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Translator's Foreword:
Pleasures of Philosophy
Brian Massumi

This is a book that speaks of many things, of ticks and quilts and fuzzy sub-
sets and noology and political economy. It is difficult to know how to
approach it. What do you do with a book that dedicates an entire chapter to
music and animal behavior—and then claims that it isn't a chapter? That
presents itself as a network of "plateaus" that are precisely dated, but can
be read in any order? That deploys a complex technical vocabulary drawn
from a wide range of disciplines in the sciences, mathematics, and the
humanities, but whose authors recommend that you read it as you would
listen to a record?'

"Philosophy, nothing but philosophy."* Of a bastard line.

The annals of official philosophy are populated by "bureaucrats of pure
reason" who speak in "the shadow of the despot" and are in historical com-
plicity with the State.” They invent "a properly spiritual... absolute State that
... effectively functions in the mind." Theirs is the discourse of sovereign
judgment, of stable subjectivity legislated by "good" sense, of rocklike iden-
tity, "universal" truth, and (white male) justice. "Thus the exercise of their
thought is in conformity with the aims of the real State, with the dominant sig-
nifications, and with the requirements of the established order."*

Gilles Deleuze was schooled in that philosophy. The titles of his earliest
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books read like a Who's Who of philosophical giants. "What got me by dur-
ing that period was conceiving of the history of philosophy as a kind of
ass-fuck, or, what amounts to the same thing, an immaculate conception.

I imagined myself approaching an author from behind and giving hlm a child
that would indeed be his but would nonetheless be monstrous > Hegel is
absent, being too despicable to merit even a mutant offspring.’ To Kant he
dedicated an affectionate study of "an enemy." Yet much of positive value
came of Deleuze's flirtation with the greats. He discovered an orphan line of
thinkers who were tied by no direct descendance but were united in their
opposmon to the State philosophy that would nevertheless accord them
minor positions in its canon. Between Lucretius, Hume, Spinoza,

Nietzsche, and Bergson there exists a "secret link constltuted by the critique
of negativity, the cultivation of joy, the hatred of interiority, the extenorlty of
forces and relations, the denunciation of power."” Deleuze's first major
statements written in his own voice, Difference et repetition (1968) and
Logique du sens (1969), cross-fertilized that line of "nomad" thought with
contemporary theory. The ferment of the student-worker revolt of May 1968
and the reassessment it prompted of the role of the 1ntellectual in society® led
him to disclaim the "ponderous academic apparatus"’ still in evidence in
those works. However, many elements of the "philosophy of difference" they
elaborated were transfused into a continuing collaboration, of which A
Thousand Plateaus is the most recent product.

Felix Guattari is a practicing psychoanalyst and lifelong political activ-
ist. He has worked since the mid-1950s at La Borde, an experimental psy-
chiatric clinic founded by Lacanian analyst Jean Oury. Guattari himself
was among Lacan's earliest trainees, and although he never severed his ties
with Lacan's Freudian School the group therapy practiced at La Borde
took him in a very different direction. The aim at La Borde was to abolish
the hierarchy between doctor and patient in favor of an interactive group
dynamic that would bring the experiences of both to full expression in such
a way as to produce a collective critique of the power relations in society as
a whole. "The central perspective is... to promote human relations that do
not automatically fall into roles or stereotypes but open onto fundamental
relations of a metaphysical kind that bring out the most radical and basic
alienations of madness or neurosis"'® and channel them into revolutionary
practice. Guattari collaborated beglnnlng in 1960 on group prolects dedi-
cated to developing this radical "institutional psychotherapy,"  and later
entered an uneasy alliance with the international antipsychiatry move-
ment spearheaded by R.D. Laing in England and Franco Basaglia in Italy."
As Lacanian schools of psychoanalysis gained ground against psychiatry,
the contractual Oedipal relationship between the analyst and the transfer-
ence-bound analysand became as much of a target for Guattari as the legal
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bondage of the institutionalized patient in the conventional State hospital.
He came to occupy the same position in relation to psychoanalysis as he
had all along in relation to the parties of the left: an ultra-opposition within
the opposition. His antihierarchical leanings made him a precursor to the
events of May 1968 and an early partisan of the social movements that
grew from them, including feminism and the gay rights movement.”
Anti-Oedipus (1972)," his first book with Deleuze, gave philosophical
weight to his convictions and created one of the intellectual sensations of
postwar France with its spirited polemics against State-happy or pro-party
versions of Marxism and school-building strains of psychoanalysis,
which separately and in various combinations represented the dominant
intellectual currents of the time (in spite of the fundamentally anarchist
nature of the spontaneous popular uprisings that had shaken the world in
1968). "The most tangible result of Anti-Oedipus was that it short-circuited
the connection between psychoanalysis and the far left parties," in which
he and Deleuze saw the potential for a powerful new bureaucracy of
analytic reason."

For many French intellectuals, the hyperactivism of post-May gave way
to a mid-seventies slump, then a return to religion (Tel Quel) or political
conservatism (the Nouveaux Philosophes) in a foreshadowing of the
Reagan eighties. Deleuze and Guattari never recanted. Nor did they sim-
ply revive the polemics. A Thousand Plateaus (1980), written over a
seven-year period, was billed as a sequel to Anti-Oedipus and shares its
subtitle, Capitalism and Schizophrenia. But it constitutes a very different
project. It is less a critique than a positive exercise in the affirmative
"nomad" thought called for in Anti-Oedipus.

"State philosophy" is another word for the representational thinking
that has characterized Western metaphysics since Plato, but has suffered
an at least momentary setback during the last quarter century at the hands
of Jacques Derrida, Michel Foucault, and poststructuralist theory gener-
ally. As described by Deleuze,'® it reposes on a double identity: of the thinking
subject, and of the concepts it creates and to which it lends its own
presumed attributes of sameness and constancy. The subject, its concepts,
and also the objects in the world to which the concepts are applied have a
shared, internal essence: the self-resemblance at the basis of identity. Rep-
resentational thought is analogical; its concern is to establish a correspon-
dence between these symmetrically structured domains. The faculty of
judgment is the policeman of analogy, assuring that each of the three terms
is honestly itself, and that the proper correspondences obtain. In thought
its end is truth, in action justice. The weapons it wields in their pursuit are
limitative distribution (the determination of the exclusive set of properties
possessed by each term in contradistinction to the others: logos, law) and
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hierarchical ranking (the measurement of the degree of perfection of a
term's self-resemblance in relation to a supreme standard, man, god, or
gold: value, morality). The modus operandi is negation: X = X = noty. Iden-
tity, resemblance, truth, justice, and negation. The rational foundation for
order. The established order, of course: philosophers have traditionally
been employees of the State. The collusion between philosophy and the
State was most explicitly enacted in the first decade of the nineteenth cen-
tury with the foundation of the University of Berlin, which was to become
the model for higher learning throughout Europe and in the United States.
The goal laid out for it by Wilhelm von Humboldt (based on proposals by
Fichte and Schleiermacher) was the "spiritual and moral training of the
nation," to be achieved by "deriving everything from an original principle"
(truth), by "relating everything to an ideal" (justice), and by "unifying this
principle and this ideal in a single Idea" (the State). The end product would
be "a fully legitimated subject of knowledge and society"''—each mind an
analogously organized mini-State morally unified in the supermind of the
State. Prussian mind-meld.'® More insidious than the well-known practi-
cal cooperation between university and government (the burgeoning mili-
tary funding of research) is its philosophical role in the propagation of the
form of representational thinking itself, that "properly spiritual absolute
State" endlessly reproduced and disseminated at every level of the social
fabric. Deconstruction-influenced feminists such as Helene Cixous and
Luce Irigaray have attacked it under the name "phallogocentrism" (what
the most privileged model of rocklike identity is goes without saying). In
the introduction to A Thousand Plateaus, Deleuze and Guattari describe it
as the "arborescent model" of thought (the proudly erect tree under whose
spreading boughs latter-day Platos conduct their class).

"Nomad thought" does not immure itself in the edifice of an ordered
interiority; it moves freely in an element of exteriority. It does not repose
on identity; it rides difference. It does not respect the artificial division
between the three domains of representation, subject, concept, and being;
it replaces restrictive analogy with a conductivity that knows no bounds.
The concepts it creates do not merely reflect the eternal form of a legislat-
ing subject, but are defined by a communicable force in relation to which
their subject, to the extent that they can be said to have one, is only secon-
dary. They do not reflect upon the world but are immersed in a changing
state of things. A concept is a brick. It can be used to build the courthouse of
reason. Or it can be thrown through the window. What is the subject of the
brick? The arm that throws it? The body connected to the arm? The brain
encased in the body? The situation that brought brain and body to such a
juncture? All and none of the above. What is its object? The window? The
edifice? The laws the edifice shelters? The class and other power relations
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encrusted in the laws? All and none of the above. "What interests us are the
circumstances.""” Because the concept in its unrestrained usage is a set of
circumstances, at a volatile juncture. It is a vector: the point of application
of a force moving through a space at a given velocity in a given direction.
The concept has no subject or object other than itself. It is an act. Nomad
thought replaces the closed equation of representation, X = x = noty (I =1
= not you) with an open equation: ... +y +z + a + ...(...+ arm + brick +
window + ...). Rather than analyzing the world into discrete components,
reducing their manyness to the One of identity, and ordering them by rank,
it sums up a set of disparate circumstances in a shattering blow. It synthe-
sizes a multiplicity of elements without effacing their heterogeneity or hin-
dering their potential for future rearranging (to the contrary). The modus
operandi of nomad thought is affirmation, even when its apparent object is
negative. Force is not to be confused with power. Force arrives from outside
to break constraints and open new vistas. Power builds walls.

The space of nomad thought is qualitatively different from State space.
Air against earth. State space is "striated," or gridded. Movement in it is
confined as by gravity to a horizontal plane, and limited by the order of
that plane to preset paths between fixed and identifiable points. Nomad
space is "smooth," or open-ended. One can rise up at any point and move
to any other. Its mode of distribution is the nomos: arraying oneself in an
open space (hold the street), as opposed to the logos of entrenching oneself
in a closed space (hold the fort).

A Thousand Plateaus is an effort to construct a smooth space of
thought. It is not the first such attempt. Like State philosophy, nomad
thought goes by many names. Spinoza called it "ethics." Nietzsche called
it the "gay science." Artaud called it "crowned anarchy." To Maurice
Blanchot, it is the "space of literature." To Foucault, "outside thought.”20
In this book, Deleuze and Guattari employ the terms "pragmatics" and
"schizoanalysis," and in the introduction describe a rhizome network
strangling the roots of the infamous tree. One of the points of the book is
that nomad thought is not confined to philosophy. Or that the kind of phi-
losophy it is comes in many forms. Filmmakers and painters are philo-
sophical thinkers to the extent that they explore the potentials of their
respective mediums and break away from the beaten paths.?' On a strictly
formal level, it is mathematics and music that create the smoothest of the
smooth spaces.”” In fact, Deleuze and Guattari would probably be more
inclined to call philosophy music with content than music a rarefied form
of philosophy.

Which returns to our opening question. How should A Thousand Pla-
teaus be played? When you buy a record there are always cuts that leave you
cold. You skip them. You don't approach a record as a closed book that you
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have to take or leave. Other cuts you may listen to over and over again. They
follow you. You find yourself humming them under your breath as you go
about your daily business.

A Thousand Plateaus is conceived as an open system.” It does not pre-
tend to have the final word. The authors' hope, however, is that elements of
it will stay with a certain number of its readers and will weave into the mel-
ody of their everyday lives.

Each "plateau" is an orchestration of crashing bricks extracted from a
variety of disciplinary edifices. They carry traces of their former emplace-
ment, which give them a spin defining the arc of their vector. The vectors
are meant to converge at a volatile juncture, but one that is sustained, as an
open equilibrium of moving parts each with its own trajectory. The word
"plateau” comes from an essay by Gregory Bateson on Balinese culture, in
which he found a libidinal economy quite different from the West's orgas-
mic orientation.* In Deleuze and Guattari, a plateau is reached when cir-
cumstances combine to bring an activity to a pitch of intensity that is not
automatically dissipated in a climax. The heightening of energies is sus-
tained long enough to leave a kind of afterimage of its dynamism that can
be reactivated or injected into other activities, creating a fabric of intensive
states between which any number of connecting routes could exist. Each
section of A Thousand Plateaus tries to combine conceptual bricks in such
a way as to construct this kind of intensive state in thought. The way the
combination is made is an example of what Deleuze and Guattari call
consistency—not in the sense of a homogeneitg, but as a holding together
of disparate elements (also known as a "style").” A style in this sense, as a
dynamic holding together or mode of composition, is not something lim-
ited to writing. Filmmakers, painters, and musicians have their styles,
mathematicians have theirs, rocks have style, and so do tools, and technol-
ogies, and historical periods, even—especially—punctual events. Each
section is dated, because each tries to reconstitute a dynamism that has
existed in other mediums at other times. The date corresponds to the point
at which that particular dynamism found its purest incarnation in matter,
the point at which it was freest from interference from other modes and
rose to its highest degree of intensity. That never lasts more than a flash,
because the world rarely leaves room for uncommon intensity, being in
large measure an entropic trashbin of outworn modes that refuse to die.
Section 12, for example, the "Treatise on Nomadology," is dated 1227 A.D.
because that is when the nomad war machine existed for a moment in its
pure form on the vacant smooth spaces of the steppes of Inner Asia.

The reader is invited to follow each section to the plateau that rises from
the smooth space of its composition, and to move from one plateau to the
next at pleasure. But it is just as good to ignore the heights. You can take a
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concept that is particularly to your liking and jump with it to its next
appearance. They tend to cycle back. Some might call that repetitious.
Deleuze and Guattari call it a refrain.

Most of all, the reader is invited to lift a dynamism out of the book
entirely, and incarnate it in a foreign medium, whether it be painting or
politics. The authors steal from other disciplines with glee, but they are
more than happy to return the favor. Deleuze's own image for a concept is
not a brick, but a "tool box."*® He calls his kind of philosophy "pragmatics"
because its goal is the invention of concepts that do not add up to a system
of belief or an architecture of propositions that you either enter or you
don't, but instead pack a potential in the way a crowbar in a willing hand
envelops an energy of prying.

The best way of all to approach the book is to read it as a challenge: to pry
open the vacant spaces that would enable you to build your life and those of
the people around you into a plateau of intensity that would leave afterim-
ages of its dynamism that could be reinjected into still other lives, creating
a fabric of heightened states between which any number, the greatest num-
ber, of connecting routes would exist. Some might call that promiscuous.
Deleuze and Guattari call it revolution.

The question is not: is it true? But: does it work? What new thoughts
does it make it possible to think? What new emotions does it make it possi-
ble to feel? What new sensations and perceptions does it open in the body?

The answer for some readers, perhaps most, will be "none." If that hap-
pens, it's not your tune. No problem. But you would have been better off
buying a record.
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AFFECT/AFFECTION. Neither word denotes a personal feeling (sentiment
in Deleuze and Guattari). L "affect (Spinoza's affectus) is an ability to affect
and be affected. It is a prepersonal intensity corresponding to the passage
from one experiential state of the body to another and implying an
augmentation or diminution in that body's capacity to act. L'affection
(Spinoza's affectio) is each such state considered as an encounter between
the affected body and a second, affecting, body (with body taken in its
broadest possible sense to include "mental" or ideal bodies).

DRAW. In A Thousand Plateaus, to draw is an act of creation. What is
drawn (the Body without Organs, the plane of consistency, a line of flight)
does not preexist the act of drawing. The French word tracer captures this
better: It has all the graphic connotations of "to draw" in English, but can
also mean to blaze a trail or open a road. "To trace" {decalquer), on the
other hand, is to copy something from a model.

FLIGHT/ESCAPE. Both words translate fuite, which has a different range
of meanings than either of the English terms. Fuite covers not only the act
of fleeing or eluding but also flowing, leaking, and disappearing into the
distance (the vanishing point in a painting is a point de fuite). It has no rela-
tion to flying.
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MILIEU. In French, milieu means "surroundings," "medium" (as in
chemistry), and "middle." In the philosophy of Deleuze and Guattari,
"milieu" should be read as a technical term combining all three meanings.

PLANE. The word plan designates both a "plane" in the geometrical sense
and a "plan." The authors use it primarily in the first sense. Where both
meanings seem to be present (as in discussions of the, plan d'organisatori)
"plan(e)" has been used in the translation.

POWER. Two words for "power" exist in French, puissance and pouvoir.
In Deleuze and Guattari, they are associated with very different concepts
(although the terminological distinction is not consistently observed).
Puissance refers to a range of potential. It has been defined by Deleuze as a
"capacity for existence," "a capacity to affect or be affected,” a capacity to
multiply connections that may be realized by a given "body" to varying
degrees in different situations. It may be thought of as a scale of intensity or
fullness of existence (or a degree on such a scale), analogous to the capacity
of a number to be raised to a higher "power." It is used in the French trans-
lation of Nietzsche's term "will to power." Like its English counterpart, it
has an additional mathematical usage, designating the number of elements
in a finite or infinite set. Here, puissance pertains to the virtual (the plane
of consistency), pouvoir to the actual (the plane of organization). The
authors use pouvoir in a sense very close to Foucault's, as an instituted and
reproducible relation of force, a selective concretization of potential. Both
puissance and pouvoir have been translated here as "power," since the dis-
tinction between the concepts is usually clear from the context. The French
terms have been added in parentheses where confusion might arise, and in
occasional passages where puissance is rendered as "potential."

PROCESS/PROCEEDING. The authors employ two words normally trans-
lated as "process." Processus in their usage is the more general of the two,
covering both the stratified and destratified dimensions of an occurrence.
Proces pertains only to the stratification. In standard French, proces also
means "trial" (as in the title of the Kafka novel). Deleuze and Guattari
exploit this polysemy as a way of emphasizing the role of organizations of
social power and regimes of signs in operations constitutive of the subject,
or proces de subjectivation. Proces is usually (once again, there is slippage in
their usage) translated as "proceeding," despite the occasional awkward-
ness this produces in English, in an attempt to preserve both associations: a
process, or way of proceeding, and a legal proceeding, or trial. Processus is
always "process."

SELF. Both Moi and Soi have usually been translated as "Self," with the
French in brackets. Soi is the self in its broadest sense, but as a neuter
third-person pronoun implies an impersonality at the basis of the self.
Moi is a
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more restricted concept: the "me" as subject of enunciation for the "I" (je)
as subject of the statement. It is also the French term for the Freudian ego.

SIGNIFIANCE/INTERPRETANCE. I have followed the increasingly com-
mon practice of importing signifiance and interpr'etance into English with-
out modification. In Deleuze and Guattari these terms refer respectively to
the syntagmatic and paradigmatic processes of language as a "signifying
regime of signs." They are borrowed from Benveniste ("signifying capac-
ity" and "interpretative capacity" are the English translations used in
Benveniste's work).

STATEMENT. Enonce (often "utterance") has been translated here as
"statement," in keeping with the choice of the English translators of
Foucault, to whose conception Deleuze and Guattari's is closest. "Enunci-
ation" is used for enonciation.

TRAIT. The word trait has a range of meanings not covered by any single
word in English. Literally, it refers to a graphic drawing, and to the act of
drawing a line. Abstractly, it is the purely graphic element. Figuratively, it
is an identifying mark (a feature, or trait in the English sense), or any act
constituting a mark or sign. In linguistics, "distinctive features" {traits
distinctifs or traits pertinents) are the elementary units of language that
combine to form a phoneme. Trait also refers to a projectile, especially an
arrow, and to the act of throwing a projectile. Here, "trait" has been
retained in all but narrowly linguistic contexts.

GENDER-BIASED USAGE has been largely eliminated through
plural-ization or the use of male and female pronouns. However, where
Deleuze and Guattari seem deliberately to be using "man" to designate a
socially constructed, patriarchal standard of human behavior applied to
both men and women, the masculine generic has been retained.

* % %

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS. I would like to express my gratitude to the
National Endowment for the Humanities and the French Ministry of Cul-
ture for their generous assistance, without which this translation would not
have been possible, and to the authors for their patience in answering my
questions. Winnie Berman, Ken Dean, Nannie Doyle, Shoshana Felman,
Jim Fleming, Robert Hurley, Fredric Jameson, Sylvere Lotringer, Susan
McClary, Giorgio Passerone, Paul Patton, Dana Polan, Mary Quaintance,
Michael Ryan, Lianne Sullivan, Susan Yazijian, and Caveh Zahedi pro-
vided much-appreciated aid and advice. Glenn Hendler likes to see his
name in print.

I consulted the following translations: "Rhizome" (first version), trans.
Paul Foss and Paul Patton, Ideology and Consciousness, no. 8 (Spring 1981,



NOTES ON THE TRANSLATION AND ACKNOWLEDGMENTS o xix

pp. 49-71); "Rhizome" (final version), trans. John Johnston in Deleuze
and Guattari, On the Line (New York: Semiotext[e], 1983); "One or Sev-
eral Wolves?" (first version), trans. Mark Seem, Semiotext(e), vol. 2, no. 3,
pp. 137-147 (1977); "How to Make Yourself a Body without Organs" (first
version, abridged), trans. Suzanne Guerlac, Semiotext(e) vol. 4, no. 1
(1981), pp. 265-270.

Portions of this translation have appeared previously. "Treatise on
Nomadology" was published as a separate book entitled Nomad Machine
(New York: Semiotext(e), 1986). Extracts from "Becoming-Intense ..."
appeared under the title "Becoming-Woman" in Subjects/Objects, no. 3
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Authors' Note

This book is the companion volume to Anti-Oedipus (paperback ed., Uni-
versity of Minnesota Press, 1983). Together they make up Capitalism and
Schizophrenia.

It is composed not of chapters but of "plateaus." We will try to explain
why later on (and also why the texts are dated). To a certain extent, these
plateaus may be read independently of one another, except the conclusion,
which should be read at the end.



A Thousand Plateaus
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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 I, but the point where it is no
longer of any importance whether one says [. 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. It 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

3
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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. It is a 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 make it a 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 what a book talks about and how it is made. Therefore a 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 is the relation (also measurable) of this literary machine to a
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 nothing to do with ideology. There is no 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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signifying. It has to do with surveying, mapping, even realms that are yet to
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 is the classical book, as
noble, signifying, and subjective organic interiority (the strata of the book).
The book imitates the world, 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 the law
of the book reside in nature, 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 us is the most 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 multiple,
lateral, and circular system of ramification, rather than a dichotomous
one. Thought lags behind nature. Even the book as a natural reality is a tap-
root, with its pivotal spine and surrounding leaves. But the book as a spiri-
tual reality, the Tree or Root as an image, endlessly develops the law of the
One that becomes two, then of the two that become four. . . Binary logic is
the spiritual reality of the root-tree. Even a discipline as "advanced" as lin-
guistics retains the root-tree as its fundamental image, and thus remains
wedded to classical reflection (for example, Chomsky and his grammatical
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 strong principal unity. On the side of the object, it is no doubt pos-
sible, following the natural method, to go directly from One to three, four,
or five, but only if there is a strong principal unity available, that of the piv-
otal taproot supporting the secondary roots. That doesn't get us very far.
The binary logic of dichotomy has simply been replaced by biunivocal rela-
tionships between successive circles. The pivotal taproot provides no bet-
ter understanding of multiplicity than 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
interpretation 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 destroyed; an immediate, indefinite
multiplicity of secondary roots grafts onto it and undergoes a flourishing
development. This time, natural reality is what aborts the principal root,
but the root's unity subsists, as past or yet to come, as possible. 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 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 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 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 strange 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, 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 - 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 is whether plant
life in its specificity is not entirely rhizomatic. Even some animals are, in
their pack form. Rats are rhizomes. Burrows are too, in all of their func-
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tions of shelter, supply, movement, evasion, and breakout. The rhizome
itself assumes very diverse forms, from ramified surface extension in all
directions to concretion into bulbs and tubers. When rats swarm over each
other. The rhizome includes the best and the worst: potato and couchgrass,
or the weed. Animal and plant, couchgrass is crabgrass. We get the distinct
feeling that we will convince no one unless we enumerate certain approxi-
mate characteristics of the rhizome.

1 and 2. Principles of connection and heterogeneity: any point of a rhi-
zome can be connected to anything other, and must be. This is very differ-
ent from the tree or root, which plots a point, fixes an order. The linguistic
tree on the Chomsky model still begins at a point S and proceeds by dichot-
omy. On the contrary, not every trait in a rhizome is necessarily linked to a
linguistic feature: semiotic chains of every nature are connected to very
diverse modes of coding (biological, political, economic, etc.) that bring
into play not only different regimes of signs but also states of things of dif-
fering status. Collective assemblages of enunciation function directly
within machinic assemblages; it is not impossible to make a radical break
between regimes of signs and their objects. Even when linguistics claims to
confine itself to what is explicit and to make no presuppositions about lan-
guage, it is still in the sphere of a discourse implying particular modes of
assemblage and types of social power. Chomsky's grammaticality, the cate-
gorical S symbol that dominates every sentence, is more fundamentally a
marker of power than a syntactic marker: you will construct grammatically
correct sentences, you will divide each statement into a noun phrase and a
verb phrase (first dichotomy. . .). Our criticism of these linguistic models
is not that they are too abstract but, on the contrary, that they are not
abstract enough, that they do not reach the abstract machine that connects
a language to the semantic and pragmatic contents of statements, to collec-
tive assemblages of enunciation, to a whole micropolitics of the social
field. A rhizome ceaselessly establishes connections between semiotic
chains, organizations of power, and circumstances relative to the arts, sci-
ences, and social struggles. A semiotic chain is like a tuber agglomerating
very diverse acts, not only linguistic, but also perceptive, mimetic,
gestural, and cognitive: there is no language in itself, nor are there any lin-
guistic universals, only a throng of dialects, patois, slangs, and specialized
languages. There is no ideal speaker-listener, any more than there is a
homogeneous linguistic community. Language is, in Weinreich's words,
"an essentially heterogeneous reality."' There is no mother tongue, only a
power takeover by a dominant language within a political multiplicity.
Language stabilizes around a parish, a bishopric, a capital. It forms a bulb.
It evolves by subterranean stems and flows, along river valleys or train
tracks; it spreads like a patch of oil.* It is always possible to break a language
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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 combination 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 multiplicity 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
interplay approximates the pure activity of weavers attributed in myth to
the Fates or Norns."> An assemblage is precisely this increase in the
dimensions 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 elements 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 (unites) of
measure, only multiplicities or varieties of measurement. The notion of
unity {unite) appears only when there is a power takeover in the
multiplicity by the signifier or a corresponding 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).



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 line 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 is transformed 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.,
as well 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
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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; 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 one imitates an animal organization on the other. At the
same time, something else entirely is going on: not imitation at all but a
capture of code, surplus 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 rhizome that can no longer be attributed to
or subjugated by anything signifying. Rimy Chauvin expresses it well: "the
aparallel evolution of two beings that have absolutely nothing to do with
each other."* More generally, evolutionary 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 without 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 rhizome operating
immediately in the heterogeneous and jumping from one already
differentiated line to another.” Once again, there is aparallel evolution, of
the baboon and the cat; it is obvious that they are not models or copies 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 to
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those of "the abominable couplings dear to antiquity and the Middle
Ages."® Transversal communications between different lines scramble the
genealogical trees. Always look for the molecular, or even submolecular,
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 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-torialization of the book, which in turn deterritorializes itself 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 nothing, 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
imperceptible itself, asignifying, makes its rupture, its own line of flight,
follows its "aparallel evolution" through to the end. The wisdom of the
plants: even when they have roots, there is always 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, 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 tortuous of lines of n dimensions and broken directions.
Conjugate deterritorialized flows. Follow the plants: you start by delimiting
a first line consisting of circles of convergence around successive
singularities; then you see whether inside that line new circles of
convergence establish themselves, with new points located outside the
limits and in other directions. Write, form a rhizome, increase your
territory by deterritorialization, extend the line of flight to the point where
it becomes an abstract machine 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 growing in between are yours.
Later... you can extend the size of your territory by following the
watercourse from each point along the way."” Music has always sent out
lines of flight, like so many "transformational 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 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, or root—pivotal taproot or fascicles (for exam-
ple, Chomsky's "tree" is associated 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. It is our view that genetic axis and profound struc-
ture are above all infinitely reproducible principles of tracing. All of tree
logic 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 is to describe a de facto state, to
maintain balance in intersubjective relations, or to explore an 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. It can 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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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 trac-
ings of the stages on that 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 is 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—Oedipus, 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.)’ Drives 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 politi-
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 tracings of its own? Does not a multipli-
city have strata upon which unifications and totalizations, 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 to it. It has gen-
erated, structurahzed 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 psychoanalysis
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-
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 point in 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 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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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 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 determined not by theoretical analyses
implying universals but by a pragmatics composing multiplicities or
aggregates of intensities. A new rhizome may form in the heart of a tree,
the hollow 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 extricate
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
syntagllnatic 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
to 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.""” 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 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, offbeat,
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 is a
"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 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
Rosenstiehl 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
famous friendship theorem: "If any two given individuals in a society have
precisely one mutual friend, then there exists an individual who is the
friend of all the others." (Rosenstichl 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 is this friend of humankind? Is it the .pMosopher 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, I am nothing?) Thus the authors speak of dictatorship theo-
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 from any neigh-
bor to 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 the local operations are coordinated and the final, global result syn-
chronized without a central agency. Transduction of intensive states
replaces topology, and "the graph regulating the circulation of information
is in a way the opposite of the hierarchical graph.. . . There is no reason 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 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
central order. The authors even demonstrate that this kind of machinic
multiplicity, assemblage, or society rejects any centralizing or unifying
automaton as an "asocial intrusion."" Under these conditions, n is in fact
always n - 1. Rosenstichl and Petitot emphasize that the opposition,
centered-acentered, is valid less as a designation for things than as a 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 phallus, 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, 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 has a special relation to the forest, and deforestation;
the fields carved from the forest are populated with seed plants produced
by cultivation based on species lineages of the arborescent type; animal
raising, carried out on fallow fields, selects lineages forming an entire ani-
mal arborescence. The East presents a different figure: a relation to 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 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? Andre 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 of the 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 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, 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 out.... The weed
exists only to fill the waste spaces left by cultivated areas. It grows between,
among 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 is a special case. Of course it is 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 is 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 rhizomes. America reversed the directions: it put
its Orient in the West, as if it were precisely in America that the earth came
full circle; its West is 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
Smith 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 still more)?
Western bureaucracy: its agrarian, cadastral origins; 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, litigation, and marriages. The
kings of France chose the lily because it is a plant with deep roots that clings
to slopes. Is bureaucracy the same in the Orient? Of course it is all too easy
to depict an Orient of rhizomes and immanence; yet it is true that in the
Orient the State does not act following a schema of arborescence corre-
sponding to preestablished, arborified, and rooted classes; its bureaucracy
is one of channels, for example, the much-discussed case of hydraulic
power with "weak property,” in which the State engenders channeled and
channelizing classes (cf. the aspects of Wittfogel's work that have not been
refuted).'” The despot acts as a river, not as a fountainhead, which is still a
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point, a tree-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 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;
capitalism is at the crossroads of all kinds of formations, it is neocapitalism
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 it is a 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-
scendent model and tracing, even if it engenders its own escapes; the sec-
ond operates as an immanent process that overturns the model and
outlines a map, even if it constitutes its own hierarchies, even if it gives rise
to a despotic channel. It is not a question of this or that place on earth, or of
a given moment in history, still less of this or that category of thought. It is a
question of a 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 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—via all the dualisms that are
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the enemy, an entirely necessary enemy, the furniture we are forever
rearranging.

Let us summarize the principal characteristics of a rhizome: unlike trees
or their roots, the rhizome connects any point to any other point, and its
traits are not necessarily linked to traits of the same nature; it brings into
play very different regimes of signs, and even nonsign states. The rhizome
is reducible neither to the One nor the multiple. It is not the One that
becomes Two or even directly three, four, five, etc. It is not a multiple
derived from the One, or to which One is added (n + 1). It is composed not
of units but of dimensions, or rather directions in motion. It has neither
beginning nor end, but always a middle (milieu) from which it grows and
which it overspills. It constitutes linear multiplicities with n dimensions
having neither subject nor object, which can be laid out on a plane of con-
sistency, and from which the One is always subtracted (n - 1). When a mul-
tiplicity of this kind changes dimension, it necessarily changes in nature as
well, undergoes a metamorphosis. Unlike a structure, which is defined by a
set of points and positions, with binary relations between the points and
biunivocal relationships between the positions, the rhizome is made only
of lines: lines of segmentarity and stratification as its dimensions, and the
line of flight or deterritorialization 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 type, which are merely localizable linkages between points and
positions. Unlike the tree, the thizome 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 antimemory. The rhizome operates by variation, expansion, conquest,
capture, offshoots. Unlike the graphic arts, drawing, or photography,
unlike tracings, the rhizome pertains to a map that must be produced, con-
structed, a map that is always detachable, connectable, reversible,
modifiable, and has multiple entryways and exits and its own lines of
flight. It is tracings that must be put on the map, not the opposite. In con-
trast 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 natural
and artificial—that is totally different from the arborescent relation: all
manner of "becomings."

A plateau is always in the middle, not at the beginning or the end. A rhi-
zome is made of plateaus. Gregory Bateson uses the word "plateau" to



2 o INTRODUCTION: RHIZOME

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. It is a
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.” 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.”’ 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 to a
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
assemblages of enunciation. No signifiance, no subjectification: writing
to the «th power (all individuated enunciation remains trapped within the
dominant significations, all signifying desire is associated with dominated
subjects). An assemblage, in its multiplicity, necessarily acts on semiotic
flows,
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material flows, and social flows simultaneously (independently of any
recapitulation 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 assemblage 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 signification, no subjectivity. 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. "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 and hold fast to it when it begins to grow only from the middle."*
Why is this so difficult? The question is directly one of perceptual
semiotics. It's not easy to see things in the middle, rather than looking down
on them from above or up at them from below, or from left to right or right
to left: try it, you'll see that everything changes. It's not easy to see the grass
in things and in words (similarly, Nietzsche said that an aphorism had to
be "ruminated"; never is a plateau separable from the cows that populate
it, which are also the clouds in the sky).

History is always written from the sedentary point of view and in the
name of a unitary State apparatus, at least a possible one, even when the
topic is nomads. What is lacking is a Nomadology, the opposite of a history.
There are rare successes in this also, for example, on the subject of the
Children's Crusades: Marcel Schwob's book multiplies narratives like so
many plateaus with variable 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, straggling, 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 Vendome; all this with circles of con-
vergence. What is important is not whether the flows are "One or
multiple"—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
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 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 portes 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 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. Even the anticultural book may still be burdened by too heavy a 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 1it, even 1if the blocks of academic culture or
pseudoscien-tificity in it are still too painful or ponderous. For science
would go completely mad if left to its own devices. Look at mathematics:
it's not a science, it's a monster slang, it'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 history: logos, the philosopher-king, the transcendence
of the Idea, 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 pretension to be a world 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 n - 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 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 like 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 middle, between
things, interbeing, intermezzo. The tree is filiation, but the rhizome is alli-
ance, uniquely alliance. The tree imposes the verb "to be," 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
going? Where are you coming from? What are you heading for? These are
totally useless questions. Making a clean slate, starting or beginning again
from ground zero, seeking a beginning or a foundation—all imply a false
conception of voyage and movement (a conception that is methodical, ped-
agogical, initiatory, symbolic...). But Kleist, Lenz, and Biichner have
another way of traveling and moving: proceeding from the middle, through
the middle, coming and going rather than starting and finishing.”> Ameri-
can literature, and already English literature, manifest this rhizomatic
direction to an even greater extent; they know how to move between things,
establish a logic of the AND, overthrow ontology, do away with foundations,
nullify endings and beginnings. They know how to practice pragmatics.
The middle is by no means an average; on the contrary, it is where things
pick up speed. Between things does not designate a localizable relation
going from one thing to the other and back again, but a perpendicular
direction, a transversal movement that sweeps one and the other away, a
stream without beginning or end that undermines its banks and picks up
speed in the middle.
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Field of Tracks, or Wolf Line

That day, the Wolf-Man rose from the couch particularly tired. He knew
that Freud had a genius for brushing up against the truth and passing it by,
then filling the void with associations. He knew that Freud knew nothing
about wolves, or anuses for that matter. The only thing Freud understood
was what a dog is, and a dog's tail. It wasn't enough. It wouldn't be enough.
The Wolf-Man knew that Freud would soon declare him cured, but that it
was not at all the case and his treatment would continue for all eternity
under Brunswick, Lacan, Leclaire. Finally, he knew that he was in the pro-
cess of acquiring a veritable proper name, the Wolf-Man, a name more
properly his than his own, since it attained the highest degree of singularity

26
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in the instantaneous apprehension of a generic multiplicity: wolves. He
knew that this new and true proper name would be disfigured and mis-
spelled, retranscribed as a patronymic.

Freud, for his part, would go on to write some extraordinary pages.
Entirely practical pages: his article of 1915 on "The Unconscious," which
deals with the difference between neurosis and psychosis. Freud says that
hysterics or obsessives are people capable of making a global comparison
between a sock and a vagina, a scar and castration, etc. Doubtless, it is at
one and the same time that they apprehend the object globally and perceive
it as lost. Yet it would never occur to a neurotic to grasp the skin erotically
as a multiplicity of pores, little spots, little scars or black holes, or to grasp
the sock erotically as a multiplicity of stitches. The psychotic can: "we
should expect the multiplicity of these little cavities to prevent him from
using them as substitutes for the female genital."' Comparing a sock to a
vagina is OK, it's done all the time, but you'd have to be insane to compare
a pure aggregate of stitches to a field of vaginas: that's what Freud says.
This represents an important clinical discovery: a whole difference in style
between neurosis and psychosis. For example, Salvador Dali, in attempt-
ing to reproduce his delusions, may go on at length about THE rhinoceros
horn; he has not for all of that left neurotic discourse behind. But when he
starts comparing goosebumps to a field of tiny rhinoceros horns, we get the
feeling that the atmosphere has changed and that we are now in the pres-
ence of madness. Is it still a question of a comparison at all? It is, rather, a
pure multiplicity that changes elements, or becomes. On the micrological
level, the little bumps "become" horns, and the horns, little penises.

No sooner does Freud discover the greatest art of the unconscious, this
art of molecular multiplicities, than we find him tirelessly at work bringing
back molar unities, reverting to his familiar themes of the father, the penis,
the vagina, Castration with a capital C... (On the verge of discovering a
rhizome, Freud always returns to mere roots.) The reductive procedure of
the 1915 article is quite interesting: he says that the comparisons and iden-
tifications of the neurotic are guided by representations of things, whereas
all the psychotic has left are representations of words (for example, the
word "hole"). "What has dictated the substitution is not the resemblance
between the things denoted but the sameness of the words used to express
them" (p. 201). Thus, when there is no unity in the thing, there is at least
unity and identity in the word. It will be noted that names are taken in their
extensive usage, in other words, function as common nouns ensuring the
unification of an aggregate they subsume. The proper name can be nothing
more than an extreme case of the common noun, containing its already
domesticated multiplicity within itself and linking it to a being or object
posited as unique. This jeopardizes, on the side of words and things both,
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the relation of the proper name as an intensity to the multiplicity it instan-
taneously apprehends. For Freud, when the thing splinters and loses its
identity, the word is still there to restore that identity or invent a new one.
Freud counted on the word to reestablish a unity no longer found in things.
Are we not witnessing the first stirrings of a subsequent adventure, that of
the Signifier, the devious despotic agency that substitutes itself for
asignifying proper names and replaces multiplicities with the dismal unity
of an object declared lost?

We're not far from wolves. For the Wolf-Man, in his second so-called
psychotic episode, kept constant watch over the variations or changing
path of the little holes or scars on the skin of his nose. During the first epi-
sode, which Freud declares neurotic, he recounted a dream he had about
six or seven wolves in a tree, and drew five. Who is ignorant of the fact that
wolves travel in packs? Only Freud. Every child knows it. Not Freud. With
false scruples he asks, How are we to explain the fact that there are five, six,
or seven wolves in this dream? He has decided that this is neurosis, so he
uses the other reductive procedure: free association on the level of the rep-
resentation of things, rather than verbal subsumption on the level of the
representation of words. The result is the same, since it is always a question
of bringing back the unity or identity of the person or allegedly lost object.
The wolves will have to be purged of their multiplicity. This operation is
accomplished by associating the dream with the tale, "The Wolf and the
Seven Kid-Goats" (only six of which get eaten). We witness Freud's reduc-
tive glee; we literally see multiplicity leave the wolves to take the shape of
goats that have absolutely nothing to do with the story. Seven wolves that
are only kid-goats. Six wolves: the seventh goat (the Wolf-Man himself) is
hiding in the clock. Five wolves: he may have seen his parents make love at
five o'clock, and the roman numeral V is associated with the erotic spread-
ing of a woman's legs. Three wolves: the parents may have made love three
times. Two wolves: the first coupling the child may have seen was the two
parents more ferarum, or perhaps even two dogs. One wolf: the wolf is the
father, as we all knew from the start. Zero wolves: he lost his tail, he is not
just a castrater but also castrated. Who is Freud trying to fool? The wolves
never had a chance to get away and save their pack: it was already decided
from the very beginning that animals could serve only to represent coitus
between parents, or, conversely, be represented by coitus between parents.
Freud obviously knows nothing about the fascination exerted by wolves
and the meaning of their silent call, the call to become-wolf. Wolves watch,
intently watch, the dreaming child; it is so much more reassuring to tell
oneself that the dream produced a reversal and that it is really the child who
sees dogs or parents in the act of making love. Freud only knows the
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Oedipalized wolf or dog, the castrated-castrating daddy-wolf, the dog in
the kennel, the analyst's bow-wow.

Franny is listening to a program on wolves. I say to her, Would you like to
be a wolf? She answers haughtily, How stupid, you can't be one wolf, you're
always eight or nine, six or seven. Not six or seven wolves all by yourself all
at once, but one wolf among others, with five or six others. In
becoming-wolf, the important thing is the position of the mass, and above
all the position of the subject itself in relation to the pack or
wolf-multiplicity: how the subject joins or does not join the pack, how far
away it stays, how it does or does not hold to the multiplicity. To soften
the harshness of her response, Franny recounts a dream: "There is a
desert. Again, it wouldn't make any sense to say that I am in the desert. It's
a panoramic vision of the desert, and it's not a tragic or uninhabited desert.
It's only a desert because of its ocher color and its blazing, shadowless
sun. There is a teeming crowd in it, a swarm of bees, a rumble of soccer
players, oragroup of Tuareg. lam on the edge of the crowd, at the periphery;
but I belong to it, | am attached to it by one of my extremities, a hand or
foot. T know that the periphery is the only place I can be, that T would die if
I let myself be drawn into the center of the fray, but just as certainly if I let
go of the crowd. This is not an easy position to stay in, it is even very
difficult to hold, for these beings are in constant motion and their
movements are unpredictable and follow no rhythm. They swirl, go
north, then suddenly east; none of the individuals in the crowd remains
in the same place in relation to the others. So I too am in perpetual
motion; all this demands a high level of tension, but it gives me a feeling of
violent, almost vertiginous, happiness." A very good schizo dream. To be
fully a part of the crowd and at the same time completely outside it, removed
from it: to be on the edge, to take a walk like Virginia Woolf (never again
will I say, "'l am this, | am thai").!

Problems of peopling in the unconscious: all that passes through the
pores of the schizo, the veins of the drug addict, swarming, teeming, fer-
ment, intensities, races and tribes. This tale of white skin prickling with
bumps and pustules, and of dwarfish black heads emerging from pores gri-
macing and abominable, needing to be shaved off every morning—is it a
tale by Jean Ray, who knew how to bring terror to phenomena of
micromultiplicity? And how about the "Lilliputian hallucinations" on
ether? One schizo, two schizos, three: "There are babies growing in my
every pore"—"With me, it's not in the pores, it's in my veins, little iron
rods growing in my veins"—"I don't want them to give me any shots,
except with camphorated alcohol. Otherwise breasts grow in my every
pore." Freud tried to approach crowd phenomena from the point of view of
the unconscious, but he did not see clearly, he did not see that the uncon-
scious itself was fundamentally a crowd. He was myopic and hard of
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hearing; he mistook crowds for a single person. Schizos, on the other hand,
have sharp eyes and ears. They don't mistake the buzz and shove of the
crowd for daddy's voice. Once Jung had a dream about bones and skulls. A
bone or a skull is never alone. Bones are a multiplicity. But Freud wants the
dream to signify the death of someone. "Jung was surprised and 3poin‘[ed
out that there were several skulls, not just one. Yet Freud still. . ."

A multiplicity of pores, or blackheads, of little scars or stitches. Breasts,
babies, and rods. A multiplicity of bees, soccer players, or Tuareg. A multi-
plicity of wolves or jackals ... All of these things are irreducible but bring
us to a certain status of the formations of the unconscious. Let us try to
define the factors involved: first, something plays the role of the full
body—the body without organs. In the preceding dream it was the desert.
In the Wolf-Man's dream it is the denuded tree upon which the wolves are
perched. It is also the skin as envelope or ring, and the sock as reversible
surface. It can be a house or part of a house, any number of things, any-
thing. Whenever someone makes love, really makes love, that person con-
stitutes a body without organs, alone and with the other person or people.
A body without organs is not an empty body stripped of organs, but a body
upon which that which serves as organs (wolves, wolf eyes, wolf jaws?) is
distributed according to crowd phenomena, in Brownian motion, in the
form of molecular multiplicities. The desert is populous. Thus the body
without organs is opposed less to organs as such than to the organization of
the organs insofar as it composes an organism. The body without organs is
not a dead body but a living body all the more alive and teeming once it has
blown apart the organism and its organization. Lice hopping on the beach.
Skin colonies. The full body without organs is a body populated by multi-
plicities. The problem of the unconscious has most certainly nothing to do
with generation but rather peopling, population. It is an affair of world-
wide population on the full body of the earth, not organic familial genera-
tion. "I love to invent peoples, tribes, racial origins ... I return from my
tribes. As of today, I am the adoptive son of fifteen tribes, no more, no less.
And they in turn are my adopted tribes, for I love each of them more than if
I had been born into it." People say, After all, schizophrenics have a mother
and a father, don't they? Sorry, no, none as such. They only have a desert
with tribes inhabiting it, a full body clinging with multiplicities.

This brings us to the second factor, the nature of these multiplicities and
their elements. RHIZOME. One of the essential characteristics of the dream
of multiplicity is that each element ceaselessly varies and alters its distance
in relation to the others. On the Wolf-Man's nose, the elements, deter-
mined as pores in the skin, little scars in the pores, little ruts in the scar tis-
sue, ceaselessly dance, grow, and diminish. These variable distances are
not extensive quantities divisible by each other; rather, each is indivisible,
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or "relatively indivisible," in other words, they are not divisible below or
above a certain threshold, they cannot increase or diminish without their
elements changing in nature. A swarm of bees: here they come as a rumble
of soccer players in striped jerseys, or a band of Tuareg. Or: the wolf clan
doubles up with a swarm of bees against the gang of Deulhs, under the
direction of Mowgli, who runs on the edge (yes, Kipling understood the call
of the wolves, their libidinal meaning, better than Freud; and in the
Wolf-Man's case the story about wolves is followed by one about wasps
and butterflies, we go from wolves to wasps). What is the significance of
these indivisible distances that are ceaselessly transformed, and cannot be
divided or transformed without their elements changing in nature each
time? Is it not the intensive character of this kind of multiplicity's elements
and the relations between them? Exactly like a speed or a temperature,
which is not composed of other speeds and temperatures but rather is
enveloped in or envelops others, each of which marks a change in nature.
The metrical principle of these multiplicities is not to be found in a homo-
geneous milieu but resides elsewhere, in forces at work within them, in
physical phenomena inhabiting them, precisely in the libido, which consti-
tutes them from within, and in constituting them necessarily divides into
distinct qualitative and variable flows. Freud himself recognizes the multi-
plicity of libidinal "currents" that coexist in the Wolf-Man. That makes it
all the more surprising that he treats the multiplicities of the unconscious
the way he does. For him, there will always be a reduction to the One: the little
scars, the little holes, become subdivisions of the great scar or supreme
hole named castration; the wolves become substitutes for a single Father
who turns up everywhere, or wherever they put him. (As Ruth Mack
Brunswick says, Let's go all the way, the wolves are "all the fathers and doc-
tors" in the world; but the Wolf-Man thinks, "You trying to tell me my ass
isn't a wolf?")

What should have been done is the opposite, all of this should be under-
stood in intensity: the Wolf is the pack, in other words, the multiplicity
instantaneously apprehended as such insofar as it approaches or moves
away from zero, each distance being nondecomposable. Zero is the body
without organs of the Wolf-Man. If the unconscious knows nothing of
negation, it is because there is nothing negative in the unconscious, only
indefinite moves toward and away from zero, which does not at all express
lack but rather the positivity of the full body as support and prop ("for an
afflux is necessary simply to signify the absence of intensity"). The wolves
designate an intensity, a band of intensity, a threshold of intensity on the
Wolf-Man's body without organs. A dentist told the Wolf-Man that he
"would soon lose all his teeth because of the violence of his bite"—and that
his gums were pocked with pustules and little holes.” Jaw as high intensity,
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teeth as low intensity, and pustular gums as approach to zero. The wolf, as
the instantaneous apprehension of a multiplicity in a given region, is not a
representative, a substitute, but an | feel. I feel myself becoming a wolf, one
wolf among others, on the edge of the pack. A cry of anguish, the only one
Freud hears: Help me not become wolf (or the opposite, Help me not fail in
this becoming). It is not a question of representation: don't think for a min-
ute that it has to do with believing oneself a wolf, representing oneself as a
wolf. The wolf, wolves, are intensities, speeds, temperatures,
nondecom-posable variable distances. A swarming, a wolfing. Who could
ever believe that the anal machine bears no relation to the wolf machine, or
that the two are only linked by an Oedipal apparatus, by the all-too-human
figure of the Father? For in the end the anus also expresses an intensity, in
this case the approach to zero of a distance that cannot be decomposed
without its elements changing in nature. Afield of anuses, just like a pack of
wolves. Does not the child, on the periphery, hold onto the wolves by his
anus? The jaw descends to the anus. Hold onto those wolves by your jaw
and your anus. The jaw is not a wolf jaw, it's not that simple; jaw and wolf
form a multiplicity that is transformed into eye and wolf, anus and wolf,
as a function of other distances, at other speeds, with other multiplicities,
between thresholds. Lines of flight or of deterritorialization,
becoming-wolf, becoming-inhuman, deterritorialized intensities: that is
what multiplicity is. To become wolf or to become hole is to
deterritorialize oneself following distinct but entangled lines. A hole is no
more negative than a wolf. Castration, lack, substitution: a tale told by an
overconscious idiot who has no understanding of multiplicities as
formations of the unconscious. A wolf is a hole, they are both particles of
the unconscious, nothing but particles, productions of particles, particulate
paths, as elements of molecular multiplicities. It is not even sufficient to
say that intense and moving particles pass through holes; a hole is just as
much a particle as what passes through it. Physicists say that holes are not
the absence of particles but particles traveling faster than the speed of
light. Flying anuses, speeding vaginas, there is no castration.

Let us return to the story of multiplicity, for the creation of this substan-
tive marks a very important moment. It was created precisely in order to
escape the abstract opposition between the multiple and the one, to escape
dialectics, to succeed in conceiving the multiple in the pure state, to cease
treating it as a numerical fragment of a lost Unity or Totality or as the
organic element of a Unity or Totality yet to come, and instead distinguish
between different types of multiplicity. Thus we find in the work of the
mathematician and physicist Riemann a distinction between discreet mul-
tiplicities and continuous multiplicities (the metrical principle of the sec-
ond kind of multiplicity resides solely in forces at work within them). Then
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in Meinong and Russell we find a distinction between multiplicities of
magnitude or divisibility, which are extensive, and multiplicities of dis-
tance, which are closer to the intensive. And in Bergson there is a distinc-
tion between numerical or extended multiplicities and qualitative or
durational multiplicities. We are doing approximately the same thing
when we distinguish between arborescent multiplicities and rhizomatic
multiplicities. Between macro- and micromultiplicities. On the one hand,
multiplicities that are extensive, divisible, and molar; unifiable,
total-izable, organizable; conscious or preconscious—and on the other
hand, libidinal, unconscious, molecular, intensive multiplicities
composed of particles that do not divide without changing in nature, and
distances that do not vary without entering another multiplicity and that
constantly construct and dismantle themselves in the course of their
communications, as they cross over into each other at, beyond, or before
a certain threshold. The elements of this second kind of multiplicity are
particles; their relations are distances; their movements are Brownian;
their quantities are intensities, differences in intensity.

This only provides the logical foundation. Elias Canetti distinguishes
between two types of multiplicity that are sometimes opposed but at other
times interpenetrate: mass ("crowd") multiplicities and pack multiplici-
ties. Among the characteristics of a mass, in Canetti's sense, we should note
large quantity, divisibility and equality of the members, concentration,
sociability of the aggregate as a whole, one-way hierarchy, organization of
territoriality or territorialization, and emission of signs. Among the char-
acteristics of a pack are small or restricted numbers, dispersion,
nonde-composable variable distances, qualitative metamorphoses,
inequalities as remainders or crossings, impossibility of a fixed
totalization or hierar-chization, a Brownian variability in directions, lines
of deterritorial-ization, and projection of particles.” Doubtless, there is no
more equality or any less hierarchy in packs than in masses, but they are
of a different kind. The leader of the pack or the band plays move by
move, must wager everything every hand, whereas the group or mass
leader consolidates or capitalizes on past gains. The pack, even on its own
turf, is constituted by a line of flight or of deterritorialization that is a
component part of it, and to which it accredits a high positive value,
whereas masses only integrate these lines in order to segment them,
obstruct them, ascribe them a negative sign. Canetti notes that in a pack
each member is alone even in the company of others (for example,
wolves on the hunt); each takes care of himself at the same time as
participating in the band. "In the changing constellation of the pack, in its
dances and expeditions, he will again and again find himself at its edge.
He may be in the center, and then, immediately afterwards, at the edge
again; at the edge and then back in the center. When
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the pack forms a ring around the fire, each man will have neighbors to the
right and left, but no one behind him; his back is naked and exposed to the
wilderness."® We recognize this as the schizo position, being on the periph-
ery, holding on by a hand or a foot... As opposed to the paranoid position
of the mass subject, with all the identifications of the individual with the
group, the group with the leader, and the leader with the group; be securely
embedded in the mass, get close to the center, never be at the edge except in
the line of duty. Why assume (as does Konrad Lorenz, for example) that
bands and their type of companionship represent a more rudimentary evo-
lutionary state than group societies or societies of conjugality? Not only do
there exist bands of humans, but there are particularly refined examples:
"high-society life" differs from "sociality" in that it is closer to the pack.
Social persons have a certain envious and erroneous image of the
high-society person because they are ignorant of high-society positions and
hierarchies, the relations of force, the very particular ambitions and
projects. High-society relations are never coextensive with social
relations, they do not coincide. Even "mannerisms" (all bands have them)
are specific to micromultiplicities and distinct from social manners or
customs.

There is no question, however, of establishing a dualist opposition
between the two types of multiplicities, molecular machines and molar
machines', that would be no better than the dualism between the One and
the multiple. There are only multiplicities of multiplicities forming a single
assemblage, operating in the same assemblage: packs in masses and masses
in packs. Trees have rhizome lines, and the rhizome points of
arbor-escence. How could mad particles be produced with anything but a
gigantic cyclotron? How could lines of deterritorialization be assignable
outside of circuits of territoriality? Where else but in wide expanses, and
in major upheavals in those expanses, could a tiny rivulet of new intensity
suddenly start to flow? What do you not have to do in order to produce a
new sound? Becoming-animal, becoming-molecular, becoming-inhuman,
each involves a molar extension, a human hyperconcentration, or
prepares the way for them. In Kafka, it is impossible to separate the
erection of a great paranoid bureaucratic machine from the installation of
little schizo machines of becoming-dog or becoming-beetle. In the case
of the Wolf-Man, it is impossible to separate the becoming-wolf of his
dream from the military and religious organization of his obsessions. A
military man does a wolf; a military man does a dog. There are not two
multiplicities or two machines; one and the same machinic assemblage
produces and distributes the whole, in other words, the set of statements
corresponding to the "complex." What does psychoanalysis have to say
about all of this? Oedipus, nothing but Oedipus, because it hears nothing
and listens to nobody. It flattens everything, masses and packs, molecular
and molar machines,
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multiplicities of every variety. Take the Wolf-Man's second dream during
his so-called psychotic episode: in the street, a wall with a closed door, to
the left an empty dresser; in front of the dresser, the patient, and a big
woman with a little scar who seems to want to skirt around the wall; behind
the wall, wolves, rushing for the door. Even Brunswick can't go wrong:
although she recognizes herself in the big woman, she does see that this
time the wolves are Bolsheviks, the revolutionary mass that had emptied
the dresser and confiscated the Wolf-Man's fortune. The wolves, in a
metastable state, have gone over to a large-scale social machine But psycho-
analysis has nothing to say about all of these points—except what Freud
already said: it all leads back to daddy (what do you know, he was one of the
leaders of the liberal party in Russia, but that's hardly important; all that
needs to be said is that the revolution "assuaged the patient's feelings of
guilt"). You'd think that the investments and counterinvestments of the
libido had nothing to do with mass disturbances, pack movements, collec-
tive signs, and particles of desire.

Thus it does not suffice to attribute molar multiplicities and mass
machines to the preconscious, reserving another kind of machine or multi-
plicity for the unconscious. For it is the assemblage of both of these that is
the province of the unconscious, the way in which the former condition the
latter, and the latter prepare the way for the former, or elude them or return
to them: the libido suffuses everything. Keep everything in sight at the
same time—that a social machine or an organized mass has a molecular
unconscious that marks not only its tendency to decompose but also the
current components of its very operation and organization; that any indi-
vidual caught up in a mass has his/her own pack unconscious, which does
not necessarily resemble the packs of the mass to which that individual
belongs; that an individual or mass will live out in its unconscious the
masses and packs of another mass or another individual. What does it
mean to love somebody? It is always to seize that person in a mass, extract
him or her from a group, however small, in which he or she participates,
whether it be through the family only or through something else; then to
find that person's own packs, the multiplicities he or she encloses within
himself or herself which may be of an entirely different nature. To join
them to mine, to make them penetrate mine, and for me to penetrate the
other person's. Heavenly nuptials, multiplicities of multiplicities. Every
love is an exercise in depersonalization on a body without organs yet to be
formed, and it is at the highest point of this depersonalization that some-
one can be named, receives his or her family name or first name, acquires
the most intense discernibility in the instantaneous apprehension of the
multiplicities belonging to him or her, and to which he or she belongs. A
pack of freckles on a face, a pack of boys speaking through the voice of a
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woman, a clutch of girls in Charlus's voice, a horde of wolves in somebody's
throat, a multiplicity of anuses in the anus, mouth, or eye one is intent
upon. We each go through so many bodies in each other. Albertine is slowly
extracted from a group of girls with its own number, organization, code,
and hierarchy; and not only is this group or restricted mass suffused by an
unconscious, but Albertine has her own multiplicities that the narrator,
once he has isolated her, discovers on her body and in her lies—until the
end of their love returns her to the indiscernible.

Above all, it should not be thought that it suffices to distinguish the
masses and exterior groups someone belongs to or participates in from the
internal aggregates that person envelops in himself or herself. The
distinction to be made is not at all between exterior and interior, which
are always relative, changing, and reversible, but between different types
of multiplicities that coexist, interpenetrate, and change places—
machines, cogs, motors, and elements that are set in motion at a given
moment, forming an assemblage productive of statements: "I love you" (or
whatever). For Kafka, Felice is inseparable from a certain social machine,
and, as a representative of the firm that manufactures them, from
parlograph machines; how could she not belong to that organization in the
eyes of Kafka, a man fascinated by commerce and bureaucracy? But at the
same time, Felice's teeth, her big carnivorous teeth, send her racing down
other lines, into the molecular multiplicities of a becoming-dog, a
becoming-jackal . .. Felice is inseparable from the sign of the modern
social machines belonging to her, from those belonging to Kafka (not the
same ones), and from the particles, the little molecular machines, the
whole strange becoming or journey Kafka will make and have her make
through his perverse writing apparatus.

There are no individual statements, only statement-producing
ma-chinic assemblages. We say that the assemblage is fundamentally
libidinal and unconscious. It is the unconscious in person. For the moment,
we will note that assemblages have elements (or multiplicities) of several
kinds: human, social, and technical machines, organized molar machines;
molecular machines with their particles of becoming-inhuman; Oedipal
apparatuses (yes, of course there are Oedipal statements, many of them);
and counter-Oedipal apparatuses, variable in aspect and functioning. We
will go into it later. We can no longer even speak of distinct machines,
only of types of interpenetrating multiplicities that at any given moment
form a single machinic assemblage, the faceless figure of the libido. Each
of us is caught up in an assemblage of this kind, and we reproduce its
statements when we think we are speaking in our own name; or rather we
speak in our own name when we produce its statement. And what bizarre
statements they are; truly, the talk of lunatics. We mentioned Kafka, but
we could just
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as well have said the Wolf-Man: a religious-military machine that Freud
attributes to obsessional neurosis; an anal pack machine, an anal be-
coming-wolf or -wasp or -butterfly machine, which Freud attributes to the
hysteric character; an Oedipal apparatus, which Freud considers the sole
motor, the immobile motor that must be found everywhere; and a
counter-Oedipal apparatus—incest with the sister, schizo-incest, or love
with "people of inferior station"; and anality, homosexuality?—all that
Freud sees only as Oedipal substitutes, regressions, and derivatives. In
truth, Freud sees nothing and understands nothing. He has no idea what a
libidinal assemblage is, with all the machineries it brings into play, all the
multiple loves.

Of course, there are Oedipal statements. For example, Kafka's story,
"Jackals and Arabs," is easy to read in that way: you can always do it, you
can't lose, it works every time, even if you understand nothing. The Arabs
are clearly associated with the father and the jackals with the mother;
between the two, there is a whole story of castration represented by the
rusty scissors. But it so happens that the Arabs are an extensive, armed,
organized mass stretching across the entire desert; and the jackals are an
intense pack forever launching into the desert following lines of flight or
deterritorialization (""they are madmen, veritable madmen"); between the
two, at the edge, the Man of the North, the jackal-man. And aren't those big
scissors the Arab sign that guides or releases jackal-particles, both to accel-
erate their mad race by detaching them from the mass and to bring them
back to the mass, to tame them and whip them, to bring them around?
Dead camel: Oedipal food apparatus. Counter-Oedipal carrion apparatus:
kill animals to eat, or eat to clean up carrion. The jackals formulate the
problem well: it is not that of castration but of "cleanliness" (proprete, also
"ownness"), the test of desert-desire. Which will prevail, mass territoriality
or pack deterritorialization? The libido suffuses the entire desert, the body
without organs on which the drama is played out.

There are no individual statements, there never are. Every statement is
the product of a machinic assemblage, in other words, of collective agents
of enunciation (take "collective agents" to mean not peoples or societies
but multiplicities). The proper name (nom propre) does not designate an
individual: it is on the contrary when the individual opens up to the multi-
plicities pervading him or her, at the outcome of the most severe operation
of depersonalization, that he or she acquires his or her true proper name.
The proper name is the instantaneous apprehension of a multiplicity. The
proper name is the subject of a pure infinitive comprehended as such in a
field of intensity. What Proust said about the first name: when I said
Gilberte's name, | had the impression that I was holding her entire body
naked in my mouth. The Wolf-Man, a true proper name, an intimate first
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name linked to the becomings, infinitives, and intensities of a multiplied
and depersonalized individual. What does psychoanalysis know about
multiplication? The desert hour when the dromedary becomes a thousand
dromedaries snickering in the sky. The evening hour when a thousand
holes appear on the surface of the earth. Castration! Castration! cries the
psychoanalytic scarecrow, who never saw more than a hole, a father or a
dog where wolves are, a domesticated individual where there are wild mul-
tiplicities. We are not just criticizing psychoanalysis for having selected
Oedipal statements exclusively. For such statements are to a certain extent
part of a machinic assemblage, for which they could serve as correctional
indexes, as in a calculation of errors. We are criticizing psychoanalysis for
having used Oedipal enunciation to make patients believe they would pro-
duce individual, personal statements, and would finally speak in their own
name. The trap was set from the start: never will the Wolf-Man speak. Talk
as he might about wolves, howl as he might like a wolf, Freud does not even
listen; he glances at his dog and answers, "It's daddy." For as long as that
lasts, Freud calls it neurosis; when it cracks, it's psychosis. The Wolf-Man
will receive the psychoanalytic medal of honor for services rendered to the
cause, and even disabled veterans' benefits. He could have spoken in his
own name only if the machinic assemblage that was producing particular
statements in him had been brought to light. But there is no question of that
in psychoanalysis: at the very moment the subject is persuaded that he or
she will be uttering the most individual of statements, he or she is deprived
of all basis for enunciation. Silence people, prevent them from speaking,
and above all, when they do speak, pretend they haven't said a thing: the
famous psychoanalytic neutrality. The Wolf-Man keeps howling: Six
wolves! Seven wolves! Freud says, How's that? Goats, you say? How inter-
esting. Take away the goats and all you have left is a wolf, so it's your
father ... That is why the Wolf-Man feels so fatigued: he's left lying there
with all his wolves in his throat, all those little holes on his nose, and all
those libidi-nal values on his body without organs. The war will come, the
wolves will become Bolsheviks, and the Wolf-Man will remain suffocated
by all he had to say. All we will be told is that he became well behaved,
polite, and resigned again, "honest and scrupulous." In short, cured. He
gets back by pointing out that psychoanalysis lacks a truly zoological
vision: "Nothing can be more valuable for a young person than the love of
nature and a comprehension of the natural sciences, in particular
zoology."’
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The same Professor Challenger who made the Earth scream with his pain
machine, as described by Arthur Conan Doyle, gave a lecture after mixing
several textbooks on geology and biology in a fashion befitting his simian
disposition. He explained that the Earth—the Deterritorialized, the
Glacial, the giant Molecule—is a body without organs. This body without
organs is permeated by unformed, unstable matters, by flows in all direc-
tions, by free intensities or nomadic singularities, by mad or transitory par-
ticles. That, however, was not the question at hand. For there simultane-
ously occurs upon the earth a very important, inevitable phenomenon that
is beneficial in many respects and unfortunate in many others: stratifica-
tion. Strata are Layers, Belts. They consist of giving form to matters, of
imprisoning intensities or locking singularities into systems of resonance
and redundancy, of producing upon the body of the earth molecules large
and small and organizing them into molar aggregates. Strata are acts of
capture, they are like "black holes" or occlusions striving to seize whatever
comes within their reach.! They operate by coding and territorialization
upon the earth; they proceed simultaneously by code and by territoriality.
The strata are judgments of God; stratification in general is the entire sys-
tem of the judgment of God (but the earth, or the body without organs, con-
stantly eludes that judgment, flees and becomes destratified, decoded,
deterritorialized).

Challenger quoted a sentence he said he came across in a geology text-
book. He said we needed to learn it by heart because we would only be in a
position to understand it later on: "A surface of stratification is a more
compact plane of consistency lying between two layers." The layers are the
strata. They come at least in pairs, one serving as substratum for the other.
The surface of stratification is a machinic assemblage distinct from the
strata. The assemblage is between two layers, between two strata; on one
side it faces the strata (in this direction, the assemblage is an interstratum),
but the other side faces something else, the body without organs or plane of
consistency (here, it is a metastratum). In effect, the body without organs is
itself the plane of consistency, which becomes compact or thickens at the
level of the strata.

God is a Lobster, or a double pincer, a double bind. Not only do strata
come at least in pairs, but in a different way each stratum is double (it itself
has several layers). Each stratum exhibits phenomena constitutive of dou-
ble articulation. Articulate twice, B-A, BA. This is not at all to say that the
strata speak or are language based. Double articulation is so extremely var-
iable that we cannot begin with a general model, only a relatively simple
case. The first articulation chooses or deducts, from unstable
particle-flows, metastable molecular or quasi-molecular units
{substances) upon which it imposes a statistical order of connections and
successions (forms).
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The second articulation establishes functional, compact, stable structures
(forms), and constructs the molar compounds in which these structures are
simultaneously actualized {substances). In a geological stratum, for exam-
ple, the first articulation is the process of "sedimentation," which deposits
units of cyclic sediment according to a statistical order: flysch, with its
succession of sandstone and schist. The second articulation is the "fold-
ing" that sets up a stable functional structure and effects the passage from
sediment to sedimentary rock.

It is clear that the distinction between the two articulations is not
between substances and forms. Substances are nothing other than formed
matters. Forms imply a code, modes of coding and decoding. Substances as
formed matters refer to territorialities and degrees of territorialization and
deterritorialization. But each articulation has a code and a territoriality;
therefore each possesses both form and substance. For now, all we can say is
that each articulation has a corresponding type of segmentarity or multi-
plicity: one type is supple, more molecular, and merely ordered; the other is
more rigid, molar, and organized. Although the first articulation is not
lacking in systematic interactions, it is in the second articulation in partic-
ular that phenomena constituting an overcoding are produced, phenom-
ena of centering, unification, totalization, integration, hierarchization,
and finalization. Both articulations establish binary relations between
their respective segments. But between the segments of one articulation
and the segments of the other there are biunivocal relationships obeying far
more complex laws. The word "structure” may be used to designate the
sum of these relations and relationships, but it is an illusion to believe that
structure is the earth's last word. Moreover, it cannot be taken for granted
that the distinction between the two articulations is always that of the
molecular and the molar.

He skipped over the immense diversity of the energetic,
physico-chemical, and geological strata. He went straight to the organic
strata, or the existence of a great organic stratification. The problem of
the organism—how to "make" the body an organism—is once again a
problem of articulation, of the articulatory relation. The Dogons, well
known to the professor, formulate the problem as follows: an organism
befalls the body of the smith, by virtue of a machine or machinic
assemblage that stratifies it. "The shock of the hammer and the anvil
broke his arms and legs at the elbows and knees, which until that
moment he had not possessed. In this way, he received the articulations
specific to the new human form that was to spread across the earth, a form
dedicated to work.... His arm became folded with a view to work."* It is
obviously only a manner of speaking to limit the articulatory relation to
the bones. The entire organism must be considered in relation to a
double articulation, and on different levels.
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First, on the level of morphogenesis: on the one hand, realities of the
molecular type with aleatory relations are caught up in crowd phenomena
or statistical aggregates determining an order (the protein fiber and its
sequence or segmentarity); on the other hand, these aggregates themselves
are taken up into stable structures that "elect" stereoscopic compounds,
form organs, functions, and regulations, organize molar mechanisms, and
even distribute centers capable of overflying crowds, overseeing mecha-
nisms, utilizing and repairing tools, "overcoding" the aggregate (the fold-
ing back on itself of the fiber to form a compact structure; a second kind of
segmentarity).” Sedimentation and folding, fiber and infolding.

On a different level, the cellular chemistry presiding over the constitu-
tion of proteins also operates by double articulation. This double articula-
tion is internal to the molecular, it is the articulation between small and
large molecules, a segmentarity by successive modifications and polymeri-
zation. "First, the elements taken from the medium are combined through
a series of transformations.. . .All this activity involves hundreds of chem-
ical reactions. But ultimately, it produces a limited number of small com-
pounds, a few dozen at most. In the second stage of cellular chemistry, the
small molecules are assembled to produce larger ones. It is the polymeriza-
tion of units linked end-to-end that forms the characteristic chains of
mac-romolecules. . .. The two stages of cellular chemistry, therefore,
differ in their function, products and nature. The first carves out chemical
motifs; the second assembles them. The first forms compounds that exist
only temporarily, for they are intermediaries on the path of biosynthesis;
the second constructs stable products. The first operates by a series of
different reactions; the second by repeating the same reaction."* There is,
moreover, a third level, upon which cellular chemistry itself depends. It is
the genetic code, which is in turn inseparable from a double segmentarity
or a double articulation, this time between two types of independent
molecules: the sequence of protein units and the sequence of nucleic
units, with binary relations between units of the same type and
biunivocal relationships between units of different types. Thus there are
always two articulations, two segmentarities, two kinds of multiplicity,
each of which brings into play both forms and substances. But the
distribution of these two articulations is not constant, even within the
same stratum.

The audience rather sulkily denounced the numerous misunderstand-
ings, misinterpretations, and even misappropriations in the professor's
presentation, despite the authorities he had appealed to, calling them his
"friends." Even the Dogons . . . And things would presently get worse. The
professor cynically congratulated himself on taking his pleasure from
behind, but the offspring always turned out to be runts and wens, bits and
pieces, if not stupid vulgarizations. Besides, the professor was not a geolo-
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gist or a biologist, he was not even a linguist, ethnologist, or psychoanalyst;
what his specialty had been was long since forgotten. In fact, Professor
Challenger was double, articulated twice, and that did not make things any
easier, people never knew which of him was present. He (?) claimed to have
invented a discipline he referred to by various names: rhizomatics,
stratoanalysis, schizoanalysis, nomadology, micropolitics, pragmatics, the
science of multiplicities. Yet no one clearly understood what the goals,
method, or principles of this discipline were. Young Professor Alasca,
Challenger's pet student, tried hypocritically to defend him by explaining
that on a given stratum the passage from one articulation to the other was
easily verified because it was always accompanied by a loss of water, in
genetics as in geology, and even in linguistics, where the importance of the
"lost saliva" phenomenon is measured. Challenger took offense, preferring
to cite his friend, as he called him, the Danish Spinozist geologist,
Hjelmslev, that dark prince descended from Hamlet who also made lan-
guage his concern, precisely in order to analyze its "stratification.”
Hjelmslev was able to weave a net out of the notions of matter, content and
expression,form and substance. These were the strata, said Hjelmslev. Now
this net had the advantage of breaking with the form-content duality, since
there was a form of content no less than a form of expression. Hjelmslev's
enemies saw this merely as a way of rebaptizing the discredited notions of
the signified and signifier, but something quite different was actually going
on. Despite what Hjelmslev himself may have said, the net is not linguistic
in scope or origin (the same must be said of double articulation: if language
has a specificity of its own, as it most certainly does, that specificity con-
sists neither in double articulation nor in Hjelmslev's net, which are gen-
eral characteristics of strata).

He used the term matter for the plane of consistency or Body without
Organs, in other words, the unformed, unorganized, nonstratified, or
destratified body and all its flows: subatomic and submolecular particles,
pure intensities, prevital and prephysical free singularities. He used the
term content for formed matters, which would now have to be considered
from two points of view: substance, insofar as these matters are "chosen,"
and form, insofar as they are chosen in a certain order {substance and form
of content). He used the term expression for functional structures, which
would also have to be considered from two points of view: the organization
of their own specific form, and substances insofar as they form compounds
(form and content of expression). A stratum always has a dimension of the
expressible or of expression serving as the basis for a relative invariance;
for example, nucleic sequences are inseparable from a relatively invariant
expression by means of which they determine the compounds, organs, and
functions of the organism.’ To express is always to sing the glory of God.
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Every stratum is a judgment of God; not only do plants and animals,
orchids and wasps, sing or express themselves, but so do rocks and even riv-
ers, every stratified thing on earth. The first articulation concerns content,
the second expression. The distinction between the two articulations is not
between forms and substances but between content and expression,
expression having just as much substance as content and content just as
much form as expression. The double articulation sometimes coincides
with the molecular and the molar, and sometimes not; this is because con-
tent and expression are sometimes divided along those lines and some-
times along different lines. There is never correspondence or conformity
between content and expression, only isomorphism with reciprocal pre-
supposition. The distinction between content and expression is always
real, in various ways, but it cannot be said that the terms preexist their dou-
ble articulation. It is the double articulation that distributes them accord-
ing to the line it draws in each stratum; it is what constitutes their real
distinction. (On the other hand, there is no real distinction between form
and substance, only a mental or modal distinction: since substances are
nothing other than formed matters, formless substances are inconceivable,
although it is possible in certain instances to conceive of substanceless
forms.)

Even though there is a real distinction between them, content and
expression are relative terms ("first" and "second" articulation should also
be understood in an entirely relative fashion). Even though it is capable of
invariance, expression is just as much a variable as content. Content and
expression are two variables of a function of stratification. They not only
vary from one stratum to another, but intermingle, and within the same
stratum multiply and divide ad infinitum. Since every articulation is dou-
ble, there is not an articulation of content and an articulation of
expression—the articulation of content is double in its own right and con-
stitutes a relative expression within content; the articulation of expression
is also double and constitutes a relative content within expression. For this
reason, there exist intermediate states between content and expression,
expression and content: the levels, equilibriums, and exchanges through
which a stratified system passes. In short, we find forms and substances of
content that play the role of expression in relation to other forms and sub-
stances, and conversely for expression. These new distinctions do not,
therefore, coincide with the distinction between forms and substances
within each articulation; instead, they show that each articulation is
already, or still, double. This can be seen on the organic stratum: proteins
of content have two forms, one of which (the infolded fiber) plays the role
of functional expression in relation to the other. The same goes for the
nucleic acids of expression: double articulations cause certain formal and



10,000 B.C.: THE GEOLOGY OF MORALS o 45

substantial elements to play the role of content in relation to others; not
only does the half of the chain that is reproduced become a content, but the
reconstituted chain itself becomes a content in relation to the "messenger."
There are double pincers everywhere on a stratum; everywhere and in all
directions there are double binds and lobsters, a multiplicity of double
articulations affecting both expression and content. Through all of this,
Hjelmslev's warning should not be forgotten: "The terms expression plane
and content plane ... are chosen in conformity with established notions
and are quite arbitrary. Their functional definition provides no justifica-
tion for calling one, and not the other, of these entities expression, or one,
and not the other, content. They are defined only by their mutual solidarity,
and neither of them can be identified otherwise. They are defined only
oppositively and relatively, as mutually opposed functives of one and the
same function."® We must combine all the resources of real distinction,
reciprocal presupposition, and general relativism.

The question we must ask is what on a given stratum varies and what
does not. What accounts for the unity and diversity of a stratum? Matter,
the pure matter of the plane of consistency (or inconsistency) lies outside
the strata. The molecular materials borrowed from the substrata may be
the same throughout a stratum, but that does not mean that the molecules
will be the same. The substantial elements may be the same throughout the
stratum without the substances being the same. The formal relations or
bonds may be the same without the forms being the same. In biochemistry,
there is a unity of composition of the organic stratum defined at the level of
materials and energy, substantial elements or radicals, bonds and reac-
tions. But there is a variety of different molecules, substances, and forms.

Should we not sing the praise of Geoffroy Saint-Hilaire? For in the nine-
teenth century he developed a grandiose conception of stratification. He
said that matter, considered from the standpoint of its greatest divisibility,
consists in particles of decreasing size, flows or elastic fluids that "deploy
themselves" by radiating through space. Combustion is the process of this
escape or infinite division on the plane of consistency. Electrification is the
opposite process, constitutive of strata; it is the process whereby similar
particles group together to form atoms and molecules, similar molecules to
form bigger molecules, and the biggest molecules to form molar aggregates:
"the attraction of like by like," as in a double pincer or double articulation.
Thus there is no vital matter specific to the organic stratum, matter is the
same on all the strata. But the organic stratum does have a specific unity of
composition, a single abstract Animal, a single machine embedded in the
stratum, and presents everywhere the same molecular materials, the same
elements or anatomical components of organs, the same formal connec-
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tions. Organic forms are nevertheless different from one another, as are
organs, compound substances, and molecules. It is of little or no impor-
tance that Geoffroy chose anatomical elements as the substantial units
rather than protein and nucleic acid radicals. At any rate, he already
invoked a whole interplay of molecules. The important thing is the princi-
ple of the simultaneous unity and variety of the stratum: isomorphism of
forms but no correspondence; identity of elements or components but no
identity of compound substances.

This is where the dialogue, or rather violent debate, with Cuvier came
in. To keep the last of the audience from leaving, Challenger imagined a
particularly epistemological dialogue of the dead, in puppet theater style.
Geoffroy called forth Monsters, Cuvier laid out all the Fossils in order,
Baer flourished flasks filled with embryos, Vialleton put on a tetrapod's
belt, Perrier mimed the dramatic battle between the Mouth and the Brain,
and so on. Geoffroy: The proof that there is isomorphism is that you can
always get from one form on the organic stratum to another, however dif-
ferent they may be, by means of "folding." To go from the Vertebrate to the
Cephalopod, bring the two sides of the Vertebrate's backbone together,
bend its head down to its feet and its pelvis up to the nape of its neck ...
Cuvier (angrily): That's just not true! You go from an Elephant to a
Medusa; I know, I tried. There are irreducible axes, types, branches. There
are resemblances between organs and analogies between forms, nothing
more. You're a falsifier, a metaphysician. Vialleton (a disciple of Cuvier
and Baer): Even if folding gave good results, who could endure it? It's not
by chance that Geoffroy only considers anatomical elements. No muscle or
ligament would survive it. Geoffroy. I said that there was isomorphism but
not correspondence. You have to bring "degrees of development or perfec-
tion" into the picture. It is not everywhere on a stratum that materials
reach the degree at which they form a given aggregate. Anatomical ele-
ments may be arrested or inhibited in certain places by molecular clashes,
the influence of the milieu, or pressure from neighbors to such an extent
that they compose different organs. The same formal relations or connec-
tions are then effectuated in entirely different forms and arrangements. It
is still the same abstract Animal that is realized throughout the stratum,
only to varying degrees, in varying modes. Each time, it is as perfect as its
surroundings or milieu allows it to be (it is obviously not yet a question of
evolution: neither folding nor degrees imply descent or derivation, only
autonomous realizations of the same abstract relations). This is where
Geoffroy invoked Monsters: human monsters are embryos that were
retarded at a certain degree of development, the human in them is only a
straitjacket for inhuman forms and substances. Yes, the Heteradelph is a
crustacean. Baer (an ally of Cuvier and contemporary of Darwin, about
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whom he had reservations, in addition to being an enemy of Geoffroy):
That's not true, you can't confuse degrees of development with types of
forms. A single type has several degrees, a single degree is found in several
types, but never will you make types out of degrees. An embryo of one type
cannot display another type; at most, it can be of the same degree as an
embryo of the second type. Vialleton (a disciple of Baer's who took both
Darwin and Geoffroy one further): And then there are things that only an
embryo can do or endure. It can do or endure these things precisely because
of its type, not because it can go from one type to another according to
degrees of development. Admire the Tortoise. Its neck requires that a cer-
tain number of protovertebrae change position, and its front limbs must
slide 180 degrees in relation to that of a bird. You can never draw conclu-
sions about phylogenesis on the basis of embryogenesis. Folding does not
make it possible to go from one type to another; quite the contrary, the
types testify to the irreducibility of the forms of folding ... (Thus Vialleton
presented two kinds of interconnected arguments in the service of the same
cause, saying first that there are things no animal can do by reason of its
substance, and then that there are things that only an embryo can do by rea-
son of its form. Two strong arguments.)’

We're a little lost now. There is so much going on in these retorts. So
many endlessly proliferating distinctions. So much getting even, for
episte-mology is not innocent. The sweet and subtle Geoffroy and the
violent and serious Cuvier do battle around Napoleon. Cuvier, the rigid
specialist, is pitted against Geoffroy, always ready to switch specialities.
Cuvier hates Geoffroy, he can't stomach Geoffroy's lighthearted
formulas, his humor (yes, Hens do indeed have teeth, the Lobster has
skin on its bones, etc.). Cuvier is a man of Power and Terrain, and he
won't let Geoffroy forget it; Geoffroy, on the other hand, prefigures the
nomadic man of speed. Cuvier reflects a Euclidean space, whereas
Geoffroy thinks topologically. Today let us invoke the folds of the cortex
with all their paradoxes. Strata are topological, and Geoffroy is a great
artist of the fold, a formidable artist; as such, he already has a
presentiment of a certain kind of animal rhizome with aberrant paths of
communication—Monsters. Cuvier reacts in terms of discontinuous
photographs, and casts of fossils. But we're a little lost, because
distinctions have proliferated in all directions.

We have not even taken Darwin, evolutionism, or neoevolutionism into
account yet. This, however, is where a decisive phenomenon occurs: our
puppet theater becomes more and more nebulous, in other words, collec-
tive and differential. Earlier, we invoked two factors, and their uncertain
relations, in order to explain the diversity within a stratum—degrees of
development or perfection and types of forms. They now undergo a pro-
found transformation. There is a double tendency for types of forms to be



8 010,000 B.C.: THE GEOLOGY OF MORALS

understood increasingly in terms of populations, packs and colonies,
collectivities or multiplicities; and degrees of development in terms of
speeds, rates, coefficients, and differential relations. A double deepening.
This, Darwinism's fundamental contribution, implies a new coupling of
individuals and milieus on the stratum.®

First, if we assume the presence of an elementary or even molecular pop-
ulation in a given milieu, the forms do not preexist the population, they are
more like statistical results. The more a population assumes divergent
forms, the more its multiplicity divides into multiplicities of different
nature, the more its elements form distinct compounds or matters—the
more efficiently it distributes itself in the milieu, or divides up the milieu.
Thus the relationship between embryogenesis and phylogenesis is
reversed: the embryo does not testify to an absolute form preestablished in
a closed milieu; rather, the phylogenesis of populations has at its disposal,
in an open milieu, an entire range of relative forms to choose from, none of
which is preestablished. In embryogenesis, "It is possible to tell from the
parents, anticipating the outcome of the process, whether a pigeon or a wolf
is developing.... But here the points of reference themselves are in
motion: there are only fixed points for convenience of expression. At the
level of universal evolution, it is impossible to discern that kind of refer-
ence point.... Life on earth appears as a sum of relatively independent
species of flora and fauna with sometimes shifting or porous boundaries
between them. Geographical areas can only harbor a sort of chaos, or, at
best, extrinsic harmonies of an ecological order, temporary equilibriums
between populations."’

Second, simultaneously and under the same conditions, the degrees are
not degrees of preexistent development or perfection but are instead global
and relative equilibriums: they enter into play as a function of the advan-
tage they give particular elements, then a particular multiplicity in the
milieu, and as a function of a particular variation in the milieu. Degrees are
no longer measured in terms of increasing perfection or a differentiation
and increase in the complexity of the parts, but in terms of differential rela-
tions and coefficients such as selective pressure, catalytic action, speed of
propagation, rate of growth, evolution, mutation, etc. Relative progress,
then, can occur by formal and quantitative simplification rather than by
complication, by a loss of components and syntheses rather than by acqui-
sition (it is a question of speed, and speed is a differential). It is through
populations that one is formed, assumes forms, and through loss that one
progresses and picks up speed. Darwinism's two fundamental contribu-
tions move in the direction of a science of multiplicities: the substitution of
populations for types, and the substitution of rates or differential relations
for degrees.'” These are nomadic contributions with shifting boundaries
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determined by populations or variations of multiplicities, and with differ-
ential coefficients or variations of relations. Contemporary biochemistry,
or "molecular Darwinism" as Monod calls it, confirms, on the level of a
single statistical and global individual, or a simple sample, the decisive
importance of molecular populations and microbiological rates (for exam-
ple, the endlessness of the sequence composing a chain, and the chance var-
iation of a single segment in the sequence).

Challenger admitted having digressed at length but added that there was
no possible way to distinguish between the digressive and the
nondi-gressive. The point was to arrive at several conclusions
concerning the unity and diversity of a single stratum, in this case the
organic stratum.

To begin with, a stratum does indeed have a unity of composition, which
1s what allows it to be called a stratum: molecular materials, substantial ele-
ments, and formal relations or traits. Materials are not the same as the
unformed matter of the plane of consistency; they are already stratified,
and come from "substrata." But of course substrata should not be thought
of only as substrata: in particular, their organization is no less complex
than, nor is it inferior to, that of the strata; we should be on our guard
against any kind of ridiculous cosmic evolutionism. The materials fur-
nished by a substratum are no doubt simpler than the compounds of a stra-
tum, but their level of organization in the substratum is no lower than that
of the stratum itself. The difference between materials and substantial ele-
ments is one of organization; there is a change in organization, not an aug-
mentation. The materials furnished by the substratum constitute an
exterior milieu for the elements and compounds of the stratum under con-
sideration, but they are not exterior t0 the stratum. The elements and com-
pounds constitute an interior of the stratum, just as the materials
constitute an exterior Of the stratum; both belong to the stratum, the latter
because they are materials that have been furnished to the stratum and
selected for it, the former because they are formed from the materials.
Once again, this exterior and interior are relative; they exist only through
their exchanges and therefore only by virtue of the stratum responsible for
the relation between them. For example, on a crystalline stratum, the
amorphous milieu, or medium, is exterior to the seed before the crystal has
formed; the crystal forms by interiorizing and incorporating masses of
amorphous material. Conversely, the interiority of the seed of the crystal
must move out to the system's exterior, where the amorphous medium can
crystallize (the aptitude to switch over to the other form of organization).
To the point that the seed itself comes from the outside. In short, both exte-
rior and interior are interior to the stratum. The same applies to the organic
stratum: the materials furnished by the substrata are an exterior medium
constituting the famous prebiotic soup, and catalysts play the role of seed
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in the formation of interior substantial elements or even compounds.
These elements and compounds both appropriate materials and exteri-
orize themselves through replication, even in the conditions of the primor-
dial soup itself. Once again, interior and exterior exchange places, and both
are interior to the organic stratum. The limit between them is the mem-
brane that regulates the exchanges and transformation in organization (in
other words, the distributions interior to the stratum) and that defines all
of the stratum's formal relations or traits (even though the situation and
role of the limit vary widely depending on the stratum, for example, the
limit of the crystal as compared to the cellular membrane). We may there-
fore use the term central layer, or central ring, for the following aggregate
comprising the unity of composition of a stratum: exterior molecular
materials, interior substantial elements, and the limit or membrane con-
veying the formal relations. There is a single abstract machine that is envel-
oped by the stratum and constitutes its unity. This is the Ecumenon, as
opposed to the Planomenon of the plane of consistency.

It would be a mistake to believe that it is possible to isolate this unitary,
central layer of the stratum, or to grasp it in itself, by regression. In the first
place, a stratum necessarily goes from layer to layer, and from the very
beginning. It already has several layers. It goes from a center to a periphery,
at the same time as the periphery reacts back upon the center to form a new
center in relation to a new periphery. Flows constantly radiate outward,
then turn back. There is an outgrowth and multiplication of intermediate
states, and this process is one of the local conditions of the central ring
(different concentrations, variations that are tolerated below a certain
threshold of identity). These intermediate states present new figures of
milieus or materials, as well as of elements and compounds. They are inter-
mediaries between the exterior milieu and the interior element, substantial
elements and their compounds, compounds and substances, and between
the different formed substances (substances of content and substances of
expression). We will use the term epistrata for these intermediaries and
superpositions, these outgrowths, these levels. Returning to our two exam-
ples, on the crystalline stratum there are many intermediaries between the
exterior milieu or material and the interior seed: a multiplicity of perfectly
discontinuous states of metastability constituting so many hierarchical
degrees. Neither is the organic stratum separable from so-called interior
milieus that are interior elements in relation to exterior materials but also
exterior elements in relation to interior substances." These internal
organic milieus are known to regulate the degree of complexity or differen-
tiation of the parts of an organism. A stratum, considered from the stand-
point of its unity of composition, therefore exists only in its substantial
epistrata, which shatter its continuity, fragment its ring, and break it down
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into gradations. The central ring does not exist independently of a periph-
ery that forms a new center, reacts back upon the first center, and in turn
gives forth discontinuous epistrata.

That is not all. In addition to this new or second-degree relativity of inte-
rior and exterior, there is a whole history on the level of the membrane or
limit. To the extent that elements and compounds incorporate or appropri-
ate materials, the corresponding organisms are forced to turn to other
"more foreign and less convenient" materials that they take from still
intact masses or other organisms. The milieu assumes a third figure here: it
is no longer an interior or exterior milieu, even a relative one, nor an inter-
mediate milieu, but instead an annexed or associated milieu. Associated
milieus imply sources of energy different from alimentary materials.
Before these sources are obtained, the organism can be said to nourish
itself but not to breathe: it is in a state of suffocation.” Obtaining an energy
source permits an increase in the number of materials that can be trans-
formed into elements and compounds. The associated milieu is thus
defined by the capture of energy sources (respiration in the most general
sense), by the discernment of materials, the sensing of their presence or
absence (perception), and by the fabrication or nonfabrication of the corre-
sponding compounds (response, reaction). That there are molecular per-
ceptions no less than molecular reactions can be seen in the economy of the
cell and the property of regulatory agents to "recognize" only one or two
kinds of chemicals in a very diverse milieu of exteriority. The development
of the associated milieus culminates in the animal worlds described by von
Uexkull, with all their active, perceptive, and energetic characteristics.
The unforgettable associated world of the Tick, defined by its gravitational
energy of falling, its olfactory characteristic of perceiving sweat, and its
active characteristic of latching on: the tick climbs a branch and drops onto
a passing mammal it has recognized by smell, then latches onto its skin (an
associated world composed of three factors, and no more). Active and per-
ceptive characteristics are themselves something of a double pincer, a dou-
ble articulation."”

Here, the associated milieus are closely related to organic forms. An
organic form is not a simple structure but a structuration, the constitution
of an associated milieu. An animal milieu, such as the spider web, is no less
"morphogenetic" than the form of the organism. One certainly cannot say
that the milieu determines the form; but to complicate things, this does not
make the relation between form and milieu any less decisive. Since the
form depends on an autonomous code, it can only be constituted in an
associated milieu that interlaces active, perceptive, and energetic charac-
teristics in a complex fashion, in conformity with the code's requirements;
and the form can develop only through intermediary milieus that regulate
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the speeds and rates of its substances; and it can experience itself only in a
milieu of exteriority that measures the comparative advantages of the asso-
ciated milieus and the differential relations of the intermediary milieus.
Milieus always act, through selection, on entire organisms, the forms of
which depend on codes those milieus sanction indirectly. Associated
milieus divide a single milieu of exteriority among themselves as a func-
tion of different forms, just as intermediate milieus divide a milieu of
exteriority among themselves as a function of the rates or degrees of a sin-
gle form. But the dividing is done differently in the two cases. In relation to
the central belt of the stratum, the intermediate strata or milieus constitute
"epistrata" piled one atop the other, and form new centers for the new
peripheries. We will apply the term "parastrata" to the second way in which
the central belt fragments into sides and "besides," and the irreducible
forms and milieus associated with them. This time, it is at the level of the
limit or membrane of the central belt that the formal relations or traits
common to all of the strata necessarily assume entirely different forms or
types of forms corresponding to the parastrata. A stratum exists only in its
epistrata and parastrata, so that in the final analysis these must be consid-
ered strata in their own right. The ideally continuous belt or ring of the
stratum—the Ecumenon defined by the identity of molecular materials,
substantial elements, and formal relations—exists only as shattered, frag-
mented into epistrata and parastrata that imply concrete machines and
their respective indexes, and constitute different molecules, specific sub-
stances, and irreducible forms."

We may now return to the two fundamental contributions of Darwinism
and answer the question of why forms or types of forms in the parastrata
must be understood in relation to populations, and degrees of develop-
ment in the epistrata as rates or differential relations. First, parastrata
envelop the very codes upon which the forms depend, and these codes nec-
essarily apply to populations. There must already be an entire molecular
population to be coded, and the effects of the code, or a change in the code,
are evaluated in relation to a more or less molar population, depending on
the code's ability to propagate in the milieu or create for itself a new associ-
ated milieu within which the modification will be popularizable. Yes, we
must always think in terms of packs and multiplicities: a code does or does
not take hold because the coded individual belongs to a certain population,
"the population inhabiting test tubes, a flask full of water, or a mammal's
intestine." What does it mean to say that new forms and associated milieus
potentially result from a change in the code, a modification of the code, or a
variation in the parastratum? The change is obviously not due to a passage
from one preestablished form to another, in other words, a translation
from one code to another. As long as the problem was formulated in that
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fashion, it remained insoluble, and one would have to agree with Cuvier
and Baer that established types of forms are irreducible and therefore do
not admit of translation or transformation. But as soon as it is recognized
that a code is inseparable from a process of decoding that is inherent to it,
the problem receives a new formulation. There is no genetics without
"genetic drift." The modern theory of mutations has clearly demonstrated
that a code, which necessarily relates to a population, has an essential mar-
gin of decoding: not only does every code have supplements capable of free
variation, but a single segment may be copied twice, the second copy left
free for variation. In addition, fragments of code may be transferred from
the cells of one species to those of another, Man and Mouse, Monkey and
Cat, by viruses or through other procedures. This involves not translation
between codes (viruses are not translators) but a singular phenomenon we
call surplus value of code, or side-communication.” We will have occasion
to discuss this further, for it is essential to all becomings-animal. Every
code is affected by a margin of decoding due to these supplements and sur-
plus values—supplements in the order of a multiplicity, surplus values in
the order of a rhizome. Forms in the parastrata, the parastrata themselves,
far from lying immobile and frozen upon the strata, are part of a machinic
interlock: they relate to populations, populations imply codes, and codes
fundamentally include phenomena of relative decoding that are all the
more usable, composable, and addable by virtue of being relative, always
"beside."

Forms relate to codes and processes of coding and decoding in the
parastrata; substances, being formed matters, relate to territorialities and
movements of deterritorialization and reterritorialization on the
epis-trata. In truth, the epistrata are just as inseparable from the
movements that constitute them as the parastrata are from their
processes. Nomadic waves or flows of deterritorialization go from the
central layer to the periphery, then from the new center to the new
periphery, falling back to the old center and launching forth to the new.'®
The organization of the epistrata moves in the direction of increasing
deterritorialization. Physical particles and chemical substances cross
thresholds of deterritorialization on their own stratum and between strata;
these thresholds correspond to more or less stable intermediate states, to
more or less transitory valences and existences, to engagements with this
or that other body, to densities of proximity, to more or less localizable
connections. Not only are physical particles characterized by speeds of
deterritorialization—Joycean tachyons, particles-holes, and quarks
recalling the fundamental idea of the "soup"—but a single chemical
substance (sulfur or carbon, for example) has a number of more and less
deterritorialized states. The more interior milieus an organism has on its
own stratum, assuring its autonomy and
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bringing it into a set of aleatory relations with the exterior, the more
deterritorialized it is. That is why degrees of development must be under-
stood relatively, and as a function of differential speeds, relations, and
rates. Deterritorialization must be thought of as a perfectly positive power
that has degrees and thresholds (epistrata), is always relative, and has
reterritorialization as its flipside or complement. An organism that is
deterritorialized in relation to the exterior necessarily reterritorializes on
its interior milieus. A given presumed fragment of embryo is deterrito-
rialized when it changes thresholds or gradients, but is assigned a new role
by the new surroundings. Local movements are alterations. Cellular migra-
tion, stretching, invagination, folding are examples of this. Every voyage is
intensive, and occurs in relation to thresholds of intensity between which it
evolves or that it crosses. One travels by intensity; displacements and
spatial figures depend on intensive thresholds of nomadic deterritoriali-
zation (and thus on differential relations) that simultaneously define com-
plementary, sedentary reterritorializations. Every stratum operates this
way: by grasping in its pincers a maximum number of intensities or inten-
sive particles over which it spreads its forms and substances, constituting
determinate gradients and thresholds of resonance (deterritorialization on
a stratum always occurs in relation to a complementary reterrito-
rialization)."”

As long as preestablished forms were compared to predetermined
degrees, all one could do was affirm their irreducibility, and there was no
way of judging possible communication between the two factors. But we
see now that forms depend on codes in the parastrata and plunge into pro-
cesses of decoding or drift and that degrees themselves are caught up in
movements of intensive territorialization and reterritorialization. There is
no simple correspondence between codes and territorialities on the one
hand and decodings and deterritorialization on the other: on the contrary,
a code may be a deterritorialization and a reterritorialization a decoding.
Wide gaps separate code and territoriality. The two factors nevertheless
have the same "subject" in a stratum: it is populations that are deter-
ritorialized and reterritorialized, and also coded and decoded. In addition,
these factors communicate or interlace in the milieus.

On the one hand, modifications of a code have an aleatory cause in the
milieu of exteriority, and it is their effects on the interior milieus, their
compatibility with them, that decide whether they will be popularized.
Deterritorializations and reterritorializations do not bring about the mod-
ifications; they do, however, strictly determine their selection. On the other
hand, every modification has an associated milieu that in turn entails a
certain deterritorialization in relation to the milieu of exteriority and a cer-
tain reterritorialization on intermediate or interior milieus. Perceptions
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and actions in an associated milieu, even those on a molecular level, con-
struct or produce territorial signs (indexes). This is especially true of an ani-
mal world, which is constituted, marked off by signs that divide it into
zones (of shelter, hunting, neutrality, etc.), mobilize special organs, and
correspond to fragments of code; this is so even at the margin of decoding
inherent in the code. Even the domain of learning is defined by the code, or
prescribed by it. But indexes or territorial signs are inseparable from a dou-
ble movement. Since the associated milieu always confronts a milieu of
exteriority with which the animal is engaged and in which it takes neces-
sary risks, a line of flight must be preserved to enable the animal to regain
its associated milieu when danger appears (for example, the bull's line of
flight in the arena, which it uses to regain the turf it has chosen).” A second
kind of line of flight arises when the associated milieu is rocked by blows
from the exterior, forcing the animal to abandon it and strike up an associa-
tion with new portions of exteriority, this time leaning on its interior
milieus like fragile crutches. When the seas dried, the primitive Fish left its
associated milieu to explore land, forced to "stand on its own legs," now
carrying water only on the inside, in the amniotic membranes protecting
the embryo. In one way or the other, the animal is more a fleer than a
fighter, but its flights are also conquests, creations. Territorialities, then,
are shot through with lines of flight testifying to the presence within them
of movements of deterritorialization and reterritorialization. In a certain
sense, they are secondary. They would be nothing without these move-
ments that deposit them. In short, the epistrata and parastrata are continu-
ally moving, sliding, shifting, and changing on the Ecumenon or unity of
composition of a stratum; some are swept away by lines of flight and move-
ments of deterritorialization, others by processes of decoding or drift, but
they all communicate at the intersection of the milieus. The strata are con-
tinually being shaken by phenomena of cracking and rupture, either at the
level of the substrata that furnish the materials (a prebiotic soup, a
prechemical soup ...), at the level of the accumulating epistrata, or at the
level of the abutting parastrata: everywhere there arise simultaneous accel-
erations and blockages, comparative speeds, differences in deterrito-
rialization creating relative fields of reterritorialization.

These relative movements should most assuredly not be confused with
the possibility of absolute deterritorialization, an absolute line of flight,
absolute drift. The former are stratic or interstratic, whereas the latter con-
cern the plane of consistency and its destratification (its "combustion," as
Geoffroy would say). There is no doubt that mad physical particles crash
through the strata as they accelerate, leaving minimal trace of their pas-
sage, escaping spatiotemporal and even existential coordinates as they
tend toward a state of absolute deterritorialization, the state of unformed
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matter on the plane of consistency. In a certain sense, the acceleration of
relative deterritorializations reaches the sound barrier: if the particles
bounce off this wall, or allow themselves to be captured by black holes, they
fall back onto the strata, into the strata's relations and milieus; but if they
cross the barrier they reach the unformed, destratified element of the plane
of consistency. We may even say the the abstract machines that emit and
combine particles have two very different modes of existence: the Ecumenon
and the Planomenon. Either the abstract machines remain prisoner to
stratifications, are enveloped in a certain specific stratum whose program
or unity of composition they define (the abstract Animal, the abstract
chemical Body, Energy in itself) and whose movements of relative
deterritorialization they regulate, Or, on the contrary, the abstract machine
cuts across all stratifications, develops alone and in its own right on the
plane of consistency whose diagram it constitutes, the same machine at
work in astrophysics and in microphysics, in the natural and in the artifi-
cial, piloting flows of absolute deterritorialization (in no sense, of course, is
unformed matter chaos of any kind). But this presentation is still too
simplified.

First, one does not go from the relative to the absolute simply by acceler-
ation, even though increases in speed tend to have this comparative and
global result. Absolute deterritorialization is not defined as a giant acceler-
ator; its absoluteness does not hinge on how fast it goes. It is actually possi-
ble to reach the absolute by way of phenomena of relative slowness or delay.
Retarded development is an example. What qualifies a deterritorialization
is not its speed (some are very slow) but its nature, whether it constitutes
epistrata and parastrata and proceeds by articulated segments or, on the
contrary, jumps from one singularity to another following a
nondecom-posable, nonsegmentary line drawing a metastratum of the plane
of consistency. Second, under no circumstances must it be thought that
absolute deterritorialization comes suddenly of afterward, is in excess or
beyond. That would preclude any understanding of why the strata
themselves are animated by movements of relative deterritorialization and
decoding that are not like accidents occurring on them. In fact, what is
primary is an absolute deterritorialization an absolute line of flight,
however complex or multiple—that of the plane of consistency or body
without organs (the Earth, the absolutely deterritorialized). This absolute
deterritorialization becomes relative only after stratification occurs on
that plane or body: It is the strata that are always residue, not the
opposite. The question is not how something manages to leave the strata
by how things get into them in the first place. There is a perpetual
immanence of  absolute  deterritorialization = within  relative
deterritorialization; and the machinic assemblages between strata that
regulate the differential relations and relative
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movements also have cutting edges of deterritorialization oriented toward
the absolute. The plane of consistency is always immanent to the strata; the
two states of the abstract machine always coexist as two different states of
intensities.

Most of the audience had left (the first to go were the Marinetians with
their double articulation, followed by the Hjelmslevians with their content
and expression, and the biologists with their proteins and nucleic acids).
The only ones left were the mathematicians, accustomed to other follies,
along with a few astrologers, archaeologists, and scattered individuals.
Challenger, moreover, had changed since the beginning of his talk. His
voice had become hoarser, broken occasionally by an apish cough. His
dream was not so much to give a lecture to humans as to provide a program
for pure computers. Or else he was dreaming of an axiomatic, for
axi-omatics deals essentially with stratification. Challenger was
addressing himself to memory only. Now that we had discussed what was
constant and what varied in a stratum from the standpoint of substances
and forms, the question remaining to be answered was what varied
between strata from the standpoint of content and expression. For if it is
true that there is always a real distinction constitutive of double
articulation, a reciprocal presupposition of content and expression, then
what varies from one stratum to another is the nature of this real
distinction, and the nature and respective positions of the terms
distinguished. Let us start with a certain group of strata that can be
characterized summarily as follows: on these strata, content (form and
substance) is molecular, and expression (form and substance) is molar.
The difference between the two is primarily one of order of magnitude or
scale. Resonance, or the communication occurring between the two
independent orders, is what institutes the stratified system. The molecular
content of that system has its own form corresponding to the distribution
of elemental masses and the action of one molecule upon another;
similarly, expression has a form manifesting the statistical aggregate and
state of equilibrium existing on the macroscopic level. Expression is like
an "operation of amplifying structuration carrying the active properties of
the originally microphysical discontinuity to the macrophysical level."

We took as our point of departure cases of this kind on the geological
stratum, the crystalline stratum, and physicochemical strata, wherever the
molar can be said to express microscopic molecular interactions ("the crys-
tal is the macroscopic expression of a microscopic structure"; the "crystal-
line form expresses certain atomic or molecular characteristics of the
constituent chemical categories"). Of course, this still leaves numerous
possibilities, depending on the number and nature of the intermediate
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states, and also on the impact of exterior forces on the formation of expres-
sion. There may be a greater or lesser number of intermediate states
between the molecular and the molar; there may be a greater or lesser num-
ber of exterior forces or organizing centers participating in the molar form.
Doubtless, these two factors are in an inverse relation to each other and
indicate limit-cases. For example, the molar form of expression may be of
the "mold" type, mobilizing a maximum of exterior forces; or it may be of
the "modulation" type, bringing into play only a minimum number of
them. Even in the case of the mold, however, there are nearly instantane-
ous, interior intermediate states between the molecular content that
assumes its own specific forms and the determinate molar expression of
the outside by the form of the mold. Conversely, even when the multiplica-
tion and temporalization of the intermediate states testify to the endo-
genous character of the molar form (as with crgystals), a minimum of
exterior forces still intervene in each of the stages.”” We must therefore say
that the relative independence of content and expression, the real distinc-
tion between molecular content and molar expression with their respective
forms, has a special status enjoying a certain amount of latitude between
the limit-cases.

Since strata are judgments of God, one should not hesitate to apply all
the subtleties of medieval Scholasticism and theology. There is a real dis-
tinction between content and expression because the corresponding forms
are effectively distinct in the "thing" itself, and not only in the mind of the
observer. But this real distinction is quite special; it is only formal since the
two forms compose or shape a single thing, a single stratified subject. Vari-
ous examples of formal distinction can be cited: between scales or orders of
magnitude (as between a map and its model; or, in a different fashion,
between the micro- and macrophysical levels, as in the parable of
Eddington's two offices); between the various states or formal reasons
through which a thing passes; between the thing in one form, and as
affected by a possibly exterior causality giving it a different form; and so
forth. (There is a proliferation of distinct forms because, in addition to
content and expression each having its own forms, intermediate states
introduce forms of expression proper to content and forms of content
proper to expression.)

As diverse and real as formal distinctions are, on the organic stratum the
very nature of the distinction changes. As a result, the entire distribution
between content and expression is different. The organic stratum never-
theless preserves, and even amplifies, the relation between the molecular
and the molar, with all kinds of intermediate states. We saw this in the case
of morphogenesis, where double articulation is inseparable from a com-
munication between two orders of magnitude. The same thing applies to
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cellular chemistry. But the organic stratum has a unique character that
must account for the amplifications. In a preceding discussion, expression
was dependent upon the expressed molecular content in all directions and
in every dimension and had independence only to the extent that it
appealed to a higher order of magnitude and to exterior forces: The real dis-
tinction was between forms, but forms belonging to the same aggregate, the
same thing or subject. Now, however, expression becomes independent in its
own right, in other words, autonomous. Before, the coding of a stratum was
coextensive with that stratum; on the organic stratum, on the other hand, it
takes place on an autonomous and independent line that detaches as much
as possible from the second and third dimensions. Expression ceases to be
voluminous or superficial, becoming linear, unidimensional (even in its
segmentarity). The essential thing is the linearity of the nucleic sequence.?’
The real distinction between content and expression, therefore, is not sim-
ply formal. It is strictly speaking real, and passes into the molecular, with-
out regard to order of magnitude. It is between two classes of molecules,
nucleic acids of expression and proteins of content, nucleic elements or
nucleotides and protein elements or amino acids. Both expression and
content are now molecular and molar. The distinction no longer concerns a
single aggregate or subject; linearity takes us further in the direction of flat
multiplicities, rather than unity. Expression involves nucleotides and
nucleic acids as well as molecules that, in their substance and form, are
entirely independent not only of molecules of content but of any directed
action in the exterior milieu. Thus invariance is a characteristic of certain
molecules and is not found exclusively on the molar scale. Conversely, pro-
teins, in their substance and form of content, are equally independent of
nucleotides: the only thing univocally determined is that one amino acid
rather than another corresponds to a sequence of three nucleotides.” What
the linear form of expression determines is therefore a derivative form of
expression, one that is relative to content and that, through a folding back
upon itself of the protein sequence of the amino acids, finally yields the
characteristic three-dimensional structures. In short, what is specific to the
organic stratum is this alignment of expression, this exhaustion or detach-
ment of a line of expression, this reduction of form and substance of expres-
sion to a unidimensional line, guaranteeing their reciprocal independence
from content without having to account for orders of magnitude.

This has many consequences. The new configuration of expression and
content conditions not only the organism's power to reproduce but also its
power to deterritorialize or accelerate deterritorialization. The alignment
of the code or linearity of the nucleic sequence in fact marks a threshold of
deterritorialization of the "sign" that gives it a new ability to be copied and
makes the organism more deterritorialized than a crystal: only something
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deterritorialized is capable of reproducing itself. When content and
expression are divided along the lines of the molecular and the molar, sub-
stances move from state to state, from the preceding state to the following
state, or from layer to layer, from an already constituted layer to a layer in
the process of forming, while forms install themselves at the limit between
the last layer or last state and the exterior milieu. Thus the stratum devel-
ops into epistrata and parastrata; this is accomplished through a set of
inductions from layer to layer and state to state, or at the limit. A crystal dis-
plays this process in its pure state, since its form expands in all directions,
but always as a function of the surface layer of the substance, which can be
emptied of most of its interior without interfering with the growth. It is the
crystal's subjugation to three-dimensionality, in other words its index of
territoriality, that makes the structure incapable of formally reproducing
and expressing itself; only the accessible surface can reproduce itself, since
it is the only deterritorializable part. On the contrary, the detachment of a
pure line of expression on the organic stratum makes it possible for the
organism to attain a much higher threshold of deterritorialization, gives it
a mechanism of reproduction covering all the details of its complex spatial
structure, and enables it to put all of its interior layers "topologically in
contact" with the exterior, or rather with the polarized limit (hence the spe-
cial role of the living membrane). The development of the stratum into
epistrata and parastrata occurs not through simple inductions but through
transductions that account for the amplification of the resonance between
the molecular and the molar, independently of order of magnitude; for the
functional efficacy of the interior substances, independently of distance;
and for the possibility of a proliferation and even interlacing of forms,
independently of codes (surplus values of code or phenomena of trans-
coding or aparallel evolution).?

There is a third major grouping of strata, defined less by a human
essence than, once again, by a new distribution of content and expression.
Form of content becomes "alloplastic" rather than "homoplastic"; in other
words, it brings about modifications in the external world. Form of expres-
sion becomes linguistic rather than genetic; in other words, it operates with
symbols that are comprehensible, transmittable, and modifiable from out-
side. What some call the properties of human beings—technology and
language, tool and symbol, free hand and supple larynx, "gesture and
speech"—are in fact properties of this new distribution. It would be diffi-
cult to maintain that the emergence of human beings marked the absolute
origin of this distribution. Leroi-Gourhan's analyses give us an under-
standing of how contents came to be linked with the hand-tool couple and
expressions with the face-language couple.” In this context, the hand must
not be thought of simply as an organ but instead as a coding (the digital
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code), a dynamic structuration, a dynamic formation (the manual form, or
manual formal traits). The hand as a general form of content is extended in
tools, which are themselves active forms implying substances, or formed
matters; finally, products are formed matters, or substances, which in turn
serve as tools. Whereas manual formal traits constitute the unity of compo-
sition of the stratum, the forms and substances of tools and products are
organized into parastrata and epistrata that themselves function as verita-
ble strata and mark discontinuities, breakages, communications and diffu-
sions, nomadisms and sedentarities, multiple thresholds and speeds of
relative deterritorialization in human populations. For with the hand as a
formal trait or general form of content a major threshold of deterri-
torialization is reached and opens, an accelerator that in itself permits a
shifting  interplay = of  comparative  deterritorializations  and
reterritorial-izations—what makes this acceleration possible is, precisely,
phenomena of "retarded development” in the organic substrata. Not only is
the hand a deterritorialized front paw; the hand thus freed is itself
deterritorialized in relation to the grasping and locomotive hand of the
monkey. The synergistic deterritorializations of other organs (for
example, the foot) must be taken into account. So must correlative
deterritorializations of the milieu: the steppe as an associated milieu more
deterritorialized than the forest, exerting a selective pressure of
deterritorialization upon the body and technology (it was on the steppe, not
in the forest, that the hand was able to appear as a free form, and fire as a
technologically formable matter). Finally, complementary
reterritorializations must be taken into account (the foot as a
compensatory reterritorialization for the hand, also occurring on the
steppe). Maps should be made of these things, organic, ecological, and
technological maps one can lay out on the plane of consistency.

On the other hand, language becomes the new form of expression, or
rather the set of formal traits defining the new expression in operation
throughout the stratum. Just as manual traits exist only in forms and
formed matters that shatter their continuity and determine the distribution
of their effects, formal traits of expression exist only in a diversity of
formal languages and imply one or several formable substances. The sub-
stance involved is fundamentally vocal substance, which brings into play
various organic elements: not only the larynx, but the mouth and lips, and
the overall motricity of the face. Once again, a whole intensive map must
be accounted for: the mouth as a deterritorialization of the snout (the
whole "conflict between the mouth and the brain," as Perrier called it); the
lips as a deterritorialization of the mouth (only humans have lips, in other
words, an outward curling of the interior mucous membranes; only human
females have breasts, in other words, deterritorialized mammary glands:
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the extended nursing period advantageous for language learning is accom-
panied by a complementary reterritorialization of the lips on the breasts,
and the breasts on the lips). What a curious deterritorialization, filling
one's mouth with words instead of food and noises. The steppe, once more,
seems to have exerted strong pressures of selection: the "supple larynx" is a
development corresponding to the free hand and could have arisen only in
a deforested milieu where it is no longer necessary to have gigantic laryn-
geal sacks in order for one's cries to be heard above the constant din of the
forest. To articulate, to speak, is to speak softly. Everyone knows that lum-
berjacks rarely talk.** Physiological, acoustic, and vocal substance are not
the only things that undergo all these deterritorializations. The form of
expression, as language, also crosses a threshold.

Vocal signs have temporal linearity, and it is this superlinearity that con-
stitutes their specific deterritorialization and differentiates them from
genetic linearity. Genetic linearity is above all spatial, even though its seg-
ments are constructed and reproduced in succession; thus at this level it
does not require effective overcoding of any kind, only phenomena of
end-to-end connection, local regulations, and partial interactions
(overcoding takes place only at the level of integrations implying
different orders of magnitude). That is why Jacob is reluctant to compare
the genetic code to a language; in fact, the genetic code has neither
emitter, receiver, comprehension, nor translation, only redundancies and
surplus values.” The temporal linearity of language expression relates not
only to a succession but to a formal synthesis of succession in which time
constitutes a process of linear overcoding and engenders a phenomenon
unknown on the other strata: translation, translatability, as opposed to the
previous inductions and transductions. Translation should not be
understood simply as the ability of one language to "represent” in some
way the givens of another language, but beyond that as the ability of
language, with its own givens on its own stratum, to represent all the
other strata and thus achieve a scientific conception of the world. The
scientific world {Welt, as opposed to the Umwelt of the animal) is the
translation of all of the flows, particles, codes, and territorialities of the
other strata into a sufficiently deterritorialized system of signs, in other
words, into an overcoding specific to language. This property of
overcoding or superlinearity explains why, in language, not only is
expression independent of content, but form of expression is independent
of substance: translation is possible because the same form can pass from
one substance to another, which is not the case for the genetic code, for
example, between RNA and DNA chains. We will see later on how this situ-
ation gives rise to certain imperialist pretentions on behalf of language,
which are naively expressed in such formulas as: "Every semiology of a
nonlinguistic system must use the medium of language... .Language is the
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interpreter of all the other systems, linguistic and nonlinguistic." This
amounts to defining an abstract character of language and then saying that
the other strata can share in that character only by being spoken in lan-
guage. That is stating the obvious. More positively, it must be noted that
the immanence within language of universal translation means that its
epistrata and parastrata, with respect to superpositions, diffusions, com-
munications, and abutments, operate in an entirely different manner than
those of other strata: all human movements, even the most violent, imply
translations.

We have to hurry, Challenger said, we're being rushed by the line of time
on this third stratum. So we have a new organization of content and
expression, each with its own forms and substances: technological content,
semiotic or symbolic expression. Content should be understood not sim-
ply as the hand and tools but as a technical social machine that preexists
them and constitutes states of force or formations of power. Expression
should be understood not simply as the face and language, or individual
languages, but as a semiotic collective machine that preexists them and
constitutes regimes of signs. A formation of power is much more than a
tool; a regime of signs is much more than a language. Rather, they act as
determining and selective agents, as much in the constitution of languages
and tools as in their usages and mutual or respective diffusions and com-
munications. The third stratum sees the emergence of Machines that are
fully a part of that stratum but at the same time rear up and stretch their
pincers out in all directions at all the other strata. Is this not like an interme-
diate state between the two states of the abstract Machine?—the state in
which it remains enveloped in a corresponding stratum (ecumenon), and
the state in which it develops in its own right on the destratified plane of
consistency (planomenon). The abstract machine begins to unfold, to
stand to full height, producing an illusion exceeding all strata, even though
the machine itself still belongs to a determinate stratum. This is, obviously,
the illusion constitutive of man (who does man think he is?). This illusion
derives from the overcoding immanent to language itself. But what is not
illusory are the new distributions between content and expression: techno-
logical content characterized by the hand-tool relation and, at a deeper
level, tied to a social Machine and formations of power; symbolic expres-
sion characterized by face-language relations and, at a deeper level, tied to
a semiotic Machine and regimes of signs. On both sides, the epistrata and
parastrata, the superposed degrees and abutting forms, attain more than
ever before the status of autonomous strata in their own right. In cases
where we can discern two different regimes of signs or two different forma-
tions of power, we shall say that they are in fact two different strata in
human populations.
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What precisely is the relation now between content and expression, and
what type of distinction is there between them? It's all in the head. Yet
never was a distinction more real. What we are trying to say is that there is
indeed one exterior milieu for the entire stratum, permeating the entire
stratum: the cerebral-nervous milieu. It comes from the organic substra-
tum, but of course that substratum does not merely play the role of a sub-
stratum or passive support. It is no less complex in organization. Rather, it
constitutes the prehuman soup immersing us. Our hands and faces are
immersed in it. The brain is a population, a set of tribes tending toward two
poles. In Leroi-Gourhan's analyses of the constitution of these two poles in
the soup—one of which depends on the actions of the face, the other on the
hand—their correlation or relativity does not preclude a real distinction
between them; quite the contrary, it entails one, as the reciprocal presuppo-
sition of two articulations, the manual articulation of content and the
facial articulation of expression. And the distinction is not simply real, as
between molecules, things, or subjects; it has become essential (as they
used to say in the Middle Ages), as between attributes, genres of being, or
irreducible categories: things and words. Yet we find that the most general
of movements, the one by which each of the distinct articulations is already
double in its own right, carries over onto this level; certain formal elements
of content play the role of expression in relation to content proper, and cer-
tain formal elements of expression play the role of content in relation to
expression proper. In the first case, Leroi-Gourhan shows how the hand
creates a whole world of symbols, a whole pluridimensional language, n