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The life of the individual has given way to an impersonal and yet singular life, which foregrounds a pure event that has been liberated from the accidents of internal and external life, that is, from the subjectivity and objectivity of what comes to pass […] (2007: 390-391).

The body, not individual but haecceity: the thisness of experience active as a singularity in the dephased now. Not individual but individuation. Not subject but group subjectivity, differential on the edge where the force of life meets life itself. Not the body after the subject, the body that incarnates the individual of pre-constituted matter-form. Not the body caught in the trap of hylomorphism where the individual is considered as created by “the meeting of a form and a matter,” where being consists “in its unity, as given in itself, self-founding, unengendered, resistant to what is not itself (monism)” (Simondon 1989: 9, 11, my translation). But the body before the subject, in advance and toward subjectivity, the body as the complexity of imminent collectivity, the body as resonant materiality, the body as the metastable field before the taking-form of this or that.  The body, always more than one, replete with the force of life, “life of pure immanence, neutral, beyond good or evil, since only the subject that incarnated it in the midst of things made it good or bad” (Deleuze 2007: 391). The body, more assemblage than form, more associated milieu than being.

When form becomes in-formation the body multiplies.  Modulated by in-formation, the body resonates with affect’s propulsive potential, which moves across the becoming-body’s intensive surface. This is the contribution Gilbert Simondon makes to the body: he liberates it from the presupposition of a form, demonstrating how a body is always alive across lives. The body’s individuation is its force for becoming, not its end-point. The body is not merely alive, it is replete with the ontogenetic tendencies of the plane of immanence’s a life, the force of life that courses along the virtual realm to infest the body-becoming with living-beyond-life. Living-beyond-life is the resonant field of life’s outside, of the more-than of human life where the body is but one verging surface on the field of experience, where the body is always more than One.

The body in-forms. Relational across strata it co-constitutes existence in the making, active as an assemblage of force-taking-form. The body is more than human, more than the actual life of the present-passing. It is the verging-with of life in the making where the actual and the virtual form a tight circuit and life itself opens onto its outside, onto the force of a life which courses through it.  The body as infinitely more-than is vitalist only in the sense that it never exists in the negative: it is productive, infinitely, of more life. “A life is everywhere, in every moment which a living subject traverses and which is measured by the objects that have been experienced: immanent life carrying along the events or singularities that are merely actualized in subjects or objects” (Deleuze 2007: 391, translation modified). A life cuts across, active in the between of life and living, where life wells on the cusp of its bare activity.

In-formation is already individuation. The body in-forms as it multiplies into phases of becoming. In-formation makes actual the field of the preindividual. Individuation is not a linear process. It in-forms in quantum leaps that jump from the metastable to the stable, proposing itself not as a system but as a problematic: “information is that by which the incompatibility of a non-resolved system becomes an organizational dimension in its resolution: information supposes a change in the phase of a system, since it supposes a first preindividual state that individuates according to the discovered organization” (Simondon 1989: 22).

In-formation does not presuppose an already-existing matter-form. In-formation creates the potential for an immanent organization of the in-forming of a body-becoming. Becoming is not pure continuity. It is continuous dephasing, transduction. “Explaining becoming as a series instead of transduction is to foreground its most unstable and impoverished of aspects” (Simondon 1989: 223, my translation). Becoming is incipient discontinuity created in the differential of pure experience where the virtual and the actual coincide. Becoming never occurs on the individual itself. Becoming erupts through the dephasing of individuation, which occurs always in relation to preindividual tendencies. In-formed the body becomes its own incipient dephasing. 

In-formed is as informed as it is informing. The process is topological and its field is the topological surface of life: individuation resists setting time as linear or space as uni-directional, just as it resists aligning life solely with the human. Conglomerations of topological assemblages, the field of life is cross-specied and untimely. A body does not evolve according to a past becoming present becoming future, nor does it evolve in a pure philogeny. Force of life creates blocks of becoming, alliances: “There is a block of becoming that takes hold of the cat and baboon, the alliance between which is effected by a C virus” (Deleuze and Guattari 1987: 238). Life in-formed is life coursing through the “between-times,” the “between-moments” of its bursts into coupling (Deleuze 2007: 391). Involution, life’s topological surface turning in: “Becoming is involutionary, involution is creative” (Deleuze and Guattari 1987: 238). Not regression but differentiation that “form[s] a block that runs its own line ‘between’ the terms in play and beneath assignable relations” (Deleuze and Guattari 1987: 239).

A life does not come once and for all on the scene of the actual. It resonates on the cusp of the living, affective in tone. A life is the feeling of life welling across its dephasings. “The singularities or the events which constitute a life coexist with the accident of the life that corresponds to it, but they are not arranged and distributed in the same way” (Deleuze 2007: 391). A life is how the preindividual returns, infinitely, onto life’s topological surface of becoming. The preindividual is tendency-for-life. Being cannot exhaust all of preindividual potential. The preindividual is always in excess of the individual, it is “perpetual individuation, which is life itself” (Simondon 1989: 16). 

Too often, life is conceived as the limit where the body expresses itself as already individuated. But the body cannot hold life without life undoing it at the edges. This is what a life does: it conserves the ontogenetic force of individuation, making life its own “theatre” in a creative dephasing where the body is never One (Simondon 1989: 16, my translation). This creative dephasing is the life of the collective, the plurality of becoming, a plurality not of many parts – this would place the plural below the category of Being – but a plurality at the very level of becoming, “the plurality of being with respect to being itself, in the relation of one phase of being to another phase of being” (Simondon 1989: 215, my translation). 

To think plurality as the force of life welling, it is necessary to move away from the idea that becoming is continuous on a linear time-line. Becoming has no beginning or end, and, more importantly, it cannot be experienced as such. A life expressed as a singularity in the now of experience is the being of becoming, felt not as pure process but as the atomicity of an actual occasion. Actual occasions “are the final real things of which life is made up. There is no going beyond actual occasions to find something more real” (Whitehead 1978: 18) Each phase of becoming – each being – is absolutely what it is. It is felt in the full measure of its now-ness as everything it is. “Being as a being is given in its entirety in each of its phases” (Simondon 1989: 215, my translation). Yet, every life-welling is also many-phased. “An actual particle has its virtual double, which barely diverges from it at all” (Deleuze 1997b: 150). Actual occasions, always on the cusp of the plane of immanence – or the nexus, as he calls it,
 “differ among themselves.” Actual occasions are microevents in a larger process of becoming, themselves absolutely and only what they are. But this “only what they are” is expressed, ultimately, as the differential of novelty. An actual occasion’s final expression is not being but the perishing of its “subjective form,” a perishing that is nothing less than a lure for feeling. Lures for feeling call forth new associations, and new assemblages, bringing them to life in the immediacy of the experienced now. “Feelings are ‘vectors’; for they feel what is there and transform it into what is here” (Whitehead 1978: 87). The force of life is another way to speak of “lure for feeling.” Life-welling, the lure for feeling that activates time’s differential, making felt the multiplicity of each now. 
A body emerges through the force of a life expressing it as multiplicity. A body is always more than one, always active at once in the concurrent phases of the preindividual and its individuating. “Life is […] the being that results from an initial individuation and that amplifies this individuation” (Simondon 1989: 17). Only the preindividual is “mono-phase,”
 but not in creationist terms. “The creationist hypothesis […] concentrates all becoming into origins, to the extent to which all creationism brings with it the problem of theodicity, an ethical aspect of a much more general problem: becoming is no longer a genuine becoming: it is in its entirety as though already on the scene of creation […].” (Simondon 1989: 232-233, my translation ).
   There is no original starting point for a life: “[w]e will say of pure immanence that it is A LIFE, and nothing else. It is not immanence to life, but immanence that is in nothing is itself a life. A life is the immanence of immanence, absolute immanence: it is complete power, complete beatitude” (Deleuze 2007: 389-390). Life as it simmers on the plane of immanence cannot be divided into phases. On the virtual realm there is no time and space as yet. The preindividual a life is, precisely, immanent. It phases only in contact with the actual.

Phasing occurs at the remarkable point where the actual and the virtual form a tight circuit. Phasing is experienced only after the fact and then not as phasing as such but as the concrescence of an actual occasion. The concrescence of an actual occasion occurs when the feeling and occasion’s subjective form coincide: “the concrescence issues in one concrete feeling, the satisfaction” (Whitehead 1978: 42). This satisfaction is the cusp at which the event perishes into the multiplicity of its renewed potential on the nexus of experience. Dephasings are transductions that make apparent the more-than of life. They are that by which creativity comes into the world. Dephasings create new basins of attraction for transindividuation, propelled as they are by the force of a life welling. Individuating, life as body is multi-phased, poly-phased: the preindividual remains the force of its actual becoming in a play of give and take that occurs not on parallel planes but on the topological surface where immanence meets experience. Individuation does not take place in the restricted area of Human Being: individuation is the for of life of a body’s potential to express. Individuation is what makes expressions multiply in the name of a life. 

“The individual is not considered as identical to being; being is richer, more durable, larger than the individual: the individual is the individual of being, individual onto being, not its first constituent or the element of being” (Simondon 1989: 220, my translation). Individuation does not bring a life into an individual. The individual expresses a life as the force of its continuing individuation. The individual is but an aspect of being’s becoming. A body as individual is relational more than substantial, in relation, always, with the discontinuous force of becoming, with life in all its forms.

The body never fully actualizes. Or, better said, the actual is never fully actual. “The actual is the complement or the product, the object of actualization, which has nothing but the virtual as its subject. Actualization belongs to the virtual” (Deleuze 2007b: 149). The body is always more than one. The body expresses in the untimeliness of the resonant surface where the actual and the virtual coincide. The body is replete with everything life can do, replete with the full vista of potential of the preindividual. The body is always more than human. 

The preindividual can never exhaust itself. It is infinitely creative. It multiplies becomings which, through the differential of transduction, create new processes for future-present individuations. What is multiple is not the body’s carcass but its force of life. Its force of life is the problematization at the heart of each transductive process that incites adaptation, modification. This is not adaptation or modification after the fact: it is modification in the process of becoming, a multiphasing of potential operative on the multiple strata of co-constitutive individuations. A body is not separate from its milieu. 

The milieu as body-becoming is resonant with affective tonality, affective because it relays being to the force of life of its preindividual phase. Affect is the transductive force that propels being to become across the phases of its individuation. It is what drives becoming, it is “the liaison between the relation of the individual to itself and the liaison of the individual to the world” (Simondon 1989: 98, my translation). Affect is the expression of a life’s force of becoming in the tight actual-virtual circuit of the preindividual.

On the plane of immanence, there is no affect as yet. The plane of immanence, as Deleuze says, is beatitude itself, the most inexpressible of all states of being before being. A life expresses itself only when it moves across the multiple dephasings that are the actual strata of life, in  experience. And even here, it expresses itself never as such, but as tendency, as vibration, as resonance. A life expresses itself as affect.

Affect is quantum. It is transductive before it is divisive. It erupts in bursts. It expresses itself through dephasings that produce not discrete parts but new processes. Affect moves being, dephasing being with respect to its individuality, causing it to overspill. Affect is the feeling of individuation’s process. It is transformative, and it is collective.

Affect is collective because it folds individuation back to its preindividuated surface where the individual is multiple, a group-subject. Affect is collective because the preindividual never exists on its own. Preindividuality is a web of bodies-becoming across the force of life which is a life. Being as becoming can never be resolved individually, “it is the founding of the participation of a more vast individuation, that of the collective” (Simondon 22, my translation). The collective is not the many-parts of the multiplication of discrete bodies. The collective is the multiplicity of a life welling across the topological surface of becoming where the many become one. Before the body individuates as such, before it becomes-individual, it is always first and foremost collective.

“[T]he different faces of affect create insertions at the level of the becoming of life itself, not at the level of individual becoming” (Simondon 1989: 120, my translation). Affect’s transductive potential cuts across individuality, cuts across the uniqueness of this or that body, moving the body back into the collective agitation of its preindividual potential. In its cutting-across, affect does not dismantle the body: it multiplies it. The cut of creation, affective transduction is invention: it creates new processes for life. 

The extreme terms attained by the transductive operation do not preexist its operation; its dynamism emerges from the primitive tension of the heterogeneous being’s system that dephases itself and develops dimensions according to which it structures itself; it does not come from a tension between the terms that will be attained and deposited at the extreme limits of the transduction (Simondon 1989: 25, my translation). 

Affect moves the body beyond it-self to its in-formation as more-than-one.

The more-than-one of collective individuation is a group-subject: its affect never locates itself on an individual body. Affect moves across, grouping into tendencial relation not individual feelings but preindividual feeling-tendencies. These groupings are lures for feeling in the name of group-subjects: they are a collective individuation of multiplicity with difference at their very core. The group-subject is not a many-headed conglomeration of individuated bodies. It is affective resonance of preindividual potentials welling into formation. “The subject can coincide with itself only through the individuation of the collective” (Simondon 1989: 108, my translation).  

The collective brings into welling formation the individual and the preindividual at the limit of their affective coexistence. It is only as collective that these two tendencies coincide. Collective individuation activates life at the level of the many-phased expression of its multiplicity. Without the collective at the core of becoming, the power of affect is reduced to emotion and becoming devolves into personhood. When individuation seeks to resolve itself in individuals by individuals and for individuals, the group-subjectivity of the collective gives way to the personal and the project of a life gives way to the bounded notion of this life. From the spiral of eternal return to the hierarchies of many-headed liberal humanisms, individuation of and for the individual alone brings about the death of the collective as a project for life, and with it, the imminent undoing of the force of a life coursing through individuation.

The collective as the force of being in its multiplicity is transversal. Operative always at the cusp of affect’s transductive potential – coming into being as it does always in a dephasing – the collective is never a thing in itself. It is a project for becoming. It is a potential for intensive agglomeration not of like-minded individuals but of the force of life’s differential. The collective is where a life finds its most acute potential on the strata of actualization.

“An affective state is what possesses a unity of integration into life; it is a temporal unity that belongs to a whole, according to what we could call a gradient of becoming” (Simondon 1989: 119, my translation). Affect as gradient of becoming does not hold onto being, it cuts it. To cut is to create a doubling, to propel a dephasing. Affect cuts into being, multiplying it at its collective limit where there is never “one single possible state of being’s achievement” (Simondon 1989: 215, my translation). In the collective, there is no “I.” What moves the collective is the affective tonality of a project in the making, a project always framed by the force of becoming – the affective welling – of a life’s transductive potential. When a life makes itself felt, what we feel is the force of in-formation – not the recognition of a commonality – and with it comes the creation of a new “group subjectivity” that “does not let itself be enclosed in a whole that promptly reconstructs an ego, or even worse, a superego, but that extends across many groups at the same time, divisible, multipliable, communicating and always revocable” (Deleuze 1972: i). The collective is always tuned toward its outside. 

“The outside concerns force” (Deleuze 1988: 86). The outside is the limit where life expresses itself as multiple, agitated by its forces of becoming. Here, it is not body against life, but force of life against force of life, resonating toward the irreducible outside which has no form, no measure. This outside, the realm of a life, is the germ of collective individuation out of which group subjectivity emerges. Here, the group is acted upon even as it acts on, ontogenetically co-constitutive of body and milieu in their immanent co-constitution. Body as associated milieu of experience collecting in the many of oneness becoming.

In-formation is the relation of composing forces, not composed forms. “The relation between composing forces and the outside continually varies the composed form, under other relations, at the mercy of new compositions” (Deleuze 1988: 89, translation modified). The outside is a fold on the topological surface of a becoming-body. New compositions emerge on this surface through bursts of singular becomings transduction calls forth. Bursts because transduction operates across platforms of emergence, creating spacetimes of experience through a bringing-to-life of new processes, new fields of feeling, new forms of subjectivity.

The collective is the more-than-one of being. The collective is what brings the abstraction of affect’s lure for feeling into effect, bringing to expression the more-than of affect’s resonance. Affect is a chorus of feelings barely felt through which events begin to take form. A body is an event for affective resonance. It becomes across affective tonalities, in a multitude of vertiginous co-becomings. “[T]here must be a more-than-being, a new individuation, so that sensations can coordinate into perceptions; there also has to be a more-than-being of the subject so that affections become affective world” (Simondon 1989: 116, my translation). 

Affective world is collective worlding. Worlding occurs when the group-subject becomes expressive on the cusp of life itself, when it “brings forth the collective enunciations capable of forming new enunciations of desire,” (Deleuze 1972: viii), when it becomes active in its infinite transversality where it must and will always remain “in the posture of having been the agent of its own death” (Guattari 1972: 84). The collective is the intensive outside of life’s infolding. Without the outside, life dwells only either on the plane of immanence or on the plane of actualization. The outside is what propels collective individuation’s field of expression. It is what brings a group-subject “into contact with the desires of other groups and the desires of the masses, that produces the corresponding creative enunciations and constitutes the conditions, not of their unification, but of a multiplication favourable to enunciatory rupture” (Deleuze 1972: vii). The collective is phase-space where the preindividual looms as the affective tonality of a life in desiring multiplicity with other groupings of individuation. “The entry into the collective is an individuation in the form of the collective of being which has a preindividual reality at the same time as an individual reality” (Simondon 1989: 215, my translation). 

The body is collective. It is a multi-phased relation that defines itself through co-efficients of transversality expressive in the practice of becoming. Its project is to create life, to move life to its limit and at this limit, where the outside folds in, to express. The body is always group, groupuscule. Bodies emerge across collective individuations that hold “a charge of preindividual reality contained in the beings having received a first status of individuation” (Simondon 229, my translation). Individuation founds the relation.

The body-as-assemblage is infinitely variable. Across all strata of its individuation, new potentials for life’s expression emerge. The body is metastable, and as such, immortal. What dies is not a life, not the body-becoming, but the individual qua individual. 

If any reality is eternal, it is the individual as transductive being, not as subject-substance or body-substance, consciousness or active matter. Already in its objective existence, the individual as feeling-individual is a relational being. It is possible that something of the individual be eternal, and that it reincorporate itself, in some way, in the world with respect to which he or she was an individual (Simondon 1989: 102, my translation). 

What lives, what is immanent to life, is living itself as expression of the associated milieu of relational existence. “The living is like a crystal that would maintain a permanent metastability around itself and in relation to the milieu” (Simondon 1989: 80, my translation). Simondon calls these eternal individuations “holes of individuality,” and defines them as “veritable negatives of individuals composed of a core of affectivity and emotivity […]” (1989: 102, my translation). Life is collective, living or dead, human or non-human, active eternally on the associated milieu of experience as the multiple polyphasing of the preindividual within the infinite process of individuation where being and milieu coincide as group-subject.

Guattari asks: “How do we work for [subjectivity’s] liberation, its resingularization?” (1995: 135). We work for it through the collective individuation that is never the individual body taken alone and then multiplied. Subjectivity as desiring machine toward the force of life emerges not in a body but across bodies in the incipiency of the preindividual. Subjectivity as Guattari defines it is not the subjectivity of an individual, but the subjectivity of an associated milieu that orients before it directs. In active modulation between the immanent phases of experience in the making, subjectivity as desiring machine moves affectively across bodies, across resonances of life, some of them human, many of them non-human. Affect is what returns, not the subject. Affect returns as the force of becoming that incessantly creates collectivities in the making, collectivities always at the cusp of the more-than of life, collectivities opening toward an outside where the mutations of group subjectivities are most forcefully creative. For affect is never exhausted: it modulates across metastable fields of experience in the making, amplifying matter in its in-forming potential. 

Affect promises nothing. It creates across and beyond good and evil. It amplifies experience. It does not conserve. It creates life, but not solely amongst the living. Collective, it propulses individuation at the between where all projects are most volatile, where group subjects falter, where the actually living intersect with the already-undead of life’s immanent surface. Always more than one, affect creates “holes of individuality” that animate a life.
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� Whitehead’s concept of the actual encompasses the actual/virtual in Deleuze. For Whitehead the actual is a microslice of experience, always on the verge of perishing. 


� Simondon writes: “According to this doctrine, individuation is the advent of a phase of being that is not primary. Not only is this phase not primary, but it also carries with it a certain afterimage of the preindividual phase; only the preindividual phase can be said to be truly mono-phased; at the level of individuated being, being is necessarily already polyphased, since the preindividual past survives parallel to individuated being and remains a germ of new individuations […]” (Simondon 219-220, my translation).


� Simondon continues: “On the contrary, the hypothesis of a preindividual being […] is not based solely […] on the existence of individuals: it is derived from a certain number of schemas of scientific thought, especially from physics. […] An individual like an electron is in interaction with fields. […] At the basis of the ontogenesis of physical individuals, there is a general theory of exchanges and modifications of states that we could call allagmatic. […] [O]ntogenesis inscribes itself in the becoming of systems; the appearance of an individual corresponds to a certain state of a system, has signification with respect to this system” Simondon 1989: 232-233, my translation)
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