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AND as a force of creative stammering 

“The tree imposes the verb ‘to be,’ but the fabric of the rhizome is the conjunct-
ion, ‘and... and... and…’ this conjunction carries enough force to uproot the verb 
‘to be,’ to establish a logic of the AND, overthrow ontology, do away with found-
ations, fully nullify endings and beginnings,” —Deleuze and Guattari,(1980:25).

Rational cognition is modelled on the verb ‘to be,’ ‘IS.’ Critical thought is weighed down 
with insipid discussions about attributive judgements (the sky is blue) and existential 
judgements (God is) and the possibility or impossibility of reducing one to the other and 
vice versa. Thus the reductive processes of the conjunctive relations between those 
who purport to practice critical thought always turns (and then re-turns) back to the IS.

In grounding this dialectic, the IS functions as a discursive contrast buttressed by 
nothing more than linguistico-material myth, an over-determinacy in search of some sort 
of incontestable totality. As the means through which we affirm this juxtapositional myth, 
IS functions as a sleight of hand, an association of an irreconcilable binary opposition 
with a reconcilable binary opposition—the thesis, antithesis, synthesis triad—creating 
the inescapable illusion that the former had been resolved, (Levi-Strauss, 1963).

In turning away from the multiple we incessantly fumble around for the one, the ‘to be,’ 
the ‘IS.’ Critical thought never locates both class AND indigeneity. Never gender AND 
technology. Never race AND nature. We fight ceaselessly for a return to that originary 
desire to lay claim to that final IS (it IS race, it IS class, it IS gender, it IS technology). 

But when are able to we see these relational judgments as autonomous, it becomes 
apparent they creep in everywhere, they overtake everything, (Merleau-Ponty, 1964). In 
contrast to the IS, the AND isn’t even a specific conjunction or relation. AND brings in all 
relations. There are as many relations as there are ANDS—AND doesn’t just upset all 
relations, it upsets the possibility of being, of verb, of metaphor, and of transcendence. 

AND, “and…and…and…and…” acts as force of creative stammering, a foreign use of 
language, a line of diversity, a flow of multiplicity, and the utter dissolution of identity.

In this sense, diversity and multiplicity have nothing to do with aesthetic wholes (in the 
liberal sense of hiring ‘one more minority’) or dialectical schemas (in the sense of ‘one 
produces two, which then produces three’). In those cases we are still imposing Unity, 
still imposing being, still imposing some expectation that the end will bring us to IS.

When we say that everything has two parts—for example, in a day we say there’s 
morning and evening—we’re not saying that it’s one or the other, or that one becomes 



the other. Multiplicity is never located in the reduction of meaning to the IS. Multiplicity 
can be precisely—and perhaps exclusively—located in the AND—a force of difference-
in-itself that is unique in nature from the elementary components and collections of IS.

If AND is neither a component nor a collection, what is it? AND what can it do for us?

The force of creative stammering lies in living and thinking and presenting this AND in a 
very novel way, in making it work actively. AND is neither one thing nor the other, it’s 
exclusively in-between, between two things. There’s always an in-between, a border, a 
line of flight or a flow, only we don’t see it because it’s the least perceptible of things. 

AND is this borderline—a line of flight—along which social transformations may come to 
pass, becomings evolve, revolutions take shape. Strong positions are never on one side 
or on the other, (Deleuze, 2001). To exercise control, power may be directed through an 
ontology—through an IS—but power always rests on the border—at the AND. 

In taking up the force of AND we position ourselves at the precipice of new possibilities 
for critical throught—we see the fringe, show the imperceptible. In finally turning towards 
the creative stammering of AND—which connects all thought at the borders of critique—
we augment the processes of radical politics by charting a diverse, multiplicitious terrain 
that upsets all relations by engendering the possibility of a permanent in-between-ness.

Indigeneity AND class, nature AND race, coloniality AND gender, biotechnology AND 
migration, AND so on. An imperceptible border separates them, belonging to neither but 
carrying both forward in their disparate development, in a flight or in a flow where we no 
longer know which is the guiding thread, nor where it’s going. A micropolitics of AND.

At this border on the in-between is where a new politics comes to pass. By augmenting 
forms of thought based in IS, AND operates as a radical device. Rather than assuming 
tensions away with claims about necessary hierarchies of forces, some comfortable 
‘horizontality,’ or one version of ‘postism’ or another, AND stretches thought across the 
borders of power. Poulantzas AND Guattari. Deleuze AND Trotsky. Lenin AND Haraway. 
Gramsci AND Benjamin. Materialism AND Postmodernism AND Feminism AND so on.

For augmentation is not about leaving the old and new worlds behind but expanding the 
range of factors and forces. There IS no END to the political. There are only ANDS. Or 
rather, there are Ends—vital shiftings of the terrain of politics—AND in the face of such 
Ends, AND is the force of creative, collective stammering under which we must unite if 
we hope to confront the crises of political legitimacy critical thought is currently facing.
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