PN N
FIEEBSNSAN. Ny )

ek 328 et




A THOUSAND
PLATEAUS
Capitalism and
Schizophrenia

Gilles Deleuze
Felix Guattari

Translation and Foreword by Brian Massumi

University of Minnesota Press, Minneapolis




The University of Minnesota Press gratefully
acknowledges translation assistance provided for this
book by the French Ministry of Culture and by the
National Endowment for the Humanities, an
independent federal agency.

Copyright © 1987 by the University of Minnesota Press

All rights reserved. No part of this publication may be reproduced,
stored in a retrieval system, or transmitted, in any form or by any
means, electronic, mechanical, photocopying, recording, or
otherwise, without the prior written permission of the publisher.

Published by the University of Minnesota Press

2037 University Avenue Southeast, Minneapolis MN 55414,
Published simultaneously in Canada

by Fitzhenry & Whiteside Limited, Markham.

Printed in the United States of America.

Second printing, 1988

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data
Deleuze, Gilles.

{Milie plateaux. English]

A thousand plateaus: capitaiism and schizophrenia/Gilles
Deileuze, Félix Guattari; transiation and foreword by Brian
Massumi.

p. cm.

Translation of: Mille plateaux, v. 2 of Capitalisme et
schizophrénie,

A companion volume to Anti-Oedipus: capitalism and

schizophrenia,

Bibiiography: p.

includes index.

ISBN 0-8166-1401-6

ISBN 0-8166-1402-4 (pbk.)

1. Philosophy. I Gudattari, Félix, II. Title
B77.1413 1987
194—dc19 87-18623

Cip

Originally published as Mille Platequx, volume 2 of Capitalisme et
Schizophrénie © 1980 by Les Editions de Minuit, Paris,

Sylvano Bussoti, Five Pieces for Piano for David Tudor,
reproduced by permission of G. Ricordi, Milan, copyright

© 1970 by G. Ricordi E.C. SPA; Fernand Léger, iden in the
Cities, 1919, copyright © 1987 by ARS, N.Y/SPADEM; Pau!
Klee, Twiitering Machine, 1922, reproduced by permission of
The Museum of Modern Art, N.Y,, copyright © 1987 by
Cosmopress, Geneva.

The University of Minnesota
is an equal-opportunity
educater and emplover.

‘Translator’s Foreword: Pleaswu
Notes on the Translation and .
Auther’s Note

1. Introduction: Rhizome

Root, radicle, and rhizome
the Multipie—Tree and
Orient, Occident, Americ
plateau?

1914: One or Several Wols
Neurosis and psychosis—]
unconscious and the mole

10,008 B.C.: The Geology «

It Is?)

Strata—Double articulati
unity of a stratum-Milie
and substances, epistrata :
The diversity among strata
machine and assemblage: -

. November 20, 1923 Postt

The ordes-word-—~Indirect



1. Introduction: Rhizome

?’v-ii NOTE XIVFLm«o rLece fur Doavid Tudor &
sAcyione m:nﬁ%;g;‘;
é P
g
A
H
i g P

?::::::::\_M

timbro

durate
intengith -
°

SYLVAND BUSSQT!

The two of us wrote Anti-Oedipus together. Since each of us was several,
there was already quite a crowd. Here we have made use of everything that
came within range, what was closest as well as farthest away. We have
assigned ciever pseudonyms to prevent recognition. Why have we kept our
own names? Out of habit, purely out of habit. To make ourselves unrecog-
nizabie in turn, To render imperceptibie, not ourselves, but what makes us
act, feel, and think. Also because #’s nice to talk like everybody else, to say
the sun rises, when evervbody knows 1t’s only a manner of speaking. To
reach, not the point where one no longer savs I, but the point where itis no
longer of any importance whether one says 1. We are no longer ourselves.
Each will know his own. We have been aided, inspired, multiplied.

A book has neither object nor subject; it is made of variously formed
matters, and very different dates and speeds, To atiribute the book to a
subject is to overlook this working of matters, and the extertority of their
relations, It is to fabricate a beneficent God to explain geological move-
ments. In a book, as in all things, there are Hnes of articujation or
segmentarity, strata and territories; but also lines of flight, movements of
deterritorialization and destratification. Comparative rates of flow on
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4 [J INTRODUCTION: RHIZOME

these lines produce phenomena of relative siowness and viscosity, or, on
the contrary, of acceleration and rupture. All this, lines and measurable
speeds, constitutes an assemblgge. A book is an assembilage of this kind,
and as such is unattributabie. It is a multiplicity—but we don’t know vet
what the multiple entails when it is no longer attributed, that is, after it has
been elevated 1o the status of a substantive. One side of a machinic assem-
blage faces the strata, which doubtless make 1t a kind of organism, or signi-
fying totality, or determination attributable to & subtect; it also has a side
facing a body without organs, which is continually dismaniling the organ-
s, causing asignifying particles or pure intensities to pass or circulate,
and attributing to itself subjects that it leaves with nothing more than a
name as the trace of an intensity.\'What is the body without organs of a
book? There are several, dependiﬁg on the nature of the lines considered,
their particular grade or density, and the possibility of their converging on
a “plane of consistency™ assuring their selection. Here, as elsewhere, the
units of measure are what is essential: quamzjy writing, There is no differ-
ence between what a book talks about and how itis made. Therefore a book
also has no iject ‘Asan assemblage a book has only itself, in connection
with other assemblages and in relation to other bodies without organs, We
will never ask what a book means, as signified or signifier; we will not look
for anything to understand in it. We will ask what it functicns with, in con-
nection with what other things it does or does not transmit intensities, in
which other multiplicities its own are inserted and metamorphosed, and
with what bodies without organs it makes its own converge. A book EXists
only through the outside and on the outside. A book itseif is a little
machine; what is the relation (also measurable} ofthisliterary machinetoa
war machine, love machine, revolutionary machine, etc.—and an abstract
machine that sweeps themn along? We have been criticized for overguoting
literary authors. But when one writes, the only question is which other
~ machine the literary machine can be plugged into, must be plugged into in
~ . order to work. Kleist and a mad war machine, Kafka and a most extraordi-
nary bureaucratic machine ... (What if one became animal or plant
through titerature, which certainly does not mean literarily? Is it not first

- through the voice that one becomes animal?) Literature is an assembiage.

Ithas nothing to do with ideology. There is no ideology and never has been.

All we tatk about are mulktiplicities, lines, strata and segmentarities,
lines of flight and intensities, machinic assemblages and their various
types, bodies without organs and their construction and selection, the
plane of consistency, and in each case the units of measure. Straromerers,

deleometers, BwO units of density, BwO units of convergence: Not only do

these constitute a quantification of writing, but they define writing as
always the measure of something else.: Writing has nothing to do with

s
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signifying. It has to do with surveying, mapping, even realms that are yet 1o
come.

A first type of book is the root-book. The tree is already the image of the
world, or the root the image of the world-tree. This 1s the classical book. as
noble, signifying, and subjective organicinterionity {the strata of the book),
The book 1mitates the worid, as art imitates nature: by procedures specific
to it that accomplish what nature cannot or can no longer do. The law of the

book is the law of reflection, the One that becomes two. How could theiavw"

of the Baok reside in niature, when it is what presides over the very division
between world and book, nature and art? One becomes two: whenever we
encounter this formula, even stated strategically by Mao or understood in
the most “dialectical” way possible, what we have before usis the mosi clas-
sical and well reflected, oldest, and weariest kind of thought. Nature
doesn’t work that way: in nature, roots are taproots with a more mulnple
lateral, and circular system of ram1ficat1{m rather than a dichotomous

one, Thoughtlags behind nature. Even the book as a natural reality 15 a tap- -

root, w1th its plvotal spme and surroundlng leaves. But the book asa spiri-
tual reality, the Tree or Root as an image, endIéssly develops the law of the
One that becomes two, then of the two that become four ., ., Binarylogicis
the spn'ztua] reality of ‘{he rool-tree. Even a d1501phne as advaﬁéé&*’wdé' Hn—

wedded to classical reﬂectl.on (for examplc, Chomsky and his grammatlcal

trees, which begin at a point S and proceed by dichotomy). This is as much
as to say that this system of thought has never reached an understanding of :
multiplicity: in order to arrive at two following a spiritual method it must -
assume a sirong principal unity. On the side of the object, it is no doubt pos-

sible, following the natural r method to go directly from One to three, four,

or five, but only if there 1s 4 strong principal unity available, that of the piv-

otal taproot supporting the secondary roots. That doesnrt get us very far
The binary logic of dichotomy has simply been replaced b
tmnsinps betwesti suiccessive cireles The pivotal taproo

Gvides o bet ]

ter understanding of multiplicitythan the dichotomous root. One operates

in the object, the other in the subject. Binary logic and biunivocal relation-
ships still dominate psychoanalysis {the tree of delusion in the Freudian
mnterpretation of Schreber’s case), linguistics, structuralism, and even
information science.

The radicle-system, or fascicular root, is the second figure of the book, *-

to which our modernity pays willing allegiance. ThiS time, the principal
root has aborted, or its tip has been destroved; an immed:ate, indefinite
multiplicity of secondary roots grafts onto it and undergoes a fiourishing
deveiopmem Ihls t1me natural :edlﬁv is what aborts t‘ne prmc:lpal root,
ible, We must ask
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-if reflexive, spiritual reality does not compensate for this state of things by
‘ demanding an even more comprehensive secret unily, Or a more extensive
itotality. Take William Burroughs’s cut-up method: the foiding of one text
onto another, which constitutes muitiple and even adventitious roots (like
a cutting), impiies a supplementary dimension to that of the texts under
consideration. In this supplementary dimension of folding, unity contin-
ues its spirituallabor, That is why the most resolutely fragmented work can
also be presented as the Total Work or Magnum Opus. Most modern meth-
ods for making series proliferate or a muitiplicity grow are perfectly vahd
in one direction, for example, a linear direction, whereas a unity of
totalization asserts itself even more firmly in another, circular or cyclic,
dimension, Whenever a multiplicity is taken up in a structure, its growth is

offset by a reduction in its [aws 6f combination. The abortionists of umity
are indeed angel makers, doctores angelici, because they affirm a properly
angelic and superior unity. Joyce’s words, accurately described as having
“multiple roots,” shatter the linear unity of the word, even of language,
only to posit a cyclic unity of the sentence, text, or knowledge. Nietzsche’s
aphorisms shatter the linear unity of knowledge, only to invoke the cvclic
unity of the eternal return, present as the nonknown in thought. This is as
much as to say that the fasci_cui_{ir_syst___e.m...gioﬂs_Ith__,iieally_‘brc;z_t}g_,wi.th_wq_dain

ism, with the complementarity between a subject and an object, a natural.

reality and a spititual reality’ unity is consistently thwarted and obstructed
in the object, while a néw type of unity triumphs in the subject The world
has lost its pivot; the subject can no longer even dichotomize, Butaccedes
to a higher unity, of ambivalence or overdetermination, in an always sup-
piementarv dimension to that of its object. The world has become chaos,
hut the book remains the image of the world: radicle-chaosmos rather than
root-cosmos. A strange mystification: a book ail the more total for being

fragmented. At any rate, what a vapid 1dea, the book as the image of the
world. T truth, it is not enough to say, “Long live the multiple,” difficult as
it is to raise that cry. No typographical, lexical, or even syntactical clever-
ness is enough to make it heard.The multiple must be made, not by always
adding a higher dimension, but rather in the simplest of ways, by dint of
sobriety, with the number of dimensions one already has available—
always n — | {the only way the one belongs to the multiple: always sub-
tracted). Subtract the unique from the multiplicity to be constituted; write
at n — 1 dimensions. A system of this kind could be cajled a rhizome. A rhi-
zome as subterranean stem is absolutely different from roots and radicles.
Rulbs and tubers are rhizomes. Plants with roots or radicles may be
rhizomorphic in other respects altogether: the question is whether plant
tife in its specificity is not entirely rhizomatic. Even some animals are, in
their pack form. Rats are rhizomes. Burrows are 100, in all of their func-
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sensate for this state of things by tions of shelter, supply, movement, evasion, and breakout. The rhizome
secret unity, Or a more extensive itself assumes very diverse forms, from ramified surface extension in all
- method: the folding of one text directions to concretion into bulbs and tubers. When rats swarm over each
ind even adventitious roots (like other. The rhizome includes the best and the worst: potato and couchgrass,
:nsion to that of the texts under or the weed. Animal and plant, couchgrass is crabgrass. We get the distinct
iension of folding, unity contin- feeling that we will convince no one unless we enumerate certain approxi- -
-resoiutely fragmented work can mate characteristics of the rhizome.
mnum Opus. Most modern meth- 1 and 2. Principles of connection and heterogeneity: any point of a rhi-
tiplicity grow are perfectly valid zome can be connected to anything other, and must be. This is very differ-
direction, whereas a unity of ent from the tree or root, which plots a point, fixes an order. The linguistic
by in another, circular or cyclic, tree on the Chomsky model still begins at a point S and proceeds by dichot-
en up in a structure, its growth is omy. On the contrary, not every trait in a rhizome is necessarily ]inked toa
\ation. The abortionists of urnity linguistic feature: semiotic chains of every nature are connected to very .
i, because they affirm a properly diverse modes of coding (biological, political, economic, etc.) that bring -
, accurately described as having into play not only different regimes of signs but also states of things of dlf— ‘
- of the word, even of language, fering status, Collective assemblages of enunciation function directly
-text, or knowledge. Nietzsche's within machinic assemblages; it is not impossible to make a radical break
vledge, only to invoke the cyclic between regimes of signs and their objects. Even when linguistics claimsto
nonknown in thought. Thisis as corfine itself to what is explicit and to make no presuppositions about lan-
does not really break ‘with dual- guage, it is still in the sphere of a discourse implying particular modes of
subject and an object, a natural assemblage and types of social power. Chomsky’s grammaticality, the cate-
istently thwarted and obstructed ' gorical S symbol that dominates every sentence, is more fundamentaliy a
umphs in the subject.The world marker of power than a syntactic marker: you will construct grammatically
r even dichotomize, But accedes correct sentences, vou wili divide each statement into a noun phrase and a
letermination, in an always sup- verb phrase (first dichotomy . . )Our criticism of these linguistic models
't The wortd has become chaos, is not that they are too abstract but, on the contrary, that they are pot.y
1d: radicle-chaosmos rather than abstract enough, that they do not reach the abstract machine that connects |
w00k all the more total for being alanguage to the semantic and pragmatic contents of statements, to coliec-
ea, the book as the image of the tive assemblages of enunciation, to a whole micropolitics of the social
nglive the multiple,” difficult as field. A rhizome ceaselessly establishes connections between semiotic -
xical, or even syntactical clever- chains, organizations of power, and circumstances relative to the arts, sci- *
iple must be made, not by always ences, and social struggles. A semiotic chain is itke a tuber agglomerating
the simplest of ways, by dint of very diverse acts, not oniy linguistic, but also perceptive, mimetic,
1s one already has available— gestural, and cognitive: there is no language in itself, nor are there any lin-
1gs to the multiple: always sub- guistic universals, only a throng of dialects, patois, slangs, and specialized
itiplicity to be constituted; write ' languages. There is no ideal speaker-listener, any more than there is a
could be called a rhizome. A rhi- homogeneous linguistic community, Language is, in Weinreich’s words, o
iifferent from roots and radicies. : “an essentially heterogeneous reality.”! There is no mother tongue, only 2
with roots or radicles may be power takeover by a dominant language within a political mulfiplicity.
r: the question i1s whether plant : Language stabilizes around a parish, a bishopric, a capital. It forms a bulb.
1atic. Even some animals are, in It evolves by subterranean stems and flows, along river valleys or frain

‘ows are too, in all of their func- tracks; it spreads like a patch of oil.2 [t is always possible to break a language



& [ INTRODUCTION: RHIZOME INTRODEL

down into internal structural elements, an undertaking not fundamentaily /The point is that a rhizome
different from a search for roots. There is always something geneatogical & . overcoded. never has availab
about a tree. It is not a method for the people./A method of the rhizome " above its number of lines, that
type. on the contrary, can analyze language only by decentering it onto _,-" bers attached 1o those lines. All
other dimensions and other registers. A language is never closed upon _ ~ fill or occupy all of their dimer
itself, except as a function of impotence.; consisiency of multiplicities, e
3. Principle of multiplicity: it is only when the multiple is effectively increase with the number of coi
sreated as a substantive, “multiplicity,” that it ceases to have any relation to are defined by the outside: t
the One as subject or object, naturai or spiritual reality, image and world. deterritorialization according |
‘ Multiplicities are rhizomatic, and expose arborescent pseudomulti- with other multip"licitieg,kTh\éM}
plicities for what they are. There is no unity to serve as a pivotin the object, all multiplicities. The line of ft
or to divide in the subject. There is not even the unity toabort inthe object dimensions that the multiplicit
or “return” in the subject. A multiplicity has neither subject nor object, plementary dimension, unless1
only determinations, magnitudes, and dimensions that cannot increase in flight; the possibiiity and neces
number without the multiplicity changing in nature (the laws of combina- a single plane of consistency o
tion therefore increase in number as the multiplicity grows). Puppet dimensions! The ideal for a bo
strings, as a rhizome or multiplicity, are tied not to the supposed will of an ofexteriority of thiskind, onas
artist or puppeteer but to a multiplicity of nerve fibers, which form another torical determinations, concey
puppet in other dimensions connected to the firstZ*Call the strings or ¢ Kleist invented a writing of thi
rods that move the puppet the weave. It might be objected that ifs multi- ... < speeds, with accelerations and
plicity resides in the person of the actor, who projects it into the text. © 2+ the outside. Open rings. His te
Granted: but the actor’s nerve fibers in turn form a weave. And they fall the classical or romantic book s
through the gray matter, the grid, into the undifferentiated. . . . The inter- or subject. The war machine-b
play approximates the pure activity of weavers attributed in myth to the multiplicities of n dimensions
¥ Fates or Norns.”>'An assemblage is precisely this increase in the dimen- designated by indefinite article
" sions of a multiplicity that necessarily changes in nature as it expands 1ts some of a rhizome . . ).
connectiohsf:: There are no points or positions in a rhizome, such as those 4, Principle of asignifying
found in a structure, tree, or root. There are only lines. When Glenn Gould : separating structures or cutting
speeds up the performance of a piece, he 1snot just displaying virtuosity, he : broken, shattered at a given sp
is transforming the musical points into lines, he is making the whole piece lines, or on new lines./You can
proliferate. The number is no longer a universal concept measuring ele- animal rhizome that can rebou
ments according to their emplacement ina given dimension, but has itself destroyed. Everv rhizome co
hecome a multiplicity that varies according to the dimensions considered which 11 is stratified, territoria
{the primacy of the domain over a complex of numbers attached to that as well as lines of deterritorializ
domain).?lWe do not have units (unirés) of measure, only multiplicities or _ is a rupture in the rhizome who
varieties 6f measurement. The notion of unity (unité) appears only when of flight, but the line of flight i
there is a power takeover in the multiplicity by the signifier or a corre- back to one another. That is wh
sponding subjectification proceeding: This is the case for a pivot-unity omy, even in the rudimentary f
forming the basis for a set of biunivacal relationships between objective a rupture, draw a line of fligh
elements or points, or for the One that divides foliowing the law ofa binary reencounter orgamizations th
logic of differentiation in the subject. Unity always operates n an empty restore power to a signifier, .
dimension supplementary to that of the system considered (overcoding). anything you like, from Oedipa
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. The point is that a rhizome or multiplicity never allows itself to be
sovercoded, never has available a suppiementary dimension over and
above 1ts number of hines, that is, over and above the mu]tiplicity of num-
7 bers attached to those lines. All multlphcl‘ues are flat, in the sense that they
« fill or occupy all of their dimensions: we will therefore speak of a plane of

consistency of multiplicities, even though the dimensions of this “plane™”
increase with the number of connections that are made on it. Multiplicities
are defined by the outside: by the abstract line, the line of fhght ar
deterritorialization accordmg to which they change in nature and connect
with other multzpilcnles The plane of consistency (gr;d) is the outside of
all multiplicities. Th ine of flight marks: the reality of a finite number of -
dimensions that the multiplicity effectively fills; the impossibility of a sup-
plementary dimension, unless the multiplicity istransformed bytheline of”
flight: the possibility and necessity of flattening all of the multiplicities on
a singie plane of consistency or exteriority, regardless of their number of
dimensions; The ideal for a book would be to lay ever ything out on a piane
of exteriority of thiskind, on a single page, the same sheet: lived events, his-
torical determinations, concepts, individuals, groups, social formations.

s Kleistinvented a writing of this type, a broken chain of affects and variable
- speeds, with accelerations and transformations, always in a relation with
_ the outside. Open rings. His texts, therefore, are opposed in every way to

the classical or romantic book constituted by the interiority of a substance
or subject. The war machine-book against the State apparatus-book. Flar
multiplicities of n dimensions are asignifying and asubjective. They are
designated by indefinite articles, or rather by partitives {some couchgrass,
some of a thizome ., ).

4. Principle of asignifying rupture: against the oversignifyving breaks
separating structures or cutting across a single structure. A rhizome may be
broken shattered ata given spot, but it wiH start up again on one of its old
ammal thizome that can rebound time and again after most of it has been
destroyed. Every rhizome contains lines of segmentarity according to
which it is stratified, territorialized, organized, signified, attributed, etc.,
as well as lines of deterritorialization down which it constantly flees. Thggg
is a rupture in the rhizome whenever segmentary lings expliode into a line
of flight, but the line of flight is part of the rhizome. These lines always tie
back to one another. That is why one can never posit a dualism or a dichot-
omy, even in the rudimentary form of the good and the bad. You may make
a rupture, draw a line of flight, yet there is still a danger that you will
reencounter organizations that restratify everything, formations that
restore power to a signifier, attributions that reconstitute a subject—
anything you like, from Oedipal resurgences to fascist concretions:Groups
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and individuals contain microfascisms just waiting to crystallize. Yes,
couchgrass is also a thizome. Good and bad are only the products of an
active and temporary selection, which must be renewed.

How could movements of deterritorialization and processes of reterri-
torialization not be relative, always connected, caught up in one another?
The orchid deterritorializes by forming an image, a tracing of a wasp; bul
the wasp reterritorializes on that image. The wasp is nevertheless
deterritorialized, becoming a piece in the orchid’s reproductive apparatus.
But it reterritoriaiizes the orchid by transporiing its pollen. Wasp and
orchid, as heterogenecous elements, form a rhizome. It could be said that
the orchid imitates the wasp, reproducing its image in a signifying fashion
{mimesis, mimicry, lure, etc.). But this is true only on the ievel of the
strata—a paraitelism between two strata such that a plant organization on
one imitates an animal organization on the other. At the same time, some-
thing else entirely 1s going on: notimitation at all but a capture of code, sur-
plus vajue of code, an increase in valence, a veritable becoming, a
becoming-wasp of the orchid and a becoming-orchid of the wasp, Each of
these becomings brings about the deterritorialization of one term and the
reterritoriaiization of the other; the two becomings interiink and form
relays in a circulation of intensities pushing the deterritorialization ever
further. {There is neither imitation nor resemblance, only an exploding of
two heterogeneous series on the line of flight compesed by a common rhi-
zome that can no longer be attributed to or subjugated by anything signify-
ing. R&my Chauvin expresses it well: “the aparaile! evolution of two beings
that have absolutely nothing to do with each other.”* More generally, evolu-
tionary schemas may be forced to abandon the old model of the tree and
descent. Under certain conditions, 8 virus can connect to germ ¢ells and
transmit itself as the cellular gene of a complex species; moreover, it can
take flight, move into the cells of an entirely different species, but not with-
out bringing with it “genctic information” from the first host (for example,
Benveniste and Todaro’s current research on a type C virus, with its double
connection to baboon DNA and the DNA of certain kinds of domestic
cats). Evolutionary schemas would no longer follow models of arborescent
descent going from the least to the most differentiated, but instead a rhi-
zome operating immediately in the heterogencous and jumping from one
already differentiated line to another.’ Once again, there is aparalle! evolu-
tion, of thehaboon and the cat; itis obvious that they are not models orcop-
ies of each other (a becoming-baboon in the cat does not mean that the cat
“plays” baboon). We form a rhizome with our viruses, or rather our viruses
cause us to form a rhizome with other animals. As Francois Jacob says,
transfers of genetic material by viruses or through other procedures,
fusions of cells originating in different species, have resuits analogous to
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those of “the abominable couplings dear to antiquity and the Middie
Ages.”® Transversal communications between different lines scrambie the
genealogical trees. Always look for the molecular, or even submolecuiar,
particle with which we are allied. We evolve and die more from our
polymorphous and rhizomatic flus than from hereditary diseases, or
diseases that have their own line of descent. The rhizome is an anti-
genealogy.

The same applies to the book and the worid: contrary to a deeply rooted
belief, the book is not an image of the world. It forms a rhizome with the -
world, there is an aparaliel evolution of the book and the world; the book
assures the deterritorialization of the world, but the worid effects a reterri-
torialization of the book, which in turn deterritorializes itsetf in the world
(if it is capable, if it can). Mimicry is a very bad concept, since it relies on
binary logic to describe phenomena of an entirely different nature. The
crocodile does not reproduce a tree trunk, any more than the chameleon
reproduces the colors of its surroundings. The Pink Panther imitates noth-
ing, it reproduces nothing, i1t paints the world its color, pink on pink; this is
its becoming-world, carried out in such a way that it becomes impercepti-
ble itself, asignifving, makes its rupture, its own line of flight, follows 1ts
“aparaliel evolution™ through to the end. The wisdom of the plants: even
when they have roots, there 18 abways an outside where they form a rhizome
with something else—with the wind, an animal, human beings (and there
is also an aspect under which animals themselves form rhizomes, as do
people, ete.). “Drunkenness as g triumphant irruption of the plantin us.”

- Always follow the rhizome by rupture; lengthen, prolong, and relay the line ...
of flight; make it vary, until vou have produced the most abstract and tortu-"

ous of lines of n dimensions and broken directions. Conjugate
deterritorialized flows. Follow the plants: vou start by delimiting a first line
consisting of circles of convergence around successive singularities; then
vou see whether inside that line new circles of convergence establish them-
seives, with new points located outside the imits and in other directions.
Write, form a rhizome, increase your territory by deterritorialization,
extend the line of {light o the point where it becomes an abstract machine
covering the entire plane of consistency. “Go first to vour old plant and
watch carefully the watercourse made by the rain. By now the rain must
have carried the seeds far away. Watch the crevices made by the runoff, and
from them determine the direction of the flow. Then find the plant that is
growing at the farthest point from vour plant. All the devil's weed plants
that are growing in between are yours. Later. . . you can extend the size of
vour territory by following the watercourse from each point along the
way.” "/ Music has always sent out lines of flight, like so many “transforma-
tional multiplicities,” even overturning the very codes that structure or
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arborify it that is why musical form, right down to its ruptures and prolif-
erations, is comparable to a weed, a rhizome.?

5 and 6. Principle of cartography and decalcomania: a rhizome is not
amenable to any structural or generative model. It is a stranger to any idea
of genetic axis or deep structure. A genetic axis is like an objective pivotal
unity upon which successive stages.are organized; a deep structure i more
like a base sequence that can be broken down 1nto immediate constituents,
while the unity of the product passes into another, transformational and
subjective, dimension. This does not constitute a departure from the repre-
sentative model of the tree, or root—pivotal taprootor fascicles (for exam-
ple, Chomsky’s“tree” isassociated with a base sequence and represents the
process of its own generation in terms of binary logic). A variation on the
oldest form of thought.:lt is our view that genetic axis and profound struc-
ture are above all infinitely reproducible principles of tracing. Al of tree
togic is a logic of tracing and reproduction. In linguistics as in psychoanaly-
sis, its object is an unconscious that is itself representative, crystallized
into codified complexes, laid out along a genetic axis and distributed
within a syntagmatic structure. Its goal 1s to describe a de facto state, (0
maintain balance in intersubjective relations, or to explore an UNConscious
that is already there from thestart, lurking in the dark recesses of memory
and language. [t consists of tracing, on the basis of an overcoding structure
or supporting axis, something that comes ready-made. The tree articulates
and hierarchizes tracings; tracings are like the leaves of a tree,

The rhizome is aitogether different, a map and not a tracing. Make a
map, not a tracing, The orchid does not reproduce the tracing of the wasp;
it forms a map with the wasp, in a rhizome. What distinguishes the map

from the tracing is that it is entirely oriented toward an experimentation in

contact with the real. The map does not reproduce an unconscious closed
in upon itself: it constructs the unconscious. It fosters connections between
fields, the removai of blockages on bodies without organs, the maximum
opening of bodies without organs onto a plane of consistency. It isitselfa
part of the rhizome. The map is open and connectable in all of its dimen-
sions: it is detachable, reversible, susceptible to constant modification. It
can be torn, reversed, adapted to any kind of mounting, reworked by an
individual, group, or social formation. It can be drawn on awall, concetved
of as a work of art, constructed as a political action oras a meditation. Per-
haps one of the most important characteristics of the rhizome is that it
always has muitiple entryways; in this sense, the burrow is an animal rhi-
zome, and sometimes maintains a clear distinction between the line of
flight as passageway and storage or living strata (cf. the muskrat). ‘A map
has multipie entryways, as opposed to the tracing, which always comes
back “to the same.” The map has to do with performance, whereas the trac-

INTRODU(

ing always involves an alleged "
choanalytic competence (whick
genetic axis or overcoding struc:
ings of the stages on that axi

- schizoanalysis rejects any ides

given to it-~divine, anagogic, h
or syntagmatic. (It is obvious t
the cartography of one of her ch
to make ready-made tracings-
daddy, the bad mommy and th
desperate attempt to carry ot
totally misconstrues.)® Drives
genetic axis nor positionsin a d
problemns, they are entryways al
cally, in other words, with all th
Have we not, however, revert
to tracings, as good and bad sid
traceable? Is it not of the esse:
sometimes merge with them?
redundancy that are already ik
city have strata upon which unt;
mimetic mechanisms, signifyin
tions take root? Do not even li
gence, reproduce the very form:
outflank? But the opposite is als
ing should always be put back or
one are not at all symmetrical
reproduces the map. It is instea
selecting or isolating, by artif
restrictive procedures, what it |
creates the model, and attracts
map into an image; it has alreac
;adicles. It has organized, stabil
ingto the axes of signifiance anc
erated, structuralized the rhizc
somethingeiseitisinfactonlyr
50 dangerous. It injects redunda
Tng.reproduces of the maporr
Incipient taproots, or points of s
and linguistics: all the former h
unconscious, and the latter of
(it’s not surprising that psycho:



¥: RHIZOME

t down to ifs ruptures and prolif-
yme.®

decatlcomania; a thizome 1s not
model. I{ is a stranger to any idea
ic axis is like an objective pivotal
ganized; a deep structure 1s more
wn into immediate constituents,
‘0 another, transformational and
ititute a departure from the repre-
ital taproot or fascicles (for exam-
base sequence and represents the
"binary logic). A variation on the
-genetic axis and profound struc-
s principles of tracing. All of tree
1, Inlinguistics asin psvchoanaly-
itself representative, crystallized
z a genetic axis and distributed
is to describe a de facto state, to
;ons, or to explore an unconscious
1g in the dark recesses of memory
e basis of an overcoding structure
;ready-made, The tree articulates
<e the leaves of a tree.
1 map and not a tracing. Make a
eproduce the tracing of the wasp;
yme. What distinguishes the map
ted toward an experimentation in
reproduce an unconscious closed
us. It fosters connections between
es without organs, the maximum
; plane of consistency. It is itself a
id coninectable in all of its dimen-
itible to constant modification. It
ind of mounting, reworked by an
can be drawn on a wall, conceived
.cal action or as a meditation: Per-
teristics of the rhizome is that it
:nse, the burrow is an animal rhi-
1 distinction between the line of
1¢ strata (cf. the muskrat). A map
the tracing, which always comes
ith performance, whereas the trac-

INTRODUCTION: RHIZOME 7 {3

ing always involves an alleged “competence.” Unlike psychoanalysis, psy-
choanalytic competence (which confines every desire and statement to a
genetic axis or overcoding structure, and makes infinite, monotonous frac-
ings of the stages on thai axis or the constituents of that structure),
schizoanalysis rejects any idea of pretraced destiny, whatever name is
given to it—divine, anagogic, historical, economic, structural, hereditary,
or syntagmatic. (It 1s obvious that Melanie Klein has no understanding of
the cartography of one of her child patients, Little Richard, and is content
to make ready-made tracings—OQOedipus, the good daddy and the bad
daddy, the bad mommy and the good mommy—while the child makes a
desperate attempt to carry out a performance that the psychoanalyst
totally misconstrues.)®: Drwes and part-objects are neither stages on a
genetic axis nor positions in a deep structure; they are political options for
problems they are entryways and exits, impasses the child lives out polm—
cally, in other words, with all the force of his or her desire.

Have we not, however, reverted to a simple dualism by contrasting maps
to tracings, as good and bad sides? Is it not of the essence of the map to be
traceable? Is it not of the essence of the rhizome to intersect roots and
sometimes merge with them? Does not a map_contain phenomena of
redundancy that are already like trac:ngs of its own? Does not 2 multipli-
city have strata upon which unifications and totahzanons massifications,
mimetic mechanisms, signifying power takeovers, and subjective attribu-
tions take root? Do not even lines of flight, due to their eventual diver-
gence, reproduce the very formations their function it was to dismantle or
outflank? But the opposite is also true. It is a question of method: the trac-
ing should always be put back on the map. This operation and the previous
one are not at all symmetrical. For it is inaccurate to say that a tracing
reproduces the map. It is instead like a photograph or X ray that begins by
selecting or isolating, by artificial means such as colorations or other
restrictive procedures, what it intends to reproduce. The imitator always
creates the model, and attracts it. The tracing has already translated the
map into an image; it has already transformed the rhizome into roots and
radicles. It has organized, stabilized, neutralized the multiplicities accord-
ing to the axes of signifiance and subjectification belonging toit. 'It has gen-
erated, structuralized the rhizome, and when it thinks it is reproducing
something else it is in fact only reproducing itself. That is why the tracing is

so dangerous. It injects redundancies and propagates them, What the trac- -

ing reproduces of the map or rhizome are only the impasses, blockages,
incipient taproots, or points of structuration. Take a look at psyvchoanalysis
and linguistics: all the former has ever made are tracings or photos of the
unconscious, and the latter of language, with all the betrayals that implies
(it’s not surprising that psychoanalysis tied its fate to that of linguistics).
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Look at what happened to Little Hans already, an example of child psycho-
anaiysis at its purest: they kept On BREAKING HIS REIZOME and BLOTCHING
HIS MAP, setting it straight for him, blocking his every way out, until he
began to desire his own shame and guilt, until they had rooted shame and
guilt in him, PHOBIA (they barred him from the rhizome of the building,
then from the rhizome of the street, they rooted him in his parents’ bed,
they radicled him to his own body, they fixated him on Professor Freud).
Freud explicitly takes Little Hans’s cartography into account, but always
and only in order to project it back onto the family photo. And look what
Melanie Klein did to Little Richard’s geopolitical maps: she developed
photos from them, made tracings of them. Strike the pose or follow the
axis, genetic stage or structural destiny—one way or the other, your rhi-
zome will be broken. You will be allowed to live and speak, but only after
gvery outlet has been obstructed. Once a rhizome has been obstructed,
arborified, it’s ail over, no desire stirs; for it is always by rhizome that desire
moves and produces.. Whenever desire climbs a tree, internal repercus-
sions trip it up and it falls to its death; the rhizome, on the other hand, acts
~ on desire by external, productive outgrowths.

That is why it is so important to try the other, reverse but nonsym-
metrical, operation. Plug the tracings back into the map, conpect the roots
or trees back up with a rhizome. In the case of Little Hans, studying the
unconscious would be to show how he tries to build a rhizome, with the
family house but also with the line of flight of the building, the street, etc.;
how these lines are hiocked, how the child is made to take root in the family,
be photographed under the father, be traced onto the mother’s bed; then
how Professor Freud’s intervention assures a power takeover by the
signifier, a subjectification of affects; how the only escape route left to the
child is a becoming-animal perceived as shameful and guilty {the
becoming-horse of Little Hans, a truly political option).But these impasses
must always be resituated on the map, thereby opening them up to possibie
lines of flight. The same applies to the group map: show at what pointin the
rhizome there form phenomena of massification, bureaucracy, leadership,
fascization, etc., which lines nevertheless survive, if only underground,
continuing to make rhizome in the shadows. Deligny’s method: map the
gestures and movements of an autistic child, combine several maps for the
same child, for several different children.!® If it is true that it is of the
essence of the map or rhizome to have multiple entryways, then it is plausi-
ble that one could even enter them through tracings or the root-tree, assum-
ing the necessary precautions are taken (once again, one must avoid any
Manichaean dualism). For exampie, one will often be forced to take
dead ends, to work with signifying powers and subjective affections, to find
a foothold in formations that are Qedipal or paranoid or even worse,
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rigidified territorialities that open the way for other transformational
operations. It is even possible for psychoanalysis to serve as a foothold, in
spite of itself. In other cases, on the contrary, one will bolster oneseif
directly on a line of flight enabling one to blow apart strata, cut roots, and
make new connections. Thus, there are very diverse map-tracing, rhizome-
root assemblages, with variable coefficients of deterritorialization. There
exist tree or root structures in rhizomes; conversely, a tree branch or root
division may begin to burgeon into a rhizome. The coordinates are deter-
mined not by theoretical analvses 1mplv1r'i'g'{imversals but by a pragmatics
composing multiplicities or aggregates of intensities. /A new rhizome may
form in the heart of a tree, the holiow of a root, the crook of a branch. Or
else it 15 a microscopic element of the root-tree, a radicle, that gets rhizome
production going. Accounting and bureaucracy proceed by tracings: they
can begin to burgeon nonetheless, throwing out rhizome stems, as in a
Kafka novel. An intensive trait starts working for iiself, a hallucinatory
perception, synesthesia, perverse mutation, or play of images shakes loose,
challenging the hegemony of the signifier. In the case of the child, gestural,
mimetic, ludic, and other semiotic systems regain their freedom and extri-
cate themselves from the “tracing,” that is, from the dominant competence

of the teacher’s language—a microscopic event upsets the local balance of

power. Similarly, generative trees comstructed according to Chomsky's
syntagmatic model can open up in all directions, and 1n turn form a rhi-
zome.!! To be rhizomorphous is to produce stems and filaments that seem
to be roots, or better yet connect with them by penetrating the trunk, but
putthem to strange new uses. ‘We're tired of trees, We should stop believing
in trees, roots, and radicles. They've made us suffer too much. All of

arborescent culture is founded on them, from biology to linguistics. Noth- =

ing i1s beauntiful or loving or political aside from undergrournd stems and
aerial roots, adventitious growths and rhizomes. Amsterdam, a city
entirely without roots, a rhizome-city with its stem-canals, where utility
connects with the greatest folly in refation to a commercial war machine!-

Thought is not arborescent, and the brain is not a rooted or. ramxf;ed

matter. What are wrongly caﬂed ‘dendrites” do not assure the connection

of neurons in a continuous fabric. The discontinuity between cells, the role
of the axomns, the functioning of the synapses, the existence of synaptic
microfissures, the leap each message makes across these fissures, make the
brain a multiplicity immersed in its plane of consistency or neuroglia, a
whoie uncertain, probabilistic system (“the uncertain nervous system”}.
Many people have a tree growing in their heads, but the brain itself is much

more a grass than a tree, “The axon and the dendrite twist around each

other like bindweed around brambles, with synapses at each of the
thorns.”!? The same goes for memory. Neurologists and psychophysiolo-
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gists distinguish between long-term memory and short-term memory {on
the order of a minute). The difference between them is not simply quantita-

tive: short-term memory is of the rhizome or diagram type, and long-term

memory is arborescent and centralized (imprint, engram, tracing, or pho-
tograph). Short-term memory is in no way subject to a law of contiguity or
immediacy to its object; it can act at a distance, come or return a long time
after, but always under conditions of discontinuity, rupture, and multipli-
city. Furthermore, the difference between the two kinds of memory is not
that of two temporal modes of apprehending the same thing; they do not
grasp the same thing, memory, or idea. The spiendor of the shorf-term
Idea: one writes using short-term memory, and thus short-term ideas, even
if one reads or rereads using long-term memory of long-term concepts.
Short-term memory includes forgetting as a process; it merges not with the
instant but instead with the nervous, temporal, and collective rhizome.
Long-term memory (family, race, society, or civiiization} traces and trans-
lates, but what it translates continues to act in it, from a distance, oif beat,
in an “untimely” way, not instantaneously.

The tree and root inspire a sad image of thought that is forever imitating
the multiple on the basis of a centered or segmented higher unity. fwe con-
sider the set, branches-roots, the trunk plays the role of opposed segrment
for one of the subsets running from bottom to top: this kind of segment isa
“link dipole,” in contrast to the “unit dipoles” formed by spokes radiating
from a single center.’* Even if the links themselves proiiferate, as in the
radicle system, one can never get beyond the One-Two, and fake multiplici-
ties. Regenerations, reproductions, returns, hydras, and medusas do not
get us any further. Arborescent systems are hierarchical systems with cen-
ters of signifiance and subjectification, central automata like organized
memories. In the corresponding models, an element only receives infor-
mation from a higher unit, and only receives a subjective affection along
preestablished paths. This is evident in current problems in information
science and computer science, which still cling to the oldest modes of
thought in that they grant all power to a memory or central organ. Pierre
Rosenstiehi and Jean Petitot, in a fine article denouncing “the imagery of
command trees” (centered systems or hierarchical structures), note that
“accepting the primacy of hierarchical structures amounts to giving
arborescent structures privileged status. . . . The arborescent form admits
of topological explanation. . . . In a hierarchical system, an individual has
only one active neighbor, his or her hierarchical superior. . . . The channels
of transmission are preestablished: the arborescent system preexists the
individual, who is integrated into it at an allotted place” (signifiance and
subjectification)./The authors point out that even when one thinks one has
reached a multiplicity, it may be a false one—of what we call the radicle
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type——because its ostensibly nonhierarchical presentation or statement in
fact only admits of a totally hierarchical. solution. An example is the
farnous friendship theorem: “If any two given individuals in a soctety have
precisely one mutual friend, then there exists an individual who is the
friend of all the others.” (Rosenstiehl and Petitot ask who that mutual
friend is. Who is “the universal friend in this society of couples: the master,
the confessor, the doctor? These ideas are curiously far removed from the
initial axioms.” Who 1s this friend of humankind? Is it the philo-sopher as
he appears in classical thought, even if he is an aborted unity that makes
itself felt only through its absence or subjectivity, saying all the while, I
know nothing, 1 am nothing?) Thus the authors speak of dictatorship theo-
rems. Such 15 indeed the prmcmle of roots-trees, or.their_outcome; the
rdd;cle solution, the structure of P{)wer 4

“To these centered systems, the authors contrast acentered systems,
finite networks of automata in which communication runs from any neigh-
bor to any other, the stems or channels do not preexist, and all individuals
are mterchangeabie defined only by their state at a given moment—such
that the local operations are coordinaied and the final, global result syn-
chronized without a centrai agency. Transductzon Df ml;ﬁnswc msta.tes
isina way the Gpposﬁe ofthe hierarchical graph. . . . There s noreason for
the graph to be a tree™ (we have been calling this kind of graph a map). The
problem of the war machine, or the firing squad: is a general necessary for n
individuals to manage to fire in unison? The solution without a General is
to be found i an acentered muhliplicity possessing a {inite number of
states with signals to indicate corresponding speeds, from a war rhizome or
guerrilia logic point of view, without apy tracing, without any copving ofa
ral order. The authors even demonstrate that this kind of machinic
multxpilmty, assembiage or society rejects any centralizing or umfymg
automaton as an “asocial intrusion.”'* Under these conditions, nis in fact
always n - . Rosenstichl and Petitot emphasme that the opposmon
centered-acentered, is valid less as a designation for things than asa mode
of calculation applied to things. Trees may correspond to the rhizome, or
they may burgeon into a rhizome. It is true that the same thing is generally
susceptible to both modes of calculation or both types of regulation, but
not without undergoing a change in state. Take psychoanalysis as an exam-
ple again: it subjects the unconscious to arborescent structures, hierarchi-
cal graphs, recapitulatory memories, central organs, the phalius, the
phallus-tree—not only in its theory but also in its practice of calculation
and treatment. Psychoanalysis cannot change its method in this regard: it
bases its own dictatorial power upon a dictatorial conception of the uncon-
scious. Psychoanalysis's margin of maneuverability is therefore very
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limited. In both psychoanalysis and its object, there is always a general,
always a leader (General Freud), Schizoanalysis, on the other hand, treats
the unconscious as an acentered system, in other words, as a machinic net-
work of finite automata (a rhizome), and thus arrives at an entirely differ-
ent state of the unconscious. These same remarks apply to linguistics;
Rosenstiehl and Petitot are right to bring up the possibility of an
“acentered organization of a society of words.” For both statements and
desires, the issue is never to reduce the unconscious or to interpret it or to
make it signify according to a tree model. The issue is to produce the uncon-
scious, and with it new statements, d1fferent desires: the: rhmome is pre-
c1se1y this production of the unconscious.

It is odd how the tree has dominated Western reality and all of Western
thought, from botany to biology and anatomy, but aiso gnosiology, theol-
ogy, ontology. all of philosophy . ..: the root-foundation, Grund, racine,
fondement. The West has a special relanon to the forest, and deforestation;
the fields carved from the forest are popufated with seed plants produced
by cultivation based on species lineages of the arborescent type; ammal

steppe and the garden (or in some cases, the desert and the oasis), rather
than forest and field; cultivation of tubers by fragmentation of the individ-
val; a casting aside or bracketing of animal raising, which is confined to
closed spaces or pushed out onto the steppes of the nomads. The West: agri-
culture based on a chosen lineage containing a large number of variable
individuals. The East: horticulture based on a small number of individuals
derived from a wide range of “clones.” Does not the East, Oceania in par-
ticular, offer something like a rhizomatic model opposed in every respect
to the Western model of the tree®André Haudricourt even sees this as the
basis for the opposition between the moralities or philosophies of tran-
scendence dear to the West and the immanent ones of the East: the God
who sows and reaps, as opposed to the God who replants and unearths
(replanting of offshoots versus sowing of seeds).'® Transcendence: a specif-
ically European disease. Neither is music the same, the music ofthe earth is
different, as is sexuality: seed plants, even those with two sexes in the same
plant, subjugate sexuality to the reproductive model; the rhizome, on the
other hand, is a liberation of sexuality not only from reproduction but aiso
from genitality. Here in the West, the tree has implanted itself in our bod-
ies, rigidifving and stratifving even the sexes. We have lost the rhizome, or
the grass. Henry Miller: “China is the weed in the human cabbage patch.

. The weed is the Nemesis of human endeavor. . . . Of all the imaginary
existences we attribute to plant, beast and star the weed leads the most sat-
isfactory life of all. True, the weed produces no lilies, no battleships, no Ser-
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mons on the Mount. . . . Eventually the weed gets the upper hand. Eventu-
ally things fall back into a state of China. This condition is usually referred
to by historians as the Dark Age. Grass is the only way gut. . . . The weed
axists only to fiii the waste spaces left bv cultivated areas. It gr ows belween,

amnong other things. The lily is beautiful, the cabbage is provender, the
poppy is maddening—but the weed is rank growth ...: it points a
moral.”? Which China is Miller talking about? The old China, the new, an
imaginary one, or yet another located on a shifting map?

America 15 2 special case. Of course it i3 not immune from domination
by trees or the search for roots. This is evident even in the literature, in the
quest for a national identity and even for a European ancestry or genealogy
(Kerouac going off in search of his ancestors). Nevertheless, everything
important that has happened or is happening takes the route of the Ameri-
can rhizome: the beatniks, the underground, bands and gangs, successive
lateral offshoots in immediate connection with an outside. American
books are different from European books, even when the American sets off
in pursuit of trees. The conception of the book s different. Leaves of Grass.
And directions in America are different: the search for arborescence and
the return to the Old World occur in the East.{But there is the rhizomatic
West, with its Indians without ancestry, its ever-receding limit its shifting
and displaced frontiers. There is a whole American “map” in the West,
where even the trees form rmzomes Amerlca reversed the directions: 1t put
115 Onem in the West, as if it were prec:1sely in Amerlca that the earth came
full circle; its West 1s the edge of the East.!® (India is not the intermediary
between the Occident and the Orient, as Haudricourt believed: America is
the pivot point and mechanism of reversal.} The American singer Patti
Snith sings the bible of the American dentist: Don’t go for the root, follow |
the canal . . .

Are there not also two kinds of bureaucracy, or even three (or siili more)?
Western bureaucracy: its agrarian, cadastral origing; roots and fields; trees
and their role as frontiers; the great census of William the Conqueror; feu-
dalism; the policies of the kings of France; making property the basis of the
State; negotiating land through warfare, Iitigation, and marriages. The
kings of France chose the lily because it is a plant with deep roots that ¢lings
to siopes. Is bureaucracy the same in the Orient? Of course 1t is all {oo easy
to depict an Orient of rhizomes and immanence; yet it is triie that in the
Orient the State does not act foliowing 2 schema of arborescence corre-
§pending to preestablished, arborified, and rooted classes; its bureaucracy
15 one of channels, for example, the much-discussed case of hydrauiic
power with “weak property,” in which the State engenders channeted and
channeiizing classes {cf. the aspects of Wittfogel's work that have not been
refuted).!® The despot acts as a river, not as a fountainhead, whichisstill a
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point, a free-point or root; he flows with the current rather than sitting
under a tree; Buddha's tree itself becomes a rhizome; Mao’s river and
Louis's tree. Has not America acted as an intermediary here as well? For it
proceeds both by internal exterminations and liquidations (not only the
Indians but also the farmers, etc.), and by successive waves of immigration
from the outside. The flow of capital preduces an immense channel, a
quantification of power with immediate “guanta,” where each person
profits from the passage of the money flow in his or her own way (hence the
reality-myth of the poor man who strikes it rich and then falls into poverty
again): in America everything comes together, tree and channel, root and
rhizome.:ﬂ” here is no universal capitalism, there is no capitalism in itself;
capitalism is at the crossroads of all kinds of formations, it is neoccapitalism
by nature. It invents its eastern face and western face, and reshapes them
both—all for the worst.,

At the same time, We are on the wrong track with all these geographical
distributions. An impasse. So much the better. If itisa question of showing
that rhizomes also have their own, even more rigid, despotism and hierar-
chy, then fine and good: for there is no dualism, no ontological dualism
between here and there, no axiological dualism between good and bad, no
blend or American synthesis. There are knots of arborescence in rhizomes,
and rhizomatic offshoots in roots. Moreover, there are despotic formations
of immanence and channelization specific to rhizomes, just as there are
anarchic deformations in the transcendent system of trees, aerial roots,
and subterranean stems. The important point is that the root-tree.and
canal-rhizome are not two opposed models: the first operates as a tran-
scendeni model and tracing, even if it engenders its own escapes; the sec-

‘ond operatés 4 an immanent process that overturns the model and
outlines a map, even if it constitutes its own hierarchies, even ifit glves rise
to a despotic channel It is not a question of this or that place onearth, or of
a given moment in history, still less of this or that category ofthought. Itisa
question of a model thatis perpetually in construction or collapsing, and of
a process that is perpetually prolonging itself, breaking off and starting up

- again. No, this is not a new or different dualism. The problem of writing: in
order to designate. something exactly, anexact expressions are utterly
unavoidable. Not at all because it is a necessary step, or because oOne can
only advance by approximations: anexactitude is in no way an approxima-
tion; on the contrary, it is the exact passage of that which is under way. We
invoke one dualism only in order to challenge another. We employ a dual-
ism of models only in order to arrive at a process that challenges all models.

' Each time, mental correctives are necessary to undo the dualisms we had

no wish to construct but through which we pass. Arrive at the magic
formula we all seek—PLURALISM = MONISM—vVia ail the dualisms that are
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rearrangmg
Letus summarize the principal characteristics of a rhizome: unlike irees

or their roots, the rhizome connects any pomt to any other point, and its
traits are not necessarily linked to traiis of the same nature; it brings into
play very different regimes of signs, and even nonsign states. The rhizome
is reducibie neither to the One nor the multipie. It is not the One that
becomes Two or even d;rectly three, four five, ete. It is not a multipie
derived from the One, or to which One is added (n + 1}. Itis composed not
of units but of dimensions, or rather directions in motion. It has nerther
begmnmg nor end, but aiwavs a m}ddle (m
whlch it overspﬂls [Tt constitutes linear multiplicities with # dimensions
havmg ‘neither subject nor object, which can be laid out on a plane of con-
sistency, and from which the One is always subtracted (1 ~ 1), When a mul- *
tiplicity of this kind changes dimension, it necessarily changes in nature as
well, undergoes a metamorphoms Unlike astructure, which is defined by a
set of points and positions, with bmazy relations between the points and
biuntvocal relationships between the positions, the rhizome is made only
of lines: lines of segmentarity and stratification as 1ts dimensions, and the
line of flight or deterritoriaiization as the maximum dimension after
which the multiplicity undergoes metamorphosis, changes in nature,
These lines, or lineaments, should not be confused with lineages of the
arborescent fype, which are merelylocalizable linkages between poinis and
positions. Unlike the tree, the rhizome is not the object of reproduction:
neither external reproduction as image-tree nor internal reproduction as
tree-structure. The rhizome is an antigenealogy. It is a short-term memory,
or anumemory The rhizome operates by variation, expansion, conquest,
capture, offshoots. Unlike the graphic arts, drawing, or photography,
unlike tracings, the rhizome pertains 1o a map that must be produced, con-
structed, a map that is always detachable, connectable, reversibie,
modifiable, and has multipie entryways and exits and its own lines of
flight. 11 is tracings that must be put on the map, not the opposite. In con-
frast to centered {even polycentric) systems with hierarchical modes of
communication and preestablished paths, the rhizome is an acentered,
nonhierarchical, nonsignifying system without a General and without an
organizing memory or central automaton, defined solely by a circulation
of states. What is at question in the rhizome is a relation to sexuality—but |
also to the animal, the vegetal, the world, politics, the book, things naturai
and artificial—that is totally different from the arborescent relation: all
manner of “becomings.”

A pl_ateau is always in the middle, not at the heginning or the end. Athi-
zome 1s made of plateaué.f- Gregory Bateson uses the word “plateau” to

eu) from whlch it prows and',.;:l &
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. designate something very special: a continuous, self-vibrating region of
intensities whose development avoids any orientation toward a culmina-
tion point or external end. Bateson cites Balinese culture as an example:
mother-child sexual games, and even guarrels among men, undergo this
bizarre intensive stabilization. “Some sort of continuing plateau of inten-
sity is substituted for [sexual] climax,” war, or a culmination point.Itisa
regrettable characteristic of the Western mind to. relate expressions and
actions to exterior or transcendent ends, instead of evaluating themon a
plane of consistency on the basis of their intrinsic value.?® For example, a
book composed of chapters has culmination and termination points. What
takes place in a book composed instead of plateaus that communicate with
one another across microfissures, as in a brain? We call a “plateau” any
multiplicity connected to other multiplicities by superficial underground
stems in such a way as to form or extend a rhizome. We are writing this
book as a rhizome. It is composed of plateaus. We have given it 2 circular
form, but only for laughs. Each morning we would wake up, and each of us
would ask himself what plateau he was going to tackle, writing five lines
here, ten there. We had hallucinatory experiences, we watched lines leave
one plateau and proceed to another like cofumns of tiny ants. We made cir-
cles of convergence. Each plateau can be read starting anywhere and can be
related to any other plateau.!To attain the multiple, one must have a
method that effectively constructs it; no typographical cleverness, no lexi-
cal agility, no biending or creation of words, no syntactical boldness, can
‘substitute for it. In fact, these are more often than not merely mimetic pro-
scedures used to disseminate or disperse a unity that is retained in a differ-

“ent dimension for an image-book.; Technonarcissism. Typographical,

- lexical, or syntactic creations are necessary only when they no longer
" ‘belong to the form of expression of a hidden unity, becoming themselves

.. dimensions of the multiplicity under consideration; we only know of rare

" | successes in this.?! We ourselves were unable to do it. We just used words

* that in turn function for us as plateaus. RHIZOMATICS = SCHIZOANALYSIS =
STRATOANALYSIS = PRAGMATICS = MICROPOLITICS. These words are con-
cepts, but concepts are lines, which is to say, number systems attached toa
particular dimension of the multiplicities (strata, molecular chains, lines
of flight or rupture, circles of convergence, etc.). Nowhere do we claim for
our concepts the fitle of a science. We are no more familiar with scientif-

icity than we are with ideology; all we know are assemblages. And the only
assemblages are machinic assemblages of desire and collective assem-
blages of enunciation. No signifiance, no subjectification: writing to the
nth power (all individuated enunciation remains trapped within the domi-
nant significations, all signifying desire is associated with dominated sub-
jects) An assemblage, in its multiplicity, necessarily acts on semiotic flows,
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material flows, and social flows simultaneously (independently of any
recapriulation that may be made of it in a scientific or theoretical corpus).
There is no longer a tripartite division between a field of reality (the world) ~
and a field of representation {the book) and a field of subjectivity (the
author) Rather, an assembilage establishes connections between certain
multiplicities drawn from each of these orders, so that a book has no sequel
nor the world as its object nor one or several authors as its subject. In short,
we think that one cannot write sufficiently in the name of an outside. The
outside has no image, no signifi ication, no subj ectivity. The book as assem-
blage with the outside, against the book as image of the world. A rhizome-
book, not a dichotomous, pivotal, or fascicular book. Never send down
roots, or plant them, however difficult it may be to avoid reverting to the
old procedures. “Fhose things which occur to me, occur to me not from the
root up but rather only from somewhere about their middle. Let someone
then attempt to seize them, let someone attempt to seize a blade of grass
and hold fast to it when it begins to grow only from the middle.”2* Why is
this so difficult? The guestion is directly one of perceptual semiotics. It's
not easy o see things in the middle, rather than looking down on them from
above or up at them from below, or from lefi to right or right 10 left: iry it,
vou'll see that everything changes. It’s not easy to see the grass in thmgs and
in words (similarly, Nietzsche said that an aphorism had tc be “rumi-
nated”; never 1s a plateau separable from the cows that populate it, which
are also the clouds in the sky),

History is atways written from the sedentary point of view and in the
name of a unitary State apparatus, at least a possible one, even when the
topicis nomads. What is lackmg 1s a Nomadoiogy, the opposite of a history.
There are rare successes in this also, for exampie, on the subject of the
Children’s Crusades: Marcel Schwob’s book multiplies narratives like so
many plateaus with variabie numbers of dimensions. Then there is

Andrzejewski’s book, Les portes du paradis (The gates of paradise), com- — %

posed of a single uninterrupted sentence: a flow of children; a flow of walk-
ing with pauses, siraggling, and forward rushes; the semiotic flow of the
confessions of all the children who go up to the old monk at the head of the
procession to make their declarations; a flow of desire and sexuality, each
child having left out of love and more or less directly led by the dark posthu-
mous pederastic desire of the count of Venddme; ail this with circles of con-
vergence, What is important i$ not whether the flows are “One or
multiple”—we’re past that point; there is a collective assembiage of enun-
ciation, a machinic assemblage of desire, one inside the other and both
plugged into an immense outside that is a multiplicity in any case. A more

recent example is Armand Farrachi’s book on the Fourth Crusade, La dis- #

location, in which the sentences space themselves out and disperse, or else
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jostle together and coexist, and in which the letters, the typography begin
to dance as the crusade grows more delirious,? These are models of
nomadic and rhizomatic writing. Writing weds a war machine and lines of
flight, abandoning the strata, segmentarities, sedentarity, the State
apparatus. But why is a model stili necessary? Aren’t these books stiil
“images” of the Crusades? Don’t they stili retain a unity, in Schwob’s case a
pivotal unity, in Farrachi’s an aborted unity, and in the most beautiful
example, Les pories du paradis, the unity of the funercal count? Is there a
need for a more profound nomadism than that of the Crusades, a
nomadism of true nomads, or of those who no longer even move or imitate
anything? The nomadism of those who only assembie {agencent). How can
the book find an adequate outside with which to assemble in heterogeneity,
rather than a world to reproduce? The cultural book is necessarily a tracing:
already a tracing of itself, a tracing of the previous book by the same author,
a tracing of other books however different they may be, an endless tracing
of established concepts and words, a tracing of the world present, past, and
future. Fven the anticultural book may still be burdened by too heavy acul-
tural load: but it will use it actively, for forgetting instead of remembering,
for underdevelopment instead of progress toward development, in
nomadism rather than sedentarity, to make a map instead of a tracing.
RHIZOMATICS = POP ANALYSIS, even if the people have other things to do
besides read it, even if the blocks of academic culture or pseudoscien-
tificity in it are still too painful or ponderous:. For science would go com-

‘pletely mad if left to its own devices. Look at mathematics: it's not a
‘science, it’s a monster slang, 1U's nomadic. Even in the realm of theory,
‘especially in the realm of theory, any precarious and pragmatic framework

is better than tracing concepts, with their breaks and progress changing
nothing. Imperceptible rupture, not signifying break. The nomads
invented a war machine in opposition to the State apparatus, History has
never comprehended nomadism, the book has never comprehended the
outside. The State as the model for the book and for thought has a long his-
tory: logos, the philosopher-king, the transcendence of the ldea, the
interiority of the concept, the republic of minds, the court of reason, the
functionaries of thought, man as legislator and subject. The State’s preten-
sion to be a worlid order, and to root man. The war machine’s relation to an
outside is not another “model”; it is an assemblage that makes thought
itself nomadic, and the book a working part in every mobile machine, a
stem for a rhizome (Kleist and Kafka against Goethe).

Write to the nth power, the 1 - | power, write with slogans: Make rhi-
zomes, not roots, never plant! Don’t sow, grow offshoots! Don’t be one or
multiple, be multiplicities! Run lines, never piot a point! Speed turns the
point into a line!? Be quick, even when standing stiii! Line of chance, line
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of hips, line of flight. Don’t bring out the General in you! Don't have just
ideas, just have an idea (Godard), Have short-term ideas. Make maps, not
photos or drawings. Be the Pink Panther and your loves will be liké the
wasp and the orchid, the cat and the baboon. As they say about old man
river:

He don’t plant "tatos

Don’t plant cotton

Them that plants them is soon forgotten

But old man river he just keeps rollin” along

A rhizome has no beginning or end; it is always in the middie, between -
things, interbemg intermezzo. The tree is filiation, but the rhizome is alli-
ance, uniquely alliance. The tree imposes the verb “to bes” but the fabric of

the rhizome is the conjunction, “and. . .and. . .and. . .” This conjunction -

carries enough force to shake and uproot the verb “to be " Where are you
gomg‘? W here are you coming from" What are you beadlng for'? These are

from greund ZET0, Seekmg a begmmng ora fbundatmn—ali 1mply a fa}se
conception ¢ of voyage and ‘movement (2 concepiion that is methodical, ,ped-
agogical, initiatory, symbelic...). But Kleist, Lenz, and Biichner have
another way of traveling and moving: proceeding from the middle, through
the midd]e, coming and going rather than starting and finishing.?® Ameri-
can Il.terature, and already Engilish Iiterature, manifest this rhizomatic
dlrect{aOﬁ to an even greater extent; they know how to move between things
esta‘f:hsh alogicofthe AND, overthrow ontology, do away with foundationsg
nulfify endings and beginnings. They know how to. practice. pragmatics’
The middle is by no means an.average; on the contrary, it is where things
p;ck up. speed Between things does not demgnate a localizable refation
g(_)mg ’from one thing to the other and back again, but a perpendicular
dlI‘CCUOD? a transversal movement that sweeps one and the other away, a
stream without beginning or end that undermines its banks and picks {1p
speed in the middle.




