorations in

Time, Memory, and Futures. ed. Elizabeth Grosz (Ithaca:
Cornell University Press, 1999), 117 — 118.

Patricia MacCormack, “Perversion: Transgressive Sexual-
ity and Becoming-Monster” thirdspace 3/2 (March 2004):
27-40 (print), 23 pars. (web). 2 April 2006. Available at
http://www.thirdspace.ca/articles/pr_3_2_maccormack.
htm

Ibid.

Ibid.

Patricia MacCormack, “Perversion: Transgressive Sexual-
ity and Becoming-Monster.”

Colebrook, 118.

Ibid., 132.

Ibid.

Deleuze and Guattari, A Thousand Plateaus, 377.

Gilles Deleuze, The Logic of Sense. Trans. Mark Lester
(London: Continuum, 2004), 170.

Gilles Deleuze, Pure Immanence Essays on A Life. Intro-
duction: John Reichman (New York: Zone Books. 2001),
86.

:




27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32,

33-

Suzana Milevska Becoming-Woman from a Feminist Point of View

Deleuze, The Logic of Sense, 89.

Judith Butler, The Psychic Life of Power (Stanford, CA:
Stanford University Press, 1997), 118.

Deleuze and Guattari, A Thousand Plateaus, 239.
Ibid., 291.

Deleuze, The Logic of Sense, 127-128.

Ibid., 39.

Ibid., 196.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33-

Deleuze, The Logic of Sense, 89.

Judith Butler, The Psychic Life of Power (Stanford, CA:
Stanford University Press, 1997), 118.

Deleuze and Guattari, A Thousand Plateaus, 239.
Ibid., 291.

Deleuze, The Logic of Sense, 127-128.

Ibid., 39.

Ibid., 196.




