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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 clever pseudonyms to prevent recognition. Why have we kept our
own names? Out of habit, purely out of habit. To make ourselves unrecog-
nizable in turn. To render imperceptible, not ourselves, but what makes us
-act, feel, and think. Also because it’s nice to talk like everybody else, to say
-the sun rises, when everybody knows it's only a manner of speaking. To
-reach, not the point where one no longer says 1, but the point where it is no
longer of any importance whether one says I. 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 attribute the book to a
subject is to overlook this working of matters, and the exteriority of their
relations. [t is to fabricate a beneficent God to explain geological move-
ments. In a book, as in all things, there are lines of articulation or
segmentarity, strata and territories; but also lines of flight, movements of
deterritorialization and destratification. Comparative rates of flow on
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these lines produce phenomena of relative slowness and viscosity, or, on
the contrary, of acceleration and rupture. All this, lines and measurable
speeds, constitutes an assemblage. A book is an assemblage of this kind,
and as such is unattributable. Itisa multiplicity—but we don’t know yet
what the multiple entails when it is no longer attributed, that is, after it has
been elevated to the status of a substantive. One side of a machinic assem-
blage faces the strata, which doubtless makeita kind of organism, or signi-
fying totality, or determination attributable to a subject; it also has a side
facing a body without organs, which is continually dismantling the organ-
ism, 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, depending 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: quantify writing. There is no differ-
ence between whata book talks about and how itis made. Thereforea book
also has no object. As an 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 functions 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 itself is a little
machine; what isthe relation (also measurable) of this literary machinetoa
war machine, love machine, revolutionary machine, etc.—and an abstract
machine that sweeps them along? We have been criticized for overquoting
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 literature, which certainly does not mean literarily? Is it not first
through the voice that one becomes animal?) Literature is an assemblage.
It has nothingtodo with ideology. Thereisno ideology and never has been.
All we talk about are multiplicities, 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. Stratometers,
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
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r this state of things by

demanding an even more comprehensive secret unity, or a more extensive
totality. Take William Burroughs’s cut-up method: the folding of one text
onto another, which constitutes multiple and even adventitious roots (like
a cutting), implies a supplementary dimension to that of the texts under
consideration. In this supplementary dimension of folding, unity contin-
ues its spiritual labor. 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 multiplicity grow are perfectly valid
in one direction, for example, a linear direction, whereas a unity of
totalization asserts itself cven more firmly in another, circular or cyclic,
dimension. Whenevera multiplicity is taken up in a structure, its growth 1s
offset by a reduction in its laws of combination. The abortionists of unity
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 cyclic
unity of the eternal return, present as the nonknown in thought. This is as
much as to say that the fascicular system does not really break with dual-
ism, with the complementarity between a subject and an object, a natural
reality and a spiritual reality: unity is consistently thwarted and obstructed
in the object, while a new type of unity triumphs in the subject. The world
has lost its pivot; the subject can no longer even dichotomize, but accedes
to a higher unity, of ambivalence or overdetermination, in an always sup-
plementary dimension to that of its object. The world has become chaos,
but the book remains the image of the world: radicle-chaosmos rather than
root-cosmos. A strangg mystification: a book all the more total for being
fragmented. At any rate, what a vapid idea, the book as the image of the
world. In truth, itis not enough to say, “Long live the multiple,” diff icult 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—1 (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 called a rhizome. A rhi-
zome as subterranean stem is absolutely different from roots and radicles.
Bulbs and tubers are rhizomes. Plants with roots or radicles may be

rhizomorphic in other respects altogether: the question 1s whether plant

life in its specificity is not entirely rhizomatic. Even some animals are, in
in all of their func-

their pack form. Rats ar¢ rhizomes. Burrows are 100, 1

if reflexive, spiritual reality does not compensate fo
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down into internal structural elements, an undertaking not fundamentally
different from a search for roots. There is always something genealogical
about a tree. It is not a method for the people. A method of the rhizome
type, on the contrary, can analyze language only by decentering it onto
other dimensions and other registers. A language is never closed upon
itself, except as a function of impotence.

3. Principle of multiplicity: it is only when the multiple is effectively
treated as a substantive, “multiplicity,” that it ceases to have any relation to
the One as subject or object, natural or spiritual reality, image and world.
Multiplicities are rhizomatic, and expose arborescent pseudomulti-
plicities for what they are. There is no unity to serve as a pivot in the object,
or to divide in the subject. There is not even the unity to abort in the object
or “return” in the subject. A multiplicity has neither subject nor object,
only determinations, magnitudes, and dimensions that cannot increase in
number without the multiplicity changing in nature (the laws of combina-
tion therefore increase in number as the multiplicity grows). Puppet
strings, as a rhizome or multiplicity, are tied not to the supposed will of an
artist or puppeteer but to a multiplicity of nerve fibers, which form another
puppet in other dimensions connected to the first: “Call the strings or
rods that move the puppet the weave. It might be objected that its multi-
plicity resides in the person of the actor, who projects it into the text.
Granted; but the actor’s nerve fibers in turn form a weave. And they fall
through the gray matter, the grid, into the undifferentiated. . . . The inter-
play approximates the pure activity of weavers attributed in myth to the
Fates or Norns.”? An assemblage is precisely this increase in the dimen-
sions of a multiplicity that necessarily changes in nature as it expands its
connections. There are no points or positions in a rhizome, such as those
found in a structure, tree, or root. There are only lines. When Glenn Gould
speeds up the performance of a piece, he is not just displaying virtuosity, he
is transforming the musical points into lines, he is making the whole piece
proliferate. The number is no longer a universal concept measuring ele-
ments according to their emplacement in a given dimension, but has itself
become a multiplicity that varies according to the dimensions considered
(the primacy of the domain over a complex of numbers attached to that
domain). We do not have units (unités) of measure, only multiplicities or
varieties of measurement. The notion of unity («nité) appears only when
there is a power takeover in the multiplicity by the signifier or a corre-
sponding subjectification proceeding: This is the case for a pivot-unity
forming the basis for a set of biunivocal relationships between objective
elements or points, or for the One that divides following the law of a binary
logic of differentiation in the subject. Unity always operates in an empty
dimension supplementary to that of the system considered (overcoding).
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The point is that a rhizome or multiplicity never allows itself to be
overcoded, never has available a supplementary dimension over and
above its number of lines, that is, over and above the multiplicity of num-
bers attached to those lines. All multiplicities 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 flight or
deterritorialization according to which they change in nature and connect
with other multiplicities. The plane of consistency (grid) is the outside of
all multiplicities. The linc of flight marks: the reality of a finitc number of
dimensions that the multiplicity effectively fills; the impossibility of a sup-
plementary dimension, unless the multiplicity istransformed by the line of
flight; the possibility and necessity of flattening all of the multiplicities on
a single plane of consistency or exteriority, regardless of their number of
dimensions. The ideal for a book would be to lay everything out on a plane
of exteriority of this kind, on a single page, the same sheet: lived events, his-
torical determinations, concepts, individuals, groups, social formations.
Kleist invented 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. Flat
multiplicities of n dimensions are asignifying and asubjective. They are
designated by indefinite articles, or rather by partitives (some couchgrass,
some of a rhizome . . .).

4. Principle of asignifying rupture: against the oversignifying breaks
separating structures or cutting across a single structure. A rhizome may be
broken, shattered at a given spot, but it will start up again on one of its old
lines, or on new lines. You can never get rid of ants because they form an
animal rhizome 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.,
aswell as lines of deterritorialization down which it constantly flees. There
is a rupture in the rhizome whenever segmentary lines explode 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



) 10 O INTRODUCTION: RHIZOME

and individuals contain microfascisms just waiting to crystallize. Yes,
couchgrass is also a rhizome. 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; but
the wasp reterritorializes on that image. The wasp is nevertheless
deterritorialized. becoming a piece in the orchid’s reproductive apparatus.
But it reterritorializes the orchid by transporting its pollen. Wasp and
orchid. as heterogeneous 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 level of the
strata—a parallelism between two strata such that a plant organization on
onc imitates an animal organization on the other. At the same time, some-
thing else entirely is going on: not imitation at all but a capture of code, sur-
plus value 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
reterritorialization of the other; the two becomings interlink 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 composed by a common rhi-
zome that can no longer be attributed to or subjugated by anything signify-
ing. Rémy Chauvin expresses it well: “the aparallel 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, a virus can connect to germ cells 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 “genetic 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 heterogeneous and jumping from one
already differentiated line to another.s Once again, there is aparallel evolu-

tion, of the baboon and the cat; it is obvious that they are not models or cop-
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 results analogous t0
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those of “the abominable couplings dear to antiquity and the Middle
Ages.”® Transversal communications between different lines scramble the
gengalogical trees. Always look for the molecular, or even submolecular.
particic with which we are allied. We evolve and dic more from ou;
pglymorphous 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 world: 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 aparallel evolution of the book and the world; the book
assures the deterritorialization of the world, but the world effects a reterri-
tf)r.lalization of the book, which in turn deterritorializes itself in the world
(l.flt 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
_reprgduces the colors of its surroundings. The Pink Panther imitates noth-
ing, it reproduces nothing, it 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, asignifying, makes its rupture, its own line of flight, follows its
“aparaliel evolution” through to the end. The wisdom of the plants: even
w!’:en they have roots, there is always an outside where they form a rhizome
}vxth something else—with the wind, an animal, human beings (and there
is also an aspect under which animals themselves form rhizomes, as do
people, etc.). “Drunkenness as a triumphant irruption of the plant in us.”
Always follow the rhizome by rupture: lengthen, prolong, and relay the line
of flight; make it vary, until you have produced the most abstract and tortu-
ous o'f lines of n dimensions and broken directions. Conjugate
deter.rltorialized flows. Follow the plants: you start by delimiting a firstline
consisting of circles of convergence around successive singularities; then
you see whether inside that line new circles of convergence establish them-
selYes, with new points located outside the limits and in other directions.
Write, form a rhizome, increase your territory by deterritorialization
extens:l the line of flight to the point where it becomes an abstract machiné
covering the entire plane of consistency. “Go first to your 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 your plant. All the devil’s weed plants
that are g_rowing in between are yours. Later . . . you can extend the size of
your territory by following the watercourse from each point along the
\\.ray.”7 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. rizht down to 1ts ruptures and prolif-
erations, is comparable to a weed. a rhizome.?

5 and 6. Principle of cartography and decalcomania: a rhizome is not
amenable 10 any structural or generative model. Itisastranger toany idea
of genetic axis or dgep structure. A genetic axis is like an objective pivotal
unity upon which successive stages are organized; a deep structure is more
like a base sequence that can be broken down into 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, Of root—pivotal taproot or fascicles (for exam-
ple, Chomsky’s «tree” isassociated with a base sequence and representsthe
process of its own generation in terms of binary logic). A variation on the
oldest form of thought. It is our view that genetic axis and profound struc-
ture are above all infinitely reproducible principles of tracing. All of tree
logicisalogicof tracingand 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, 10
maintain balance in intersubjective relations, orto explorean unconscious
that is already there from the start, lurking in the dark recesses of memory
and language. It 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 altogether 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 removal of blockages on bodies without organs, the maximum
opening of bodies without organs onto a plane of consistency. It is itself a
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. Itcan be drawn on a wall, conceived
of as a work of art, constructed as a political action or as a meditation. Per-

haps one of the most important characteristics of the rhizome is that it
always has multiple 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 multiple entryways, as opposed to the tracing, which always comes
back “to the same.” The map has to do with performance, whereas the trac-
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the cartography of one of her child patients, Little Richard, and is contg X
to make ready-made tracings—Oedipus, the good dadd’y and the benc;
gaddy, the bad mommy and the good mommy-—while the child make:1 a
t esrilerate. attempt to carry out a performance that the psychoanalyst
ota y m1§construe§.)° Drives and part-objects are neither stages on
genetic axis nor positions in a deep structure; they are political opgtions fi ;
problc‘:ms, they are entryways and exits, impasses the child lives out 1'0'r
calg, 1n other words, with all the force of his or her desire HpOTE
o :;?1 vgvse 2;);, :ooc;v:r\]fgri:dv:;(t;d ‘)t([) a':implefdllialism by contrasting maps
,as s? Isit not of the e
traceable? Is it not of the essence of the rhizomcasfgni(;xet:rfstel::(t3 ?(l)?t)sto bg
sometimes merge with them? Does not a map contain phenomen;1 p f
rgdundancy that are already like tracings of its own? Does not a multi 19
Ic:‘y haye strata upon wh.ich unifications and totalizations, massif icatiot:l:
" ;;r;e:;cl:( ;n:g(l)lta}’nlx)s;ni, ostlger\l/lefl};lﬁi é)ow;:;_l t'algeo;ers, and subjective attribu:
? s of flight, due 1 i
gence, reproduce the very formations theigr functiotx(l) itthvzirs f:)/ iix;zlrl:;xﬁllver-
gutﬂank? But the oppostte is also true. It is a question of method: the te o
g:i s::)eulf ctllwtayivlbe put back on the map. This operation and the'previr::;
ot at all symmetrical. For it is inaccur i
reproduces tt}e map. It is instead like a photograp?xtgrt;)( S:};/ 311:;[ t?etriimlr)lg
selec‘tm.g or isolating, by artificial means such as colorations og tsh d
restrictive procedures, what it intends to reproduce. The imitatorralcivae;
(r:rrlzat?;tthe rx?odel,.a_nd attracts it. The tracing has already translated tk}lle
radp 1 oIan 1mage; it has alreg@y transformed the rhizome into roots and
radicles. thas org_amzed, stabilized, neutralized the multiplicities accord-
ing to the axes of signifiance and subjectification belonging to it. It has
erated, 'structufalized the rhizome, and when it thinks it is ré rodui?n-
something else it isin fact only reproducing itself. That is why ths tracinm'g
s0 dangerous. It injects redundancies and propagates them. What the trflcl:S
fng.re?produces of the map or rhizome are only the impas.ses blockage :
incipient taproots, or points of structuration. Take alook at psy,choanalg "
and llngplstlcs: all the former has ever made are tracings or photos of)ﬁxl:
L{n’conscxous, qu the latter of language, with all the betrayals that implies
(it’s not surprising that psychoanalysis tied its fate to that of linguistr;cs)
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Look at what happened to Little Hans already, an example of child psycho-
analysis at its purest: they kept on BREAKING HIS RHIZOME 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
every outlet has been obstructed. Once a rhizome has been obstructed,
arborified, it’s all 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, connect 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 blocked, 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 possible
lines of flight. The same applies to the group map: show at what pointinthe
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 example, 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 Oedipal or paranoid or even worse,
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{,ngldiﬁed 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 oneself
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 analyses implying universals but by a pragmatics
composing multiplicities or aggregates of intensitics. A new rhizome may
form in the heart of a tree, the hotlow of a root., the crook of a branch. Or
else it is 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 itself, 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 constructed according to Chomsky’s

syntagmatic model can open up in all directions, and in turn form a rhi-
zome.!! To be rhizomorphous is to produce stems and filaments that seem

- 10 be roots, or better yet connect with them by penetrating the trunk, but

put them 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 is beautiful or loving or political aside from underground 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 relation to a commercial war machine.
Thought is not arborescent, and the brain is not a rooted or ramified

" matter. What are wrongly called “dendrites” do not assure the connection

of neurons in a continuous fabric. The discontinuity between cells, the role
of the axons, 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
whole 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.”12 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 canactata 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 splendor of the short-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 civilization) traces and trans-
lates, but what it translates continues to act in it, from a distance, off 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. If we con-
sider the set, branches-roots, the trunk plays the role of opposed segment
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 proliferate, 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 arc 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
Rosenstiehl and Jean Petitot, in a fine article denouncing “the imagery of
command trees” (centered systems oOr hierarchical structures), note that

“accepting the primacy of hierarchical structures amounts to giving
arborescent structures privileged status. . . . The arborescent form admits
of topological explanation....Ina 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 .admlts of a totally hierarchical solution. An example is the
famgus friendship theorem: “1f any two given individuals in a society have
pltCClSCly one mutual friend, then there exists an individual who is the
fqend _of all the others.” (Rosenstieh!l and Petitot ask who that mutual
friend is. Who is “the universal friend in this society of couples: the master,
!h? _conqusor, the doctor? These ideas are curiously far removed from thé
mitial ax1orps.” Who is this friend of humankind? Is it the philo-sopher as
!x:appears in classical thought, even if he is an aborted unity that makes
tself felt qnly through its absence or subjectivity, saying all the while, 1
know nothm.g, I am nothing?) Thus the authors speak of dictatorship the’o-
rems. Such is indeed the principle of roots-trees, or their outcome: the
radicle solution, the structure of Power.!* -

To these centered systems, the authors contrast acentered systems

finite networks of automata in which communication runs fromany neigh:
bor}o any other, the stems or channels do not preexist, and all individuals
are interchangeable, defined only by their state at a given moment—such
that tl}e local. operations are coordinated and the final, global result syn-
‘chromzed without a central agency. Transduction of intensive sta[tes
!'q_)laces topology, and “the graph regulating the circulation of information
isin a way the opposite of the hierarchical graph. . . . There is no reason for
:llllcgraph to be a tree” (we have been calling this kind of graph a map). The
_pto!)l;m 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
10 be fo_und‘ in an acentered multiplicity possessing a finite number of
states with signals to indicate corresponding speeds, from a war rhizome or
guerrilla logic point of view, without any tracing, without any copying of a

2

cenual p{der. The authors even demonstrate that this kind of machinic
«multiplicity, assemblage, or society rejects any centralizing or unifying
1:|nomaton as an “asocial intrusion.”!® Under these conditions, # is in fact
}ﬂways n-1. Rosenstiehl and Petitot emphasize that the opposition
famercd-a_centered, is valid less as a designation for things thanasa 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 genera’llly
; gmceptlble to both modes of calculation or both types of regulation, but

-mot wn!loqt undergoing a change in state. Take psychoanalysis as an eyzam-
~;|lc again: it subjects the unconscious to arborescent structures, hierarchi-
cal graphs, recapitulatory memories, central organs, the phallus. the
. phallus-tree—not only in its theory but also in its practice ofcalculz;tion
"and lr_eatment.' Psychoanalysis cannot change its method in this regard: it
: Inscs its own dictatorial power upon a dictatorial conception of the uncc;n-
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, asa machinic net-

work of finite automata (a rhizome), and thus arrives atan entirely differ-

ent state of the unconscious. These same remarks apply to linguistics:
ibility of an

Rosenstiehl and Petitot are right to bring up the possi

«acentered organization of a society of words.” For both statements and
ious or to interpretitor to

desires, the issue is never to reduce the unconsci
make it signify accordingtoatree model. Theissueisto produce the uncon-
scious, and with it new statements, different desires: the rhizome is pre-
cisely 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 also gnosiology, theol-
ogy, ontology, all of philosophy .. .: the root-foundation, Grund, racine,
fondement. The West hasa special relation to the forest, and deforestation;
the fields carved from the forest are populated with seed plants produced
by cultfvation based on species lineages of the arborescent type; animal
; raising, carried out on fallow fields, selects lineages forming an entire ani-
| mal arborescerice. The East presents a different figure: a relation 10 the
‘\/’ | 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-
ual; a casting aside or bracketing of animal raising, which is confined to
closed spaces or pushed outonto the steppes of the nomads. The West: agri-
culture based on a chosen lineage containing a large number of variable
individuals. The East: horticulture basedona small number of individuals
f 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
L to the Western model of the tree? André Haudricourt even sees this as the
basis for the opposition between the moralities OF 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. Neitheris music the same, the music of the earthis
\ different, asis sexuality: seed plants, even those with two sexes in the same
-}{?{ plant, subjugate sexuality to the reproductive model; the rhizome, on the
A% otherhand,isa liberation of sexuality not only from reproduction but also
from genitality. Here in the West, the tree has implanted itself in our bod-
! ies, rigidifying and stratifying even the Sexes. We have lost the rhizome, Of
: 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 w o
mons ¢ . . eed gets the upper han
2 )t/) . h?sgts; lf.?:llnl;a::txl:m;; state of Chma..This conditionIi)s usual?); i‘;:::: ;
et me\: ark Age. Grass is the only way out. . . . The weed
among other things "?;tee lsxll);1 Cizslizgutgfc?lttil:atedbareas. o
" _ S. ul, the ca bage is prov \
?n (:'zi”lli xl;iciieg;pg—'but' the we?d is rank growth . D : iter;)c(i)?rrx,t;hz
T ary o ina is Miller talking about? The old China, the ne
Ameriza ir;e; ;)r ygt lanother located on a shifting map? ’ s
pecial case. Of course it is not i . inatt
" urse it is not immune from do
qzest f(s) ;); Itll:iis()(::;]chdfor roots. Thisisevident even in the literatul?ef ni?:;(l')lré
e e A offli entity and even fora European ancestryor gen’ealog
o ot ;1 search of his ances.tors). Nevertheless, everything
can rhizome: the beat?x?lf?etigixlr?;;z?gmr:ig tl:kes e oo
can | beal A und, bands and gan 1
bookila?eﬁs?f?‘:::n?} 1mrr;:ed1ate connection with an ougtsicfgj s:rc::rsisc:]::
et of trecs T;lom uropean books, even when the American sets off
o pursult of re in. N e cgnceptxop of the book is different. Leaves of Grass
And directions in / (in\i/rlca are dlff_erent: the search for arborescence and
West, with its Indians w?t:gtic:r‘:gc:;:?igist. i~ ﬂ(‘;?l'e e o
! \ ' r , ver-receding limit, i ifti
Wr;i r(ilzsicte;le g:nnfers. Thgre is a whole American “ia;?llti;xlttshih{{}gtg
where oven the v\f,esstorm' ;hlzomes. Arperica reversed the directions: it pui
s Drient In the Wes ,t';lls if it were precisely in America that the earth came
o cirel fhe A e cnge of Fhe East.!® (India is not the intermediar
the pivot point and n?:chg:gsonunce)?t;e?elr{a??r’li"(;loun e e i)S/
ghe pivot p . . sal.) The American singer Patti
Mi .g.,_fhg,bmle of the American dentist: Don’t go for the root, f_or;ﬁi\%‘
Arethe i orey
Woare! le){ler::li élrlzz t?y(t) kinds pf bureaucracy, or even three (or still more)?
Western bureaucra 3111 S flgrarlan, cadastral origins; roots and fields; treeé
aliom. the moficies ofltet:s, the great census of William the Conquero;' feu-
PN AR e:mgs of France; making property the basis o’f the
g Eonaes fosent J tl'rough war.fa.re, litigation, and marriages. The
s Le bareaer elily becau_se itis a plant with deep roots that clings
o o ?‘C)l’] Fhe same in t.he Orient? Of course it is all too easy
O Sepict an i d00 rhizomes and immanence; yet 1t is true that in the
ronding o precats gls 1;101 act foll_qwmg a schema of arborescence corre-
sPonding to preestz flS ed, arborified. and rooted classes; its bureaucracy
o it ,mor exa’Tple, t'he much-discussed case of hydraulic
eannclsing Classe;; ( I?erltly, in which thg State engenders channeled and
o) e cf. the aspects of Wittfogel’s work that have not b
. e despot acts as a river, not as a fountainhead, which is stiel?Z
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flows with the current rather than sitting

self becomes a rhizome; Mao’s river and

ted 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 produces an immense channel, a
quantification of power with immediate “quanta,” 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. There is no universal capitalism, there is no capitalism in itself;

all kinds of formations, it isneocapitalism |

face and western face, and reshapes them

fpoint, a tree-point or root; he
Nunder a tree; Buddha'’s tree it

he wrong track with all these geogréphical »

" At the same time, we are on t
tter. If it is a question of showing

distributions. An impasse. So much the be
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 imnmanence 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-
scendent model and tracing, even if it engenders its own €sCapes; the sec-
ond operates as an immanent process that overturns the model and
outlines a map, evenifit constitutes its own hierarchies, even if it givesrise
to a despotic channel. It is not a question of this or that place on earth, or of
agiven moment in history, still less of this or that category of thought. It isa
questionofa model that is 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 one 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 orderto 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—via all the dualisms that are
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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 quarrels 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 them on a
plane of consistency on the basis of their intrinsic value.2® 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 a 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 columns 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 blending or creation of words, no syntactical boldness, can
substitute for it. In fact, these are more often than not merely mimetic pro-
cedures 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.2! 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 attachedtoa
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 title 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 actson semiotic flows,
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mategal ﬂ_ows. and social flows simultaneously (independently of an
recapl’Fulatlon that may be made of it in a scientific or theoretical corpus)y
There isno longer a tripartite division between a field of reality (the worldj
and a field of representation (the book) and a field of subjectivity (the
authgr): I_{gther, an assemblage establishes connections between certain
multiplicities drawn from each of these orders, so that a book has no sequel
nor tbe world as its object nor one or several authors as its subject. In short
we thmk that one cannot write sufficiently in the name of an out.side The:
outsxde.has no image, no signification, no subjectivity. The book as as.sem-
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. “Those 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
an‘d holq qut to it when it begins to grow only from the middle.”?2 Why is
this so difficult? The question is directly one of perceptual serr.liotics ilt’s
not easy to see things in the middle, rather than looking down on them t:rom
aboye or up at them from below, or from left to right or right to left: try it
you 1l see thgt everything changes. It’s not easy to see the grass in thin.gs anci
in wo,rds (51m.i’larly, Nietzsche said that an aphorism had to be “rumi-
nated”; never is a plateau separable from the cows that populate it, which
are a}so the clouds in the sky). ,
History is glways written from the sedentary point of view and in the
nan.le.of a unitary State apparatus, at least a possible one, even when the
topicis nomads. What islacking isa Nomadology, the opposite of a history.
Th;re ar? rare successes in this also, for example, on the subject of thé
Children’s Crusades: Marcel Schwob’s book multiplies narratives like so
many platea}xs with variable numbers of dimensions. Then there is
Andrzejew§k1’s book, Les portes du paradis (The gates of paradise), com-
posed‘ofa single uninterrupted sentence; a flow of children; a flow ot,"walk-
ing w1t}_1 pauses, straggling, and forward rushes; the semiotic flow of the
confessn'ons 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 havingleft out of love and more or less directly led by the dark po,sthu-
mous pederastic desire of the count of Venddme; all this with circles of con-
vergence. What is important is not whether the flows are “One or
n_1ul}1ple”——-we’re past that point: there is a collective assemblage 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
recen.t exgmplq is Armand Farrachi’s book on the Fourth Crusadé La dis-
location, in which the sentences space themselves out and disperse,, orelse
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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 still necessary? Aren’t these books still
“images” of the Crusades? Don’t they still 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 funereal 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 assemble (agencent). How can
the book find an adequate outside with which to assemble in heterogeneity,
rather thana world to reproduce? The cultural book is necessarily a tracing:
already atracing ofitself, 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. Even the anticultural book may still be burdened by too heavya cul-
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, 1t’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
outsidle. The State as the model for the book and for thought hasalong his-
tory: logos, the philosopher-king, the trahscendence of the Idea, the
interiority of the concept, the republic of minds, the court of reason, the
functionaries of thought, manaas legislator and subject. The State’s preten-
sion to be a world order, and to root man. The war machine’s relationtoan
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 71— 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 plot a point! Speed turns the
point into a line!¢ Be quick, even when standing still! Line of chance, line
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of hips, line of fli vy 1
. : ght. Don’t bring o .
ideas, j v e g out the General in you! , .
phOtO;UOSrl E:;:vdn idea (Goda.rd), Have short-term idf):lasu. I\I/?z(l)l?etn}:aveJuSt
ings. Be the Pink Panther and your loves will be zllxpl):e rtll?t
e

wasp and the orchid, th
river: , the cat and the baboon. As they say about old man

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 beginni
. . eginning or end; it is al ; . -
things, interbeing, / ; it is always in the middle, b 1
> 10 g, intermezzo. P e, between |
ance, uniquely alliance. The tre;r?rfut)l;)eseelsstf}:hau%n’ but the rhizome i ali- |
. . U e ver ¢ ”» .
zgirril:szome is the conjunction, “and. . .and. . ancio b?”Tl})xl']t the .faan Of"/
going? Ve\llll?eurihaforce to shake and uproot the verb “to be.” \l?\slkcx::é re you
't otall3'/ useless qfezgu cor?/llng'from? What are you heading for? Thaer:e};oui
from ground zero Se(;ﬁ;g al;mg aclean slate, starting or beginning agairx‘i:'2
: ’ a beginning or a foundati :
conception of voyage and m undation—all imply a false:

- L ovement (a concepti . ! s
agogical . ption that is met ,
aio%her’W;r;gfiﬁry’l.symb()l‘c- . -')- But Kleist, Lenz, and B?iggif:rl'ged-g
the middle comir:,e mg anq moving: proceeding from the middle throsvﬁ i
can literatl’xre an§ i?re gg mé ra;her than starting and finishing 2’5 Ame%i |

A ’ ady English liter : I A
direct ature, manifest th i ic
establigl? ;(l)oaq ev?n greater extent; they know how to move be:tswrf:hlZO}Tatlc )
nullify endingl;: Z tdhe AND, overthrow ontology, do away with foufxrclizlt'mgs’
The middle isgb rrl1 ) beginnings. They know how to practice pragm;?izs,
pick up speed })E;elw;n eanhs - an average; on the contrary, it is where thin Ss.
going from one thingefottl::g;goes ncci) ' Jesignate a localizable relatiogm
direction er and back again, but a i ’

, a transversal movement that sweeps one and thepgtrl?:::lcmar%
way, a

stream without beginnin
! oren e
speed in the middle. g d that undermines its banks and picks up |
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Bransmit them to new cells: this in fact is the basis for what we call ‘genctic engincering.” As a
s t, the genetic information of onc organism may be transferred to another by mc;xns of
gviruses. We cquld even imagine an extreme case where this transfer of information would go
amore l"nghly cvolved species to onc that is less evolved or was the progenitor of the more
‘mlved .specws. This mechanism, then, would run in the opposite direction to evolution in
classical sense. Ifitturns out that thiskind of transferral of information has played a major
we would in certain cases have to substitute reticular schemas (with communications
een branches after they have become differentiated) for the bush or tree schemas currently
to represent evolution” (p. 271).

6. Francois Jacob, The Logic of Life, trans. i :

o a0 ) (qumef f Life, trans. Betty E. Spillmann (New York: Pantheon,
1. Carlos Castaneda, The Teachings of Don Juan (Berkeley: University of California
Press, 1971), p. 88.

- 8. Pie'rre Boulez, Conversations with Célestin Deliege (London: Eulenberg Books, 1976):

seed whxc'h you plant in compost, and suddenly it begins to proliferate like a weed"y(p 1 5):
Eand on.muswal proliferation: “a music that floats, and in which the writing itself mal;es i£
iy ossible for the performer to keep in with a pulsed time” (p. 69 [translation modified])
9. See Me]a'nie Klein, Narrative of a Child Analysis (London: Hogarth Press, 1961): li;e
o‘fwarmaps in Richard’sactivities. [TRANS: Deleuze and Guattari, with Claire’Parnet'and
i dré Scalavx,, .analyze Klein’s Richard and Freud’s Little Hans in “The Interpretation of
gierances,” in Language, Sexuality and Subversion, trans. Paul Foss and Meaghan Morris
#Sydney: Feral Publications, 1978), pp. 141-157.]

10 Fernand Deligny, Cahiers de I'immuable, vol. 1, Voix et voir, Recherches, no. 8
pril 1975). ’ o
11. See Dieter Wunderlich, “Pragmatique, situation d’énonciation et Deixis,” in
e gages, no. 26 (June 1972), pp. 50ff.: MacCawley, Sadock, and Wunderlich’s attem;;ts to

pmicgrate “pragmatic properties” into Chomskian trees.

ks 1128.58;;:\9/en Rose, The Conscious Brain (New York: Knopf, 1975), p. 76; on memory, see

13. See Julien Pacotte, Le réseau arborescent, scheme primordial de la pensée (Paris:

mann, 1936). This book analyzes and develops various schemas of the arborescent form.

ich is pre§ented not as a mere formalism but as the “real foundation of formal thought.” l;

Bllows classical thought through to the end. It presents all of the forms of the “One-Two ".the
pory of the dipole. The set, trunk-roots-branches, yields the following schema: ‘

(__\/‘ opposed lrsEgmem >_\ Z_)
¢ /\

Fecemly, Michel Serres has analyzed varieties and sequences of trees in the most diverse
- l}ﬁc domains: how a tree is formed on the basis of a “network.” La traduction (Paris:
Lund. 1964), pp. 65-67 (the example of the Castilian dialegt). . uit, 1.974), pp- 27ff.; Feux et signaux de brume (Paris: Grasset, 1975), pp. 35fT. :
3. Ernst Jiinger, Approches; drogues et ivresse (Paris: Table Ronde, 1974 /14, Pierre Rosenstichl and Jean Petitot, “Automate asocial et systémes acentrés.” Cont-
. sec. 218. B . ations, no. 22 (_1974), pp. 45-62. On the friendship theorem, see Herbert S. Wilf. The
4, Rémy Chauvin in Entretiens sur la sexualité, ed. Max Aron, Robert Comllta : d hip Theorem in Combinatorial Mathematics (Welsh Academic Press); and on a simi-
»  Etienne Wolff (Paris: Plon, 1969), p. 205. . . kind of theqrgm, called the theorem of group indecision, see Kenneth J. Arrow, Social

5. On the work of R. E. Benveniste and G. J. Todaro, see Yves Chqstcn. Le e and Individual Values (New York: Wiley, 1963).
March 1975): “After integration-extrad -15. Rosenstichl and Petitot, “Automate asocial.” The principal characteristic of the

virusdans I'évolution,” La Recherche, no. 54 ( ‘ i ) o1, A
cell, viruses may, due to an error in excision, carry off fragments of their host's red system is that local initiatives are coordinated independently of a central power.

1977], p. 121), and because he was critical of Basaglia’s assimilatiog of mental illness 208
social alienation and his rejection of any kind of institutions for the insane (Psychana
transversalite, p. 264). o

13. in 1973, Guattari was tried and fined for committin
by publishin\g\an issue of Rechercheson homosexuality. All copies were Or
Révolution moleculaire, p. 1 10n).

14. Anti-Oedipus, trans. Robert Hurley,
University of Minnesota Press, 1983).

15. La Révolution moleculaire, p.

g an “outrage to public decenn)
dered destrowlr ‘

Fig

Mark Seem, and Helen R. Lane (Minneaj

144. The disintegration of the Left into dog
“groupuscules” and the amoeba-like proliferation of Lacanian schools basqd on persos
cults confirmed the charge of bureaucratism but belied the potency of the mix. Guat}a{l .
self began his political life in the carly 1950s with storfny attempts at membership @ ¥
Trotskyist splinter parties (Psychanalyse et transversalite, pp. 268-271). :
16. Difference et répétition, pp- 49-55, 337-349.
17. Jean-Frangois Lyotard, The Postmodern Condition: A Report on Knowledge, ta
Geoff Bennington and Brian Massumi (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.{ ;
- ?{f 3Jsiirgen Habermas's notion of «consensus” is the updated, late-modern version.
: 19. Interview with Gilles Deleuze, Libération, October 23, 1980, p. 16.
i’ 20. See Foucault’s essay on Blanchot, often quoted by Deleuze: “The Thought from

side,” in Foucault/Blanchot, trans. Brian Massumi, Maurice Blanchot, and Michel Fo

(New York: Zone Books, 1987). . .
21. Deleuze’s books on cinema (Cinemal: The Movement-Image [Minneapolis:

a Press, 1986], and Cinema Il The Time-Image [forthcoming from

sity of Minnesot / : from U
sity of Minnesota Press]) and on painting (Francis Bacon: Logique de la sensation |Par®

de la Différence, 1981]) are not meant as exercises in philosophical expansionism. The

ect is not to bring these arts 10 philosophy, but to bring out the philosophy already in

4 . 22. The terms “smooth space” and “striated space” were in fact coined by Pierrek

Sce p. 361-62 of the present work and note 20..
23. Interview with Gilles Deleuze, Liberation, October 23, 1980, p. 17. - v
24. See page 158 of the present work and note. . . 3
25. On style in literature, se¢ Deleuze, Proust and Signs, trans. Richard Howard|

York: Braziller, 1972), pp. 142-150. .
26. Deleuze and Foucaulit, “Intellectuals and Power,” p. 208.

1. Introduction: Rhizome

1. {TRANS: U. Weinreich, W. Labov, and M. Herzog, “Emp.irical Fou.ndal'ions .
ory of Language,” in W. Lehmann and Y. Malkeiel, eds., Dtrfectzons for Historical Ling
(1968), p. 125; cited by Francoise Robert, “Aspects socC1aux du changement &
grammaire générative,” Langages, no. 32 (Decemb_er 1973), p. 90.]

2. Bertil Malmberg, New Trends in Linguistics, \rans. Edward Carners (St
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on Générale d’Editions, 1975), p. 43, on the appearance of linearity and the disruption of
ception by speed.

25. See Jean-Cristophe Bailly’s description of movement in German Romanticism, in his
¥imtroduction to La legende dispersée. Anthologie du romantisme allemand (Paris: Union
2 Générale d’Editions, 1976), pp. 18ff.

with the calculations made throughout the network (multiplicity). “That is why the only piat
files on people can be kept is right in cach person’s home, since they alone are capabie of fillig
in the description and keeping it up to date: society itself is the only possible data bank on
ple. A naturally acentered socicty rejects the centralizing automaton as an asocial intrusioa®
(p. 62). On the “Firing Squad Theorem,” see pp. 51-57. It even happens that generals, dreamd
ing of appropriating the formal techniques of guerrilla warfare, appeal to multiplicities
synchronous modules . .. based on numerous but independent lightweight cells” having i
theory only a minimum of central power and “hierarchical relaying”; see Guy Brosse
Essai sur la non-bataille (Paris: Belin, 1975).
16. On Western agriculture of grain plants and Eastern horticulture of tubers, the oppos
tion between sowing of sceds and replanting of offshoots, and the contrast to animal raisingg
see André Haudricourt, “Domestication des animaux, culture des plantes et traitemest
d’autrui,” L'Homme, vol. 2, no. 1 (January-April 1962). pp. 40-50, and “Naturc ct culte
dans la civilisation dc I'igname: I'origine des clones et des clans,” L’'Homme, vol. 4,
(January-April 1964), pp. 93-104. Maizc and rice arc no exception: they are cereals “adopue
at a late date by tuber cultivators™ and were treated in a similar fashion; it is probable that "
“first appeared as a weed in taro ditches.”
17. Henry Miller, in Henry Miller and Michacl Fracnkel, flamlet (New York: Carrefa
1939), pp. 105-106. A
18. See Leslie Fiedler, The Return of the Vanishing American (New York: Stein and )
1968). This book contains a fine analysis of geography and its role in American mytholg
and literature, and of the reversal of directions. In the East, there was the search for a sped
cally American code and for a recoding with Europe (Henry James, Eliot, Pound, etc.); in
South, there was the overcoding of the slave system, with its ruin and the ruin of the plash
tions during the Civil War (Faulkner, Caldwell); from the North came capitalist de:
(Dos Passos, Dreiser); the'West, however, played the role of a line of flight combining trawj
hallucination, madness, thélndians, perceptive and mental experimentation, the shiﬁiq,
frontiers, the rhizome (Ken Kesey and his “fog machine,” the beat generation, etc.). Everg
great American author creates a cartography, even in his or her style; in contrast to what i
done in Europe, each makes a map that is directly connected to the real social moveme .
crossing America. An example is the indexing of geographical directions throughout the
of Fitzgerald.
19. [Trans: Karl Wittfogel, Oriental Despotism (New Haven, Conn.: Yale Univen
Press, 1957).]
20. Gregory Bateson, Steps to an Ecology of Mind (New York: Ballantine Books, 1972\
113. It will be noted that the word “plateau” is used in classical studies of bulbs, tubers, a8
rhizomes; see the entry for “Bulb” in M. H. Baillon, Dictionnaire de botanique (P
Hachette, 1876-1892).
21. For example, Joélle de La Casiniére, Absolument nécessaire. The Emergency Beg
(Paris: Minuit, 1973), a truly nomadic book. In the same vein, see the research in prog Mtructures and functions.”
the Montfaucon Research Center. ; 6. Louis Hjelmslev, Prolegomena to a Theory of Language, trans. Francis J. Whitfield
22. The Diaries of Franz Kafka, ed. Max Brod, trans. Joseph Kresh (New York: Schockenl fadison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1969), p. 60.
M48), p. 12. - 1. See Geoffroy Saint-Hilaire, Principes de philosophie zoologique (Paris: Picton et
23. Marcel Schwob, The Children’s Crusade trans. Henry Copley (Boston: Didier, 1830), which quotes extracts from the debate with Cuvier; and Notions synthe-
Maynard, 898); Jersy Andrzejewski, Les portes du paradis (Paris: Gallimard, 1959); , historiques et physiologiques de philosophie naturelle (Paris: Denain, 1838), in
Farrachi, La dislocation (Paris: Stock, 1974). It was in the context of Schwob’s book that ich Geoffroy sets forth his molecular conception of combustion, electrification, and
Alphandéry remarked that literature, in certain cases, could revitalize history and imps stiraction. Karl Ernest von Baer, Uber Entwicklungsgeschichte der Thiere (Konigsberg:
upon it “genuine research directions™; La chretienté et I'idée de croisade (Paris: Albin Mad Beiden Gehriidern Borntriiger, 1828-88), and “Biographie de Cuvier,” in Annales des sci-
1959), vol. 2. p. 116. ences naturelles (1908). Vialleton, Membres et ceintures des vertébrés tétrapodes (Paris:
24. Sec Paul Virilio, “Véhiculaire,” in Nomades et vagabonds, ed. Jacques Bergue (P . Doin, 1924).

2. 1914: One or Several Wolves?

1. Sigmund Freud, Papers on Metapsychology, vol. 14, Standard Edition, trans. James
hey (London: Hogarth Press, 1957), p. 200.
2. [TRaNS: Virginia Woolf, Mrs. Dalloway (New York: Harcourt, Brace and World,
925), p. 11).]
3. E. A. Bennet, What Jung Really Said (New York: Schocken, 1967), p. 74.
: 4. Ruth Mack Brunswick, “A Supplement to Freud’s History of an Infantile Neurosis,”

i The Wolf-Man, ed. Muricl Gardiner (New York: Basic Books, 1971), p. 268.
: 5. Elias Canetti, Crowds and Power, trans. Carol Stewart (New York: Viking Press, 1963),
- 29-30, 93ff. Some of the distinctions mentioned here are noted by Canetti.
6. [TRANS: Ibid., p. 93.]
7. Lettercited by Roland Jaccard, L' homme aux loups (Paris: Ed. Universitaires, 1973),
113,

3. 10,000 B.C.: The Geology of Morals

1. Roland Omnés, L univers et ses métamorphoses (Paris: Hermann, 1973), p. 164: “A
i that has collapsed so far that its radius has fallen below the critical point becomes what is
gaalled ablack hole (an occluded star). Thisexpression means that nothing sent in the direction
el such an object will ever come back. It is therefore perfectly black since it does not emit or
peflect any light.”

2. Marcel Griaule, Dieu d’eau (Paris: Fayard, 1975), pp. 38-41.
3. For a general treatment of the two aspects of morphogenesis, see Raymod Ruyer, La
kpenése de formes vivantes (Paris: Flammarion, 1958), pp. S4fT., and Pierre Vendryés, Vie et
gpobabilité (Paris: Albin Michel, 1945). Vendryés analyzes the role of the articulatory relation
imd articulated systems. On the two structural aspects of protein, see Jacques Monod, Chance
d Necessity, trans. Austryn Wainhouse (New York: Vintage, 1972), pp. 90-95.

4. Francois Jacob, The Logic of Life, trans. Betty E. Spillman (New York: Pantheon,
3), pp. 269-270 {translation modified].

B 5. Francois Jacob, “Le modele linguistique en biologie,” Critique, no. 322 (March 1974),
Pp. 202: “Genetic material has two roles: it must be reproduced in order to be transmitted to
ghe following generation, and it must be expressed in order for it to determine the organism’s



