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of esoteric sense, of a hidden signifier. This is the approach of the Prague 
school, Gustav Meyrink and many others, including Max Brod.4 But this 
attempt implies a desperate attempt at symbolic reterritorialization, based in 
archetypes, Kabbala, and alchemy, that accentuates its break from the peo­
ple and will find its political result only in Zionism and such things as the 
“dream of Zion.”5 Kafka will quickly choose the other way, or, rather, he will 
invent another way. He will opt for the German language of Prague as it is 
and in its very poverty. Go always farther in the direction of deterritorializa­
tion, to the point of sobriety. Since the language is arid, make it vibrate with 
a new intensity. Oppose a purely intensive usage of language to all symbolic 
or even significant or simply signifying usages of it. Arrive at a perfect and 
unformed expression, a materially intense expression. (For these two possi­
ble paths, couldn’t we find the same alternatives, under other conditions, in 
Joyce and Beckett?6 As Irishmen, both of them live within the genial condi­
tions of a minor literature. That is the glory of this sort of minor litera­
ture— to be the revolutionary force for all literature. The utilization of 
English and of every language in Joyce. The utilization of English and 
French in Beckett. But the former never stops operating by exhilaration and 
overdetermination and brings about all sorts of worldwide reterritorializa- 
tions. The other proceeds by dryness and sobriety, a willed poverty, pushing 
deterritorialization to such an extreme that nothing remains but intensities.)

How many people today live in a language that is not their own? Or no 
longer, or not yet, even know their own and know poorly the major language 
that they are forced to serve? This is the problem of immigrants, and espe­
cially of their children, the problem of minorities, the problem of a minor 
literature, but also a problem for all of us: how to tear a minor literature 
away from its own language, allowing it to challenge the language and mak­
ing it follow a sober revolutionary path? How to become a nomad and an 
immigrant and a gypsy in relation to one’s own language? Kafka answers: 
steal the baby from its crib, walk the tightrope.

# « *

1975

From A Thousand Plateaus: Capitalism and Schizophrenia1

From Introduction: Rhizome

The two of us wrote Anti-Oedipus2 together. Since each of us was several, 
there was already quite a crowd. Here we have made use of everything that

4. See the excellent chapter “Prague at the Turn 
of the Century,” in Wagenbach, Franz Kafka, on 
the situation of the German language in Czecho­
slovakia and on the Prague School [Deleuze and 
G uattari’s note]. Meyrink (1868—1932), German 
author of occult fiction, including the novel The 
Golem  (1915).
5. The Jewish homeland in Palestine, sought by 
Zionism and achieved in the establishment of the
State of Israel in 1948. Kabbala: a system of Jew­
ish mysticism, especially the esoteric theosophy of 
the 13th century and later (also spelled “Cabala”).

6. Samuel Beckett (1906—1989), Irish-born nov­
elist and playwright who published in both 
French and English. James Joyce (1882-1941), 
Irish writer whose fiction is extraordinarily inno­
vative in technique and language. Both wrote out­
side Ireland.
1. Translated by Brian Massumi, who occasion­
ally retains the original French in parentheses.
2. Anti-Oedipus: Capitalism and Schizophrenia, 
to which this work is a sequel, was published in 
French in 1972.
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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 I. We are no longer ourselves. Each will know 
his own. We have been aided, inspired, multiplied.

A book has neither object nor subject; it is made of variously formed mat­
ters, 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 movements. 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 these lines produce phenom­
ena 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 substan­
tive. One side of a machinic assemblage faces the strata, which doubtless 
make it a kind of organism, or signifying totality, or determination attrib­
utable to a subject; it also has a side facing a body without organs,3 which is 
continually dismantling the organism, 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 else­
where, the units of measure are what is essential: quantify writing. There is 
no difference 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 connec­
tion with other assemblages and in relation to other bodies without organs. 
We will never ask what a book means, as signified or signifier;4 we will not 
look for anything to understand in it. We will ask what it functions with, in 
connection 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 m achine 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

3. A way of thinking about bodily experience as 
an interconnected system of flows and forces
rather than a structure of organs. Also referred 
to as BwO, it highlights the difference between 
the unpredictable live body and the dissectable 
dead body and sees the body as a ceaseless 
“desiring-machine.”

4. The terms come from the structural theory of 
language developed b y  F e r d i n a n d  d e  s a u s s u r e  
(1857—1913). The division of the “sign” into “sig- 
nifier” (the material of the sign) and “signified” 
(the meaning of the sign) mirrors the division 
between matter and meaning that Deleuze and 
Guattari aim to displace here.
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machine can be plugged into, must be plugged into in order to work. Kleist 
and a mad war machine, Kafka5 and a most extraordinary 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 ideol­
ogy. 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, bod­
ies without organs and their construction and selection, the plane of consis­
tency, and in each case the units of measure. Stratometers, deleometers,6 BwO 
units o f  density, BwO units o f  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 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 Mao7 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 taproot, with its 
pivotal spine and surrounding leaves. But the book as a spiritual 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 logic8 is the spiritual real­
ity of the root-tree. Even a discipline as “advanced” as linguistics retains the 
root-tree as its fundamental image, and thus remains wedded to classical 
reflection (for example, Chomsky9 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 possible, following the 
natural method, to go directly from One to three, four, or five, but only if

5. Franz Kafka (1883—1924), Austrian novelist 
and short story writer who lived much of his life 
in Prague; he memorably depicted the bureau­
cratic machine in his unfinished novel The Cas­
tle (1926). Heinrich von Kleist (1777—1811), 
German writer of plays and novellas; his play 
Prince Friedrich von Hontburg (1811) is con­
cerned with the “war m achine.”
6. Deleuze and G uattari’s coinage: conversions 
into lines of death.
7. Mao Zedong (1893-1976), leader and princi­
pal Marxist theorist of China’s communist revo­
lution; the phrase “one becomes two” (applied to

the birth of children) appears in his Examples o f  
Dialectics (1959).
8. The logic of either/or, in which all values 
come in pairs of opposition.
9. Noam Chomsky (b. 1928), American linguist 
who devised transformational-generative gram­
mar, which attempts to relate sentences with dif­
ferent structures and account for all the acceptable 
sentences of a language by differentiating between 
“deep structures” (innate and unconscious forms 
that ensure competence) and “surface structures” 
(the particular sentences into which the deep 
structures are transformed in performance).
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there is a strong principal unity available, that of the pivotal taproot sup­
porting the secondary roots. That doesn’t get us very far. The binary logic 
of dichotomy has simply been replaced by biunivocal1 relationships between 
successive circles. The pivotal taproot provides no better understanding of 
multiplicity than the dichotomous root. One operates in the object, the other 
in the subject. Binary logic and biunivocal relationships still dominate psy­
choanalysis (the tree of delusion in the Freudian interpretation of Schre- 
ber’s2 case), linguistics, structuralism, and even information science.

The radicle-system, or fascicular root,3 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 multiplic­
ity 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 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 Wil­
liam Burroughs’s4 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 continues its spiritual labor. That 
is why the most resolutely fragmented work can also be presented as the 
Total Work or Magnum Opus.5 Most modern methods for making series pro­
liferate 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 com­
bination. The abortionists of unity are indeed angel makers, doctores angelici, 
because they affirm a properly angelic and superior unity. Joyce’s6 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’s7 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 dualism, 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 sub­
ject. 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 supplementary dimension to that of its object. The world has become

1. Turning to both sides, but only in a prescribed 
way.
2. Daniel Paul Schreber (1842-1911), German 
judge whose Memoirs o f  My Nervous Illness 
(1903) were analyzed by s i g m u n d  f r e u d  (1856— 
1939), Austrian founder of psychoanalysis, in an 
important 1911 study.
3. A small, secondary root (a fascic le  is also a 
division of a book published in parts, and both 
words share their Latin root with/ascisw).
4. American writer of experimental novels (1914—
1997); see “The Cut-Up Method of Brion Gysin” in
The Third Mind (1978) by Burroughs and Gysin.

5. An allusion to the French poet Stephane M al­
larme (1842—1898), who combined a notoriously 
fragmentary style with an alchem ical dream of 
the Great Work.
6. James Joyce (1882-1941), Irish writer known 
for the innovations of technique and inventions of 
words in his fiction, especially in Finnegans Wake 
(1939), which ends in an unfinished sentence that 
is completed by the fragment with which the book 
begins. Doctores angelici: angelic teachers (Latin).
7. f r i e d r i c h  n i e t z s c h e  (1 8 4 4 -1 9 0 0 ), German 
philosopher.
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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 cleverness is 
enough to make it heard. The multiple must be m ade , 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 subtracted). 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 rhizome as subterranean stem is abso­
lutely different from roots and radicles. Bulbs and tubers are rhizomes. 
Plants with roots or radicles may be rhizomorphic in other respects alto­
gether: the question is whether plant life in its specificity is not entirely rhi­
zomatic. Even some animals are, in their pack form. Rats are rhizomes. 
Burrows are too, in all of their functions of shelter, supply, movement, eva­
sion, 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.

« * «

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 (w+ 1). It is composed not of units but of dimen­
sions, 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 con­
stitutes linear multiplicities with n dimensions having neither subject nor 
object, which can be laid out on a plane of consistency, and from which the 
One is always subtracted (n — 1). When a multiplicity of this kind changes 
dimension, it necessarily changes in nature as well, undergoes a metamor­
phosis. 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 segmentar- 
ity and stratification as its dimensions, and the line of flight or deterritorial­
ization 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 localiz- 
able linkages between points and positions. Unlike the tree, the rhizome is 
not the object of reproduction: neither external reproduction as image-tree 
nor internal reproduction as tree-structure. The rhizome is an antigenealogy. 
It is a short-term memory, or 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, constructed, a map that is always detachable, connectable,
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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 
contrast to centered (even polycentric) systems with hierarchical modes of 
communication and preestablished paths, the rhizome is an acentered, non- 
hierarchical, nonsignifying system without.a General and without an orga­
nizing 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 Bateson8 uses the word “plateau” to desig­
nate something very special: a continuous, self-vibrating region of intensities 
whose development avoids any orientation toward a culmination 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 intensity 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 transcen­
dent ends, instead of evaluating them on a plane of consistency on the basis 
of their intrinsic value.9 For example, a book composed of chapters has cul­
mination 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 multi­
plicities 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 circles 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 clever­
ness, no lexical agility, no blending or creation of words, no syntactical bold­
ness, can substitute for it. In fact, these are more often than not merely 
mimetic procedures used to disseminate or disperse a unity that is retained 
in a different dimension for an image-book. Technonarcissism. Typograph­
ical, 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 suc­
cesses in this.1 We ourselves were unable to do it. We just used words that in 
turn function for us as plateaus, r h i z o m a t i c s  =  s c h i z o a n a l y s i s  =  s t r a t o a n a l - 

y s i s  =  p r a g m a t i c s  =  m i c r o p o l i t i c s . These words are concepts, but concepts

8. English anthropologist, biologist, ethnologist, 
and philosopher (1 9 0 4 -1 9 8 0 ).
9. Gregory Bateson, Steps to an Ecology o f  Mind 
(New York: Ballantine Books, 1972), p. 113. It 
will be noted that the word “plateau” is used in 
classical studies of bulbs, tubers, and rhizomes: 
see the entry for “Bulb” in M. H. Baillon, Dic- 
tionnaire de botanique [Dictionary o f  Botany]

(Paris: H achette, 1876-92) [Deleuze and Guat­
tari’s note].
1. For example, Joelle de La Casini£re, Absolu- 
ment necessaire [Absolutely Necessary] : The Emer­
gency Book  (Paris: Minuit, 1973), a truly nomadic 
book. In the same vein, see the research in prog­
ress at the Montfaucon Research Center [Deleuze 
and Guattari’s note].
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are lines, which is to say, number systems attached to a particular dimension 
of the multiplicities (strata, molecular chains, lines of flight or rupture, cir­
cles of convergence, etc.). Nowhere do we claim for our concepts the title of a 
science. We are no more familiar with scientificity than we are with ideology; 
all we know are assemblages. And the only assemblages are machinic assem­
blages of desire and collective assemblages of enunciation. No signifi- 
ance,2 no subjectification: writing to the nth power (all individuated 
enunciation remains trapped within the dominant significations, all signify­
ing desire is associated with dominated subjects). An assemblage, in its mul­
tiplicity, necessarily acts on semiotic flows, 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 sub­
jectivity. The book as assemblage 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 mid­
dle/’3 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”;4 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:5 Marcel Schwob’s book multiplies narratives like so many pla­
teaus with variable numbers of dimensions. Then there is Andrzejewski’s 
book, Les portes du paradis (The gates of paradise), composed of a single 
uninterrupted sentence; a flow of children; a flow of walking 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 posthumous pederastic 
desire of the count of Vendome; all this with circles of convergence. What is

2. A term that emphasizes the process of produc- 4. See the final paragraph of Nietzsche’s preface
ing meaning (in contrast to significance, which to Genealogy o f  Morals (1888).
emphasizes the result). 5. The attempt of thousands of children to make
3. The Diaries o f  Franz K afka, ed. Max Brod, their way to the Holy Land to reclaim it from the
trans. Joseph Kresh (New York: Schocken, Muslims; the first group set out from Vendome in
1948), p. 12 [Deleuze and G uattari’s note]. the summer of 1212.
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important is not whether the flows are “One or multiple”—we re past that 
point: there is a collective assemblage of enunciation, a machinic assem­
blage 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,6 La dislocation , in which the sen­
tences space themselves out and disperse, or else 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. Writ­
ing weds a war machine and lines of flight, abandoning the strata, segmen- 
tarities, 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 Cru­
sades, 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 het­
erogeneity, rather than a world to reproduce? The cultural book is necessar­
ily 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 cultural load: but it will use it actively, for forgetting instead 
of remembering, for underdevelopment instead of progress toward devel­
opment, in nomadism rather than sedentarity, to make a map instead of a 
tracing. r h iz o m a tic s  = po p  a n a ly sis , even if the people have other things to 
do besides read it, even if the blocks of academic culture or pseudoscientific- 
ity 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 trac­
ing concepts, with their breaks and progress changing nothing. Impercepti­
ble rupture, not signifying break. The nomads invented a war machine in 
opposition to the State apparatus. History has never comprehended nomad­
ism, the book has never comprehended the outside. The State as the model 
for the book and for thought has a long history: logos,8 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 assem­
blage that makes thought itself nomadic, and the book a working part in

6. One of 8 European military expeditions 
(1095-1291) intended to drive the Muslims from 
Jerusalem and other Christian holy sites; the 
Fourth Crusade was putatively targeted at Egypt 
(a center of Muslim power) but was diverted to 
conquer the Christian cities of Zara (in Hungary) 
and Constantinople, which was sacked in 1203.
7. M arcel Schwob, The C hildren ’s Crusade, 
trans. Henry Copley (Boston: Sm all, Maynard, 
1898); Jerzy Andrzejewski, Les Portes du paradis
[The Gates o f  Paradise] (Paris: Gallimard, 1949); 
Armand Farrachi, La Dislocation [Dislocation]

(Paris: Stock, 1974). It was in the context of 
Schwob’s book that Paul Alphandery remarked 
that literature, in certain cases, could revitalize 
history and impose upon it “genuine research 
directions”; La Chretiente et I’idee de croisade 
[Christianity and the Idea o f  the Crusade] (Paris: 
Albin M ichel, 1959), vol. 2, p. 116 [Deleuze and 
Guattari’s note].
8. Word, speech; discourse, reason (Greek); in 
the New Testament, logos is often identified with 
Christ.
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every mobile machine, a stem for a rhizome (Kleist and Kafka against 
Goethe9).

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!1 Be quick, even when standing still! Line of chance, line of 
hips, line of flight. Don’t bring out the General in you! Don’t have just ideas, 
just have an idea (Godard).2 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’ along3

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?4 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, peda­
gogical, initiatory, symbolic . . . ). But Kleist, Lenz, and Buchner'* have 
another way of traveling and moving: proceeding from the middle, through 
the middle, coming and going rather than starting and finishing.6 American 
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 a n d , 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 transver­
sal movement that sweeps one and the other away, a stream without begin­
ning or end that undermines its banks and picks up speed in the middle.
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9. Johann Wolfgang von Goethe (1749-1832), 
magisterial German poet, playwright, and novelist.
1. See Paul Virilio, “Vehiculaire,” in Nomades et 
vagabonds [Nomads and Vagabonds], ed. Jacques 
Bergue (Paris: Union Generale d’Editions, 1975), 
on the appearance of linearity and the disruption 
of perception by speed [Deleuze and G uattari’s 
note].
2 .Jean-Luc Godard (b. 1930), French filmmaker 
and screenwriter best known for his work of the 
1950s and 1960s during the New Wave in France.
3. From “O l’ Man River,” an imitation of a Negro 
spiritual composed by Jerome Kern with lyrics 
(here slightly misquoted) by O scar Hammerstein

for the musical Show Boat (1927).
4. Paul Gauguin (1848-1903), a French painter 
who became a “nomad” in Tahiti, gave one of his 
Tahitian paintings these three questions as a title.
5. Georg Buchner (1813-1837), German drama­
tist. Jakob Lenz (1751-1792), German poet.
6. See Jean-Christopher Bailly’s description of 
movement in German Romanticism, in his intro­
duction to La Legende dispersee: Anthologie du 
romantisme allem and [The Dispersed Legend: An 
Anthology o f  German Romanticism] (Paris: Union 
Generale d’Editions, 1976), pp. 18ff. [Deleuze and 
G uattari’s note].


