
Cities as Assemblages, volume 3 DOI 10.36158/97888929535746
edited by Ilaria Geddes, Nadia Charalambous, Alessandro Camiz www.tabedizioni.it

Assemblages or Multiplicities
The Heredity of Urban Emergence

by Besnik Murati
HORIZONS group LLC

Keywords: Emergence, complexity, systems, assemblages, multiplicities. 

Abstract: If present contains nothing more than the past and nothing less than the future, and 
if what is found in the effect was already there in the cause, then, to understand emergent pro-
cesses upon the concept of assemblages is nothing more nor less than a political effort to isolate 
complex reality. How is one to explain them with a concept that is concerned with functional 
sub-wholes in their end-intervals and not with the processes between them. I challenge the view 
of cities as assemblages and argue on theoretical and empirical limitation of the concept, as a 
non-starter to capture neither emergent processes nor contingency of parts. Instead, I elaborate 
on the potential Deleuze’s concept of multiplicity has to grapple with both. In carrying forward 
Deleuze’s concept, this article mediates at boundaries between Space Syntax, Theory of Centres, 
autopoietic theory, and Prigogine’s theory on self-organising order. I find assemblages of insuf-
ficient capacity to address emergent processes of natural and man-made structures, unless con-
structed around multiplicities. I add that multiplicities are to be given the credit for stability of 
emergent processes, and that nothing will ever change prior to irreversible change of their nature: 
Prior to a complete reconfiguration of the substance. 

1. Introduction

Emergence, that in broad terms describes a condition of the system having properties its parts 
do not have alone, is assumed highly complex, obscure, and inconsistent phenomenon to ad-
dress. Complex because we do not know yet its essential features, obscure because it is claimed 
to occur in biology, physics, chemistry, and in a host of other domains, and inconsistent be-
cause it challenges the second law of thermodynamics. 

The metaphor of organism, prima facie, seemed to have been a resolution for a long time: It 
is used to explain both, Diachronic emergence1 – when the process develops over time a pre-ex-
isting state of the system as a result of self-organisation of parts in the course of evolution, 

1. Diachronic emergence takes emergent phenomena to develop over time a pre-existing state of the system. An example 
may be the emergence of living organisms as a result of self-organising processes in the course of evolution. But in this type 
of emergence what counts is the factor of time – the timescale of the component parts. What appears as a systematic unity 
on a specific level as an event, from another level it is a process. So, the next problem to avoid, after Ceteris Paribus princi-
ple, is heterochrony. For example: cells may have different lifetime but functional unity of the organ remains the same, or, 
people live and die but the social body remains a social body.
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and Synchronic2 – when pattern develops in mutual constitution of local-to-global (upward 
causality) that produces focused systematic behaviour and the global-to-local (downward cau-
sality) that constrains the action of parts in the local level. An example may be emergence of 
socio-spatial global patterns out of local patterns in cities. But, how is one to explain “self-or-
ganisation” and/or “reciprocal causality” if there is so much contingency of parts and the way in 
which they interact? We do not know what processes or relations they may enter into so we do 
not know yet their essential features? 

But what we do know, as Deleuze puts in Difference and Repetition (1968, p. 191), is only a 
collection of its component’s features at certain point in its incomplete process. An alter-
native approach to self-regulation and to “reciprocal causality” that is gaining importance 
in recent years is the concept of assemblage, which in broad terms describes a fragmentary 
whole, as Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari (D&G) paradoxically names it (1994; p. 16) or as 
something that is neither a whole nor a part, as Nail (2017, p. 23) interprets. It offers under-
standing of the wholes as collections of parts which do not fuse into a ‘systematic behaviour’ 
but rather change their relationship without changing the terms of what they are. Or, as 
DeLanda (2006, pp. 10-1), Nail (2017, p. 23) interprets, assemblages are more like abstract ma-
chines, defined solely by their external relations, meaning that it is possible for parts to be 
added, subtracted, and recombined with one another forever and ever without ever creating 
or destroying the unity. In this sense, we must agree that city does not exist as one whole or 
one thing, contradicting thus Hillier’s and Vaughan’s (2007, pp. 216-30), and is not a result 
of emergent processes, and rather conceptualise it as a mere aggregation of parts. But how a 
strategy for aggregative explanation, which stipulates that emergence is not a rule-governed 
process where the previous or actual state does not, and cannot tell the upcoming state, can 
explain emergent processes and address the question of becoming of natural structures? 

At present and to my knowledge, this is the first article to challenge D&G’s concept of as-
semblages as non-starter to explain emergent processes, and rather insist on Deleuze’s concept 
of multiplicity, which in broad terms denotes a complex irreducible structure which cannot 
change without fundamentally altering its nature. By carrying forward Deleuze’s ontology of 
multiplicity, this study expands on the potential of Deleuze’s own, and D&G’s collaborative 
theoretical apparatus to address the question of becoming of natural structures.  

2. Methodology

This paper first makes an indexical distinction of D&G’s concept of assemblage with com-
mon use of the word. Then by using both, D&G’s and Deleuze’s own corpus of work, and in 
relation to its interpretation, it tries to outline the logic of assemblages. Thereafter, it tries 
to relate their thinking with complexity theorist’s view on the status of organism, and even-
tually sketch the limitation of the concept. On such ground, the study aims to enter into a 
more detailed analysis of Deleuze’s concept of multiplicity (with emphasis on relationship of 

2. Synchronically emergent structure is that in which the action of component parts is constrained by a focused sys-
tematic behaviour, or, in other words, when a pattern develops in the system and that a pattern is essentially global in the 
sense of belonging to the system as a whole and being irreducible to the properties of the system’s components (Humphrey 
2016, p. xviii) This definition condenses what Thompson and Varela (2001, p. xxx) call “reciprocal causality” – the mutual 
constitution of local-to-global (upward causality) that produces the focused systematic behaviour and the global-to-local 
(downward causality) that constrains the action of component parts in the local level.
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interiority3) in conjunction to Hillier and Leaman’s collaborative work on systems theory and 
deep structure invariants, as well as with Alexander’s concept of local centres. In support to a 
more tendentious strand of my argument: multiplicities rather than assemblages, this paper in-
vokes a contemporary work on complexity and autopoietic theory, theory of self-organising 
order, and non-equilibrium thermodynamics. 

3. Assemblages or multiplicities

The concept of assemblage is an ontological framework developed by D&G, originally pre-
sented in their book A Thousand Plateaus (1987), which when translated from the French word 
agencement (Le Robert Collins Dictionary) means to layout, arrange, or to construct (things 
and utterances), while English word “assemblage” means to join or gather two or more things, 
what makes the term semantically different. Therefore, in D&G’s terminology, assemblag-
es are not about linking different things together- that would set them far too simplistic, 
technical, or practical tool for examination of relations, but in contrary, as D&G insists in A 
Thousand Plateaus (p. 142) assemblages are supposed to creatively bring novelty from the shell 
of the given, and are not only about bringing together self-subsisting components. It follows 
thus that all assemblages are political (intentional) constructions, whose degree of complex-
ity depends solely on modellers decision what variables to select, how to arrange them, give 
them roles, and how to relate them? This indexical distinction is of critical importance for 
to understand D&G’s logic of assemblages: Thus, all what follows depend upon accepting it, 
what in turn invokes at least two ontological questions: 1) What assemblage is? and 2) How 
it works? 

3.1. What is assemblage? 

D&G’s “General Logic of Assemblages”4 is based on three major theoretical formations. First, all 
assemblages are composed of a basic structure, including a condition (the abstract machine), ele-
ments (the concrete assemblage), and agents (the personae). Second, all assemblages are arranged 
according to four basic spatio-political types: territorial, statist, capitalist, and nomadic: Each type 
describes a different way in which conditions, elements, and agents in an assemblage are or-
dered, and each assemblage is always a mixture of these four types to varying degrees. And 
third, all assemblages are constantly changing according to four different kinds of deterritori-
alisation5: relative negative, relative positive, absolute negative, and absolute positive. However, 
this paper explores and examines only the basic structure and typology of change, and does not 
take into account the types of assemblages (for what one may disagree), but what concerns this 
study is a theoretical and empirical potential of D&G’s concept to address the phenomenon 
of emergence, transformation, and change of natural structures upon natural processes only. 

3. Interiority and exteriority do not refer to spatiality but to intrinsic and extrinsic properties.
4. I use this term to denote D&G’s Theory of Assemblages: The fact they have not formalised it (they did not have a 

reason to: formalisation would have compromised their rhizomatic (multiple lattice) way of thinking and view of the world) 
does not mean that it is not a fully-fledged theory. In contrast, it rather is – in the sense that it sets the ground for the de-
velopment of a theory..

5. Deterritorialization is the way in which assemblages continually transform and/or reproduce themselves.
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3.1.1. The basic structure of assemblages

The first feature shared by all assemblages is that they all have a condition which D&G call 
the abstract machine. It is the network of external relations that holds heterogeneous elements 
together. It is abstract because it is not a thing but something that lays out relations between 
things. It is a machine in the sense it is defined only by extrinsic and not intrinsic relations. An 
example of the abstract machine is the society: the relationship structure between individuals or 
other discrete entities cannot be seen, but in fact, it is absolutely real in the sense that the rela-
tions that arranges them are real. Thus, the abstract machine is the relations between elements.

Next, all assemblages have concrete elements, arranged upon relations set by the abstract 
machine: a configuration of a machine that gives it its degree of consistency. Since the abstract 
machine has no essence6 or a program given in advance of the concrete elements, when concrete 
elements change so does the set of relations that they are in; a process D&G in A Thousand Pla-
teaus (1987, p. 71) names “coadaptation”, or in What is Philosophy? (1994, p. 77) a “reciprocal pre-
supposition of the two”. This means that they must co-adapt because none of them can subsist 
independently of the other. Thus, the continual change makes assemblages always capable of 
different things, requiring thus constantly renewed examinations. 

Third, all assemblages have agents, that D&G call “personae”. Personae are not autonomous 
rational subjects but rather operators that connect concrete elements together according to 
their abstract relations. Thus, the personae are neither the origin nor the program of the assem-
blage given in advance, because one cannot have a persona without an assemblage of which it is 
part, but also, one cannot have an assemblage without agents that brings it about. Thus, as D&G 
(1987, pp. 71-5) argue, since relations, elements, and agents are all immanent to one another, all 
occur together in a mutual presupposition: On the one hand, the persona lays a network of re-
lations of the abstract machine, and on the other hand, it establishes a correspondence between 
the concrete elements. 

3.1.2. How assemblage works: the typology of change.

To understand how an assemblage works, one does not ask what its essence is – it has none, 
but rather what it can do? This is an empirical question. In every assemblage there are four 
different kinds of change that shows what it can do: 1) relative negative processes that change 
an assemblage in order to maintain and reproduce an established assemblage; 2) relative positive 
processes that do not reproduce an established assemblage, neither contribute to nor create a 
new assemblage; 3) absolute negative processes that do not support any assemblage, but under-
mines them all; and 4) absolute positive processes that do not reproduce an established assem-
blage, but instead creates new one. Accordingly, alteration of assemblage needs a change of its 
basic structure, which in turn entails a change of any mutually dependent feature: the abstract 
machine, concrete elements, or personae. 

3.2. Theoretical, metaphorical, and empirical limitations of assemblages

From the brief elaboration of General Logic of Assemblages, three critically important theoretical, 
metaphorical and empirical limitation of the concept can be drawn: Immanence – none of the 

6. The essence of a thing is what uniquely and necessarily defines it—in other words, what it is about a thing that makes 
it what it is such that it is not something else, which endures despite all its unessential aspects.
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elements from the basic structure is self-subsistent (autonomous) without a presupposition; 
Metaphorical -–no similarity between the concept and the organism can be drawn, and Empir-
ical – they are unstable construction, entirely made of dependent variables. 

Theoretical: In What is Philosophy (1994), D&G argue that personae are immanent agents or 
mobile positions, roles, or figures of the assemblage (p. 64). Sometimes they seem to precede 
the plane, sometimes to come after it – that is, it appears twice; it intervenes twice” (p. 75), and 
that persona is needed to relate concepts on the plane, just as the plane itself needs to be laid 
out” (pp. 75-6). This means that the abstract machine and concrete elements are laid out by, and 
laid for the personae. In this sense, the concept of assemblage cannot explain emergence of the 
structures – it is not self-explanatory, and cannot side-step the triad of immanence set by it.

Metaphorical: Only the first deterritorialisation type (relative negative) resonates with the 
recuperative apparatus of living organisms, a property that Varela & Maturana in the Autopoie-
tic theory name homeostatic7. The second type (relative positive) has absolutely no relation with 
the organisms for it denies both the evolution and the second law of thermodynamics. The 
third type (absolute negative) is irrelevant to the nature of the organisms since no organism is 
set to shatter its own structure: in contrary, replication is a biological feature. The fourth type 
(absolute positive) is the most relevant for it is the raison d’etre of the concept, i.e. constructions 
capable to bring novelty, what is in absolute contradiction with hereditary properties of living 
organisms. In this sense, the concept may eventually stand for a possibility to bring novelty 
without heredity. 

Empirical: The structure of assemblage is composed of three mutually dependent major for-
mation variables: the abstract machine, the concrete elements, and the personae, that in turn 
makes it unstable, readily or continually fluctuating to change or break. Thus, the only viable 
method of analysis is by dynamically transposing variables in the model (I have explained and 
utilised the method elsewhere8). This make structure empirically indeterminant and ephemeral: 
Indeterminate in the sense for they do not have invariants upon which the contingency and 
behaviour of parts can be approximated, and ephemeral for they do not have neither essence 
nor teleonomy. 

Therefore, for assemblages to become more than just fragmental, temporal, and political 
isolators of complex reality, concerned with diagnosis of end intervals, and not for the process-
es in-between and after them, at least one invariant in their structure is needed: An invariant 
with features upon which the ordering of bodies in emergent processes can be explored and 
examined. Following the basic structure, the only variant with hereditary properties is a living 
organism, what ultimately moves the explication into the domain of complexity theory; which 
treats the organism as an irreducible agent among other active in a morphogenetic process of 
emergence. 

3.3. Deleuze’s alternative ontology

For Deleuze, the structure of the whole is conceived as being given in advance of emergence of 
parts, as a Body without Organs9 (BwO) which subordinates parts to an organizing principle. He 
lacks any mechanism with which to explain emergence of organisms (diachronic emergence) as 

7. Homeostatic denotes the ability or tendency to maintain internal stability in an organism to compensate for envi-
ronmental changes.

8. Trialogue on Centrality: Space Syntax, Urban Morphology, and Actor-Network Theory: The paper is accepted for 
presentation in Space Syntax Symposia – SSS12, Beijing, 2019.

9. BwO denotes the structure that is always ready for restructuration; the being ready to reorganise into becoming, 
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anything other than pure contingency i.e. as extraneous epiphenomenon of molecular process-
es. For him, the organism is a centralised, hierarchised, self-directed body, and also a molarised10 
and stratified life form. In other words, the organism is an event (synchronic emergence) of 
organising organs in a particular way. The One (the organism as a whole) in D&G’s philosophy 
is added to the multiplicity only in a supplementary dimension (D&G 1987, p. 21; 265).

Deleuze’s devalorisation of the organism, considering it rather a limitation in relation to 
infinite possibilities BwO offers, makes its status useless as a metaphor: His idea of organism is 
incompatible with DeLanda’s pari-passu interpretation of D&G’s philosophy with the complex-
ity theory, is also in marked contrast with the treatment of the organism as irreducible whole 
in the autopoietic theory of Humberto Maturana and Francisco Varela, as well as with the val-
orisation of species as natural kinds found in the complexity theory biology of Stuart Kauffman 
(1993) and Brian Goodwin (1994). The concept Deleuze offers as alternative to irreducibility of 
the One is the concept of multiplicity. 

3.3.1. Deleuze’s ontology of multiplicities

While the concept of assemblages is coined by Deleuze’s collaboration with Guattari, the con-
cept of multiplicity remains Deleuze’s mainstay throughout his career. In the seminal work 
Difference and Repetition (1968), he replaces the concept of organic11 unity in favour of multiplic-
ity, and the concept of essence with the concept of event. In the most basic sense, as Jonathan 
Roffe explains in Adrian Parr’s The Deleuze Dictionary (2005, p. 176-7), multiplicity denotes a 
complex structure that does not reference a prior unity. It is not part of a greater whole that 
has been fragmented and it cannot be considered a manifold12 expressions of a single concept 
or transcendent unity. Rather, it can be described as something self-contained, which cannot 
be changed without fundamentally altering what it is. In other words, as Deleuze and Parnet 
(1987, p. viii) puts, it stands for irreducible singularities where what counts are not the terms or 
the elements, but what is “between” them, the in-between, a set of relations that are inseparable 
(intrinsic13) from each other. So, multiplicity is not equal to multiple of something, but a thing 
in its substantiative form. 

This is indeed the main difference between multiplicities and assemblages: multiplicities are 
irreducible sub-wholes, characterized with intrinsic relations, where one cannot unplug any-

already present in the being. BwO, is a metaphor that stands for a possibility to address the question of becoming without 
heredity. In broad terms, BwO is the ‘playground’ of assemblages.

10. The difference between the molecular and the molar is not one of size or scale, but rather concerns composition and 
organization. Molecular is not simply or necessarily being associated or equated with 'small" or molar with 'large’. It is not, 
therefore simply a distinction between part and whole, organ and organism or individual and society. Rather, there can be 
molarities of any magnitude. Brian Massumi brings out the fundamental operative difference when he notes that molecular 
populations are composed in terms of local connections between particles, whereas in the case of a molar population, such 
as a society, an organism, or a person, the connections have become stabilized and homogenized through rigidification and 
reification. In a molarity a population of particles is subject to well-defined boundaries and gets stratified as an identifiable 
whole. In a population that enjoys novel modes of becoming, the particles are correlated but not in a rigidified manner and 
its boundaries are constantly fluctuating..

11. Organic unity differs from the unity of organism in the sense that the organism, as a whole, is conceived reducible to 
its organs, and its functioning depends upon the relationship between them, while organs are irreducible discrete entities.

12. Manifold is expression that mathematicians refers when describing differential space: space where distance is meas-
ured upon differential rate of change. Some parts of the same space do not change at all, some change more slowly and some 
more rapidly.

13. Intrinsic relationship is not about stratifications, like crystal’s structure – layer after layer, nor as a molarised form 
(like society) across history but rather as an essential outcome of differentiation of matter and the natural kinds, e.g.: those 
static, and those that can move. In this sense, it is the movement (the action of the organisms in the environment) what 
makes socio-spatial relationship intrinsic.
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thing from and plug into another one, nor add nor subtract, whereas assemblages are structures 
characterised solely upon extrinsic relations with plug-unplug, add-subtract features. Moreo-
ver, unlike multiplicities which are consistent unities, following J. S. Mill’s definition of con-
sistency, assemblages can be riddled with contradictions, as in the case of economic and ethnic 
divisions that divide cities) while still producing coherence and consistency14.

3.3.2. Multiplicities and space syntax theory

In the early seventies, Bill Hillier et al. developed a theory, namely Space Syntax (SS) to address 
emergent principles of urban structures. SS theory semanthisises the notion of space upon 
Chomsky’s  (1962-3)  syntactic invariants in the structure of language to explain socio-spatial 
relationship structure and patterns. Similar to Chomsky who argues for a very presence and 
permanence of deep trans-generational, syntactic structure in the language, which never change 
in the course of evolution, regardless of external influencing factors, Hillier and Leaman (1972-
3, p. 48) maintains that that these deep structures are un-foldable invariants, provided to living 
organisms in the initial condition capable to retain their stability yet contributing their gradual 
evolution and purpose. In this sense, socio-spatial relationship is intrinsic – given in the “initial 
condition”.

In “contrast” to Deleuze, the status of the organism, as autonomous (closed) for itself and 
open to information from the external milieu sets SS’s view of intrinsic invariants to resonate 
with complexity theorist’s view on co-evolution;  e.g. Goodwin (1994, p. 104) and Kauffman 
(1993, p. 168) – two leading figures in so-called ‘post’ Darwinian developments which argue that 
intrinsic invariants limit a possibility for hereditary changes so that variety available for evolu-
tion is constrained. However, the transgenerational replication of natural structures, as Hillier 
and Leaman (1972-73, p. 48) puts, is not about a DNA replication – DNA is a “passive” (it trans-
mits, with great transgenerational stability, information on internal relations only and not the 
information on a possibility for organisms to change the environment). Thus, the structures 
capable to retain their stability are like those which Varela and Maturana in Autopoiesis and Cog-
nition (1980, p. xii) and in The Tree of Knowledge (1987, p. 68) name hereditary, which, in broad 
terms denotes stable or near-to-equilibrium (elastic) state of the system/structure. In this way 
Hillier and Leaman keeps the door open for variation of the invariants, or ‘invariance under 
transformation’ as they prefer to name them (1972-3, p. 66).

3.3.3. Multiplicities and the theory of centres

Alexander (2011, p. 59; 1968, p. 605) refers to Chomsky’s invariants in generative grammar, 
but he argues that only structures can generated structures, suggesting thus a system of deep 
structures (plurality of sub-structures) and not the invariants one can find in them. Following 
his argument that “if we want to make functional systems, we first have to invent a generating 
system to create them”, one may also suggest that the system capable to generate systems is the 
system itself, or many sub-systems interconnected in a multiple-lattice structure.

Moreover, in the Theory of Centres (2002-2005), he argues that wholeness is made of parts 
– things and spaces – which are made by the wholeness of other parts, also made by things 
and spaces. Alexander names these local parts as local centres and not as local wholes because 

14. The stability describes the property of the systems to stabilize themselves regardless of what disturbed them, includ-
ing variables that were not part of the structure when the system emerged.
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wholeness, he argues, “have property of not-separateness. These parts are structural bearers 
of the whole – like organs that are the structure bearers of the organism. The ‘existence and 
strength of centres”, he argues, “depend upon configuration of the structure as a whole” which 
gets its life according to the density of centres which has been formed in it, while life of the 
centres depends on their relationships, which intensifies or abate one-another’s (ibid). This 
implies that higher the density of local centres and higher the intensity in their relationship in 
a multiple lattice structure of the whole is, or in Deleuze’s terminology, higher the number of 
multiplicities in the BwO, higher the degree of consistency of the whole, and higher a predict-
ability of contingency and behaviour of parts is. 

It follows thus that both SS and the ToC, are grounded on relationships of interiority: Hill-
ier’s and Leaman’s concept of deep structure invariants, and Alexander’s concept of local centres 
resonates with Deleuze’s notion of multiplicity. They are like the organs in an organism, which 
cannot subsist outside the whole they are part of, and whose structure/function cannot change 
without changing the nature of what the they are/do. However, as Deleuze’s philosophy suggest, 
and on the other hand, as system’s biology and laws of physics maintain, multiplicities are not 
immutable but rather changeable. 

3.3.4. Immutability of intrinsic relations

Deleuze, in Bergsonism (1960), notes two kinds of multiplicities: extensive and intensive: The 
first characterises space, and the second, time. The difference between the two is perhaps the 
most important point to note here. In contrast to space which can be divided up into parts (as 
a network of spaces in SS’s jargon), or society into groups of individuals, intensive multiplicity 
cannot be divided up without changing in nature (as spaces of networks15). This is important 
for Deleuze, as he puts in Difference and Repetition (p. 188-201), because it means that there is 
no essence of particular multiplicities which can remain unaffected by encounters with others, 
thus they must not be considered to be somehow transcendent or essentially immutable but 
rather changeable. This suggest, moreover, that no multiplicity should be viewed in isolation 
from other multiplicities but rather in conjunction with them.

Moreover, intrinsic relationship between two or more things does not set multiplicity closed 
or unaffected by external influences. In contrast, as D&G (1987, p. 21) argue, organs, i.e. mul-
tiplicities are a body’s way of negotiating relationship structure with the exterior milieu, ap-
propriating and regulating a matter-energy flow, suggesting thus that the organisms are not 
immutable autonomous bodies but rather affected bodies (in contrast to SS and ToC): they be-
come affected each time when organs-multiplicities cannot appropriate and regulate, in a very 
complex feedback loops, matter and energy flow with exterior milieu. This means that to alter a 
multiplicity, a certain external stimulus capable to displace the autonomy from an organism to 
ecological niche in an irreversible process of change, is needed. In other words, a constellation 
of natural forces capable to move invariants beyond their recuperative capacity, i.e. beyond the 
threshold of reversibility is needed.

15. I use first this term in MRes Dissertation Thesis at UCL Bartlett School of Architecture (2017/2018), The Trialogue 
on Centrality: It stands for a primacy of The Abstract Machine (the relations) over The Concrete Elements (Artefacts): No net-
work of relation, no spaces; no spaces of networks, no networks of spaces.
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3.4. Summary

Following the condition for a formation to be qualified as assemblage: to have relations – the 
abstract machine, artefacts – the concrete elements, and personae – individuals, group of in-
dividuals, or society, cities can be viewed as assemblages. But that consents nothing more nor 
less than the anthropologist’s view, which agree that artefacts are not made for the societies to 
live and depend upon them, but rather to complement the way of life – as embodiment of the 
abstract machine: If one removes any component: artefacts – the concrete elements, personae – 
the society, or relations – the abstract machine, the city would cease to exist. 

On the other hand, Alexander’s argument that a system as a whole is not an object but the 
way of looking at an object (2011) on the one hand, and Hillier’s and Vaughan’s (2007, pp. 216-30) 
view of the city as one thing and the argument that the analysis can be done in separation and 
then assembled into an aggregative explanation on the other hand, suggests that the concept of 
assemblage can be used to describe “fragmentary wholes” only. In this sense, it rather resonates 
with Alexander’s notion of Set16 than with the concept of a whole. Consequently, the concept 
of assemblage thinking can be utilised to analyse only specific and context-based situations, 
eliciting thus fragments of reality, which one cannot put back into a coherent and consistent 
whole, however. 

As a result, it seems that what counts in emergent processes are intensive rather than exten-
sive multiplicities. If this holds true, then multiplicities are not about to change their nature 
upon internal difference in degree of intensity (the point in which Deleuze breaks with Berg-
son) but rather, as laws of physics suggests, upon resultant configuration of all multiplicities 
one can find in a BwO. This coincides with Deleuze’s ‘what counts in the nature of multiplicity 
is differential relations of forces (Parr, 2005; p. 192) for what they substitute a substance, and 
their independence to the One’, suggesting that for a change in emergent processes, a change in 
the nature of multiplicity is a must but not sufficient condition: Rather, their total reconfigu-
ration is needed.

4. Discussion

From the brief elaboration of their thinking, it follows that D&G leaves substantialist thinking 
– the tendency to think of the world as consisting of isolated, discrete objects, instead of an 
interconnected system, as Alexander’s multiple lattice structures suggests: Perhaps the biggest 
paradox in a dialogue between science and nature is the rejection of Man-Environment Para-
digm – which isolated the man instead of bringing it closer. Thus, insofar cities are not isolated 
situations with well-defined boundaries, stratified as identifiable wholes (unlike crystal whose 
structural stability can be maintained in the vacuum) but rather open systems (they would die 
if one isolates them because structure is inseparable from the function) as Prigogine argue in 
The End of Certainty (1997, p. 62), then, sooner or later, the structure-function immanence will 
be compromised: The question is When? How? and, In what order?

Moreover, no natural structure evolves otherwise than in downward direction, and no bio-
logical and social structure evolves otherwise than in upward direction. This suggests, moreo-
ver, that most of reality, instead of being orderly, stable, and in equilibrium, is pulsating with 
change, disorder, and is in evolutive process. From the physicist’s perspective, the very exist-

16 A Set is a collection of elements, which for some reason we think as belonging together (Alexander, C. 1965, pp. 58-62). 
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ence of living organisms constitutes a paradox, or a miracle, because it violates the second law 
of thermodynamics. On the other hand, from a biological stance, the organisms are deeply 
conservative, impervious to any environmental stimulus, i.e. between them and environment 
there is an entirely one-way relationship, implying thus that heredity can resist all external 
changes and processes. But for how long? Insofar there are two oppositional forces running the 
phenomenon of life (different in scale and intensity: downward – macroscopic “stronger”, and 
upward – microscopic “weaker”) sooner or later, as a result of transgenerational accumulation 
of perturbations in microscopic within a macroscopic system, the structure will certainly break 
or change.

It means that macroscopic processes will always, necessarily, drive all microscopic systems/
structures from a stable or near-to-equilibrium (elastic-reversible) to a far-to-equilibrium (plas-
tic – irreversible) state. Accordingly, a structure can change only in a far-to-equilibrium state of 
the system, as llya Prigogine and Isabelle Stengers (The so-called Brussel’s School) argue in “Or-
der out of Chaos” (1984, p. 140).  For them, reversibility still applies, at least for sufficiently long 
times and in small scale, but in closed systems only. Irreversibility, on the other hand applies 
to the rest of the universe. Insofar biological and social systems are not simple and closed, and 
on the other hand irreversibility and randomness plays an essential role in the nature and lies 
at the origin of most processes of self-organisation, at certain point in time heredity will not 
reproduce a pre-established structure nor its variances but instead create new one. 

But, as Deleuze puts in Difference and Repetition, for a multiplicity to change there must be 
an internal difference in the degree of intensity. If one considers space and society as one mul-
tiplicity, society and the language as another, and if one is explicable upon the other, then, for 
change of any there must be an intensive difference in the other for to mutually become inex-
plicable. In this sense, one cannot account only on one independent variables in the process of 
emergence, but rather, as Alexander suggests when explaining the concept of local centres, but 
in many of them. The limitation of a single invariant is also, acknowledged by Hillier himself 
when saying that ‘space syntax gives a partial and incomplete view of the relations between hu-
man beings and their created environments, and,... what we do show is that there are very deep 
two-way structural links between the forms that created environments take and human ways 
of “being in the world”, both as bodies and minds’ (Hillier 2005, p. 12). In this sense, a proper 
analytical model should rather contain a dozen of invariants.

However, insofar we live in stable or near-to-equilibrium state of the system, no revolu-
tion in the natural organisation of structures – emergence is expected to occur, as Varela and 
Maturana puts (1987, pp. 53-71), no novelty in the structure, or as D&G argue, no Absolute 
Positive Deterritorialisation can occur. The autopoietic structures can transcend from one to 
another state (Varela’s and Maturana’s homeostatic shift or Hillier’s evolving invariances) but 
never into another stratum: until a condition for a fourth type of a structure’s deterritoriali-
sation that D&G describes in the General Logic, is met, i.e. “change that does not reproduce a 
pre-established assemblage, but instead creates a new one...whose goal is to ‘prefigure’ a new 
world”  (1987, p. 142). 

In this sense, a prime example for the concept to address may be: What configuration of 
interior and exterior forces triggered the irreversible change of spatial arrangement of concrete 
elements (the network of spaces) on the one side of immanence, and the abstract machine and the 
personae (the spaces of networks) on the other side, of Çatalhöyük settlement from honeycomb 
like spatial structure to a beady-ring17?

17. Beady ring is a ring or rings of space formed like beads on a string by the orientation of dwelling entrances. What can 
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5. Conclusions 

In carrying forward Deleuze’s concept of multiplicities, in the light of its ultimate implication 
on the natural emergence of structures, and in support of more tendentious strand of my argu-
ment: multiplicities rather than assemblages, this article concludes:

Assemblage are constructions of insufficient capacity to address emergent processes of nat-
ural and man-made systems and structures. For them to be more than descriptive tool, their 
basic structure should be constructed around multiplicities. However, following Spinoza’s that 
“for every effect there must be a cause”, and “if the present contains nothing more than the past 
and nothing less than the future”, then Yes: The concept can be used to describe reality, thus in 
this way address the question of becoming. If one is about to properly describe the real. 

On the other hand, intensive multiplicities are to be given the credit for the stability in 
contingency and behaviour of component parts in emergent processes, which is not about to 
change until a constellation of disparate forces, running in the opposite direction in space and 
time, moves the system into a far-from-equilibrium state. In other words, if interiority is only a 
selected exterior, and the exteriority, a projected interior, as Deleuze (1981, p. 168; 1988, p. 125) 
says, then, for a change of interiority, a total reconfiguration of the substance is needed. Until 
then, emergent processes will be preserved by heredity and driven by multiplicities. 
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