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Geophilosophy: Making the Earth light
by TiM GOUGH"

Abstract

«Earth» is a new concept created by Deleuze and Guattari and is itself called a «<new earth».
Philosophy is geophilosophy because it is always a philosophy of the Earth. D&G’s geophilosophy
is therefore not the only geophilosophy; they discuss others in their chapter of that title. Their
geophilosophy is different to others’ because their Earth is different to others’ In what way?
They invoke Nietzsche’s expression: «Let the earth become lightness», and by this they mean to
cite Thus Spoke Zarathustra’'s words that «Whoever one day teaches humans to fly, will have
shifted all boundary stones; for him all boundary stones themselves will fly into the air, he will
christen the earth anew - as “the light one”» Their Earth is an earth become light, an earth that
relates directly to the Nietzschean dance. Because Earth is a concept - or a dance - in D&G, it is
not a name that refers to something, because a concept is not a ‘One’: it has internal movements
and external bridges to other concepts. D&G’s new earth is absolute movement, absolute becom-
ing, because it concerns a multiple (not a One) and a smooth space (not a striated one). This new
Earth is nothing other than the Plane of Consistency, or the Body without Organs, which are the
same concepts. D&G never cease writing about the same concepts differently, because they write
the eternal return of the same, whereby, as Deleuze writes in his Nietzsche book, «It is not some
one thing which returns but rather returning itself is the one thing which is affirmed of diversity
or multiplicity.» Geophilosophy is the pivotal theme of D&G'’s philosophy, because the Earth, or
the Plane of Consistency, is their key concept. This paper expands on all these becomings and
returns.
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Earthy philosophies

Wer die Menschen einst fliegen lehrt, der hat alle

Grenzsteine verriickt; alle Grenzsteine selber werden

ihm in die Luft fliegen, die Erde wird er neu taufen -
als , die Leichte”,

Friedrich Wilhelm Nietzsche

Also sprach Zarathustra 3, LV, 2

The concept of the earth in Deleuze and Guattari (D&G from now on) is interlinked
with a series of other related concepts operating as and within mobile multiplicities. I
use the term concept here in the same way as they determine it in What is Philosophy?
where a concept is inherently relational with other concepts laid out on a plane (Deleuze
& Guattari 1994: 18). Plane is itself another D&G concept. Some of these concepts are
semantically related, such as ground and geophilosophy, or indeed plane; others, as [ will
show below, are related by virtue of similarities in what they do. These concepts are
used in varying amounts by D&G. Plane, for instance, is almost ubiquitous. By contrast,
as far as [ am aware D&G use the term geophilosophy only three times; once in the chap-
ter title and then twice in the chapter itself in What is Philosophy?. According to the first
mention, philosophy is a geophilosophy in a similar way to history being a geohistory;
that is, history has to be combined with geography in order to make it understandable,
as the French historian Fernand Braudel does (Deleuze & Guattari 1994: 95). The second
mention names Nietzsche as the founder of geophilosophy in that he seeks «to deter-
mine the national characteristics of French, English, and German philosophy,» although
Nietzsche does not use the specific word (Deleuze & Guattari 1994: 102). Geography is
also a D&G concept, and is not to do with location. There is always a great danger in tak-
ing their words to mean something predefined. On the contrary, words and the concepts
they name are always dynamically related to the context that D&G have created for us,
either within their work or by virtue of their references to the ‘outside’ (another D&G
concept). In this case, geography implies not location but becoming. Location is static;
becoming is something active and dynamic. Everything has to be rethought on the basis
of becoming, on the basis of a mobile and active ontology. So when they speak of the
Earth («Terre»), what they have in mind is nothing solid, nothing fixed, and nothing
which has the nature of an object or a thing. Everything is always in mobile interplay be-
cause the cosmos is a mechanosphere (Deleuze & Guattari 1987: 514), which is precisely
not mechanical - that is, it is not deterministic - but rather, with Leibniz, machined to
infinity (Deleuze 1987). Leibniz used this term to distinguish living beings: he speculat-
ed that they were machines however deeply you looked into them. Contemporary bio-
chemistry almost confirms this reasoning: even a simple living cell undergoes something
like one billion transformations per second, within symbiotic (another D&G concept)
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systems - animals - themselves each involving trillions of such cells (Lane 2022: 8). That
does not take us quite to infinity; but we see with the physics of Carlo Rovelli, Emily
Adlam and Vlatko Vedral’s relational quantum theory, for instance, that such a machined-
to-infinity viewpoint is not inconsistent with the more thoroughly thought through cur-
rents of contemporary basic science (Adlam & Rovelli 2023; Vedral 2025).

All philosophy deals with the question of the earth. That is why all philosophy is ge-
ophilosophy, and why D&G’s philosophy is not the only geophilosophy. But their geophi-
losophy is different to others’ geophilosophy because their earth is different to others’
earth. All philosophy, if it is indeed to be philosophy, has to posit something like the
ground, or the earth, something prephilosophical, an outside, that is nonetheless invent-
ed by philosophy itself as that against which it operates or on which it is founded. Phi-
losophy is always a question of foundations, of sufficient reason, of the basis of things or
of the cosmos. One of the examples they give of a philosophy of the earth is that of
Heidegger. Heidegger misunderstood what earth/Erde is or should be and therefore
misunderstood the people that that earth related to. D&G say, for obvious reasons relat-
ed to Heidegger’s relation to National Socialism, that this lead to a certain shame of phi-
losophy, to shame of the worst sort entering into philosophy (Deleuze & Guattari 1994:
108). Heidegger got «got the wrong people, earth, and blood» (Deleuze & Guattari 1994:
109). Why was it possible for philosophy to be made dirty in this way? (The word
«earth» can also mean «dirt» in English.) Precisely because the earth, being a concept - a
Deleuzian concept - is mobile, indeterminate, and includes zones of «indiscernibility»
(Deleuze & Guattari 1994: 109). This indiscernibility gives the earth its connecting pow-
er, but also exposes it to misuse. There is never anything effective in D&G which does not
also include this risk of misuse, both philosophically and politically. This is why they
warn at the end of The Smooth and The Striated plateau: «Never believe that a smooth
space will suffice to save us» (Deleuze & Guattari 1987: 500).

This is, of course, also a critical reference to Heidegger, specifically to his final inter-
view published after his death, where he said that «only a god can save us» (Heidegger
1981: 57). The context of this statement from Heidegger is his mealy-mounted, pessimis-
tic and (in Nietzschean terms) nihilistic response to the interviewer’s question as to
«Can the individual man in any way still influence this web of fateful circumstance? Or,
indeed, can philosophy influence it? Or can both together influence it, insofar as philoso-
phy guides the individual, or several individuals, to a determined action?» (Heidegger
1981: 57). This is an intensely political question, and the whole of D&G’s philosophy
shows how philosophy can and must respond to that question in a concrete and effective
manner. Heidegger’s response, by contrast, is indeed philosophically shameful and in-
herently conservative:

If I may answer briefly, and perhaps clumsily, but after long reflection: philosophy
will be unable to effect any immediate change in the current state of the world. This
is true not only of philosophy but of all purely human reflection and endeavour. Only
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a god can save us. The only possibility available to us is that by thinking and poetiz-
ing we prepare a readiness for the appearance of a god, or for the absence of a god in
[our] decline, insofar as in view of the absent god we are in a state of decline.
(Heidegger 1981: 57)

Now D&G might themselves doubt that a purely «human reflection and endeavour»
would effect change, insofar as they rethink the human and dispose of the category of
the subject («there is no longer any subject») under which the concept of the human is
thought (Deleuze 1990: 107). But they do not move in the direction of a god, rather they
are constantly on the lookout for effective concepts, such as the smooth or indeed the
striated (Deleuze & Guattari 1987: 474-500). These concepts are ontological, in the
sense that D&G are telling us not how things ought to be, but how they actually are, how
the world works - our mundane, empirical world: there is nothing else, this is a flat on-
tology, and looking from Spinoza’s perspective, which D&G take on, «The order and con-
nection of ideas is the same as the order and connection of things», so ontology and epis-
temology collide (Spinoza 2018: 47). And if these concepts are effective, they can and are
being used for bad as well as good; see, for instance, the prescient article by Eyal Weit-
zman on “Walking through walls: Soldiers as architects in the Israeli-Palestinian con-
flict” where he shows how D&G’s concept of the smooth is used as a military strategy
(Weitzman 2006). All the more so recently.

That Heidegger was shameful in D&G’s terms shows how close philosophy can come
to thought, and yet how the final step to thought can fail to occur. If we take as an exam-
ple how Heidegger is presented by Deleuze in Difference and Repetition (Deleuze 1994),
it is clear that the latter regarded Heidegger’s though of the difference of Being as close
to the breach in thought that Deleuze himself achieves in that work, and prior to that in
his Nietzsche and Philosophy (Deleuze 1983). That breach is simply and obviously that
difference is to be thought in itself, and identity is an after-effect; and that is also the on-
tology (collision of epistemology and ontology). This is the thrust of Difference and Repe-
tition - to prove this fact and contrast it with the opposite philosophical view which has
generally prevailed since Parmenides; and the whole thrust of the remainder of D&G’s
work is to outline the consequences of this. This closeness is evident in Heidegger’s de-
tailed thoughts on the earth.

D&G’s concept of the earth is mobile, is a becoming, and as a result includes the risk of
misuse. This exposes it to the risk of mischaracterisation, which is what Heidegger does.
He mischaracterises what the earth is by fixing it, by establishing it as a ground for a par-
ticular people. D&G go in the opposite direction. As they write at the end of A Thousand
Plateaus, they follow Nietzsche’s words and «let the earth become lightness» (Deleuze &
Guattari 1987: 510). This is a reference to section 3 of Also Sprach Zarathustra, the sec-
tion on the heaviness of spirit which is to be overcome in the name of the Nietzschean
dance, where Nietzsche says: «Whoever one day teaches humans to fly, will have shifted
all boundary stones; for him all boundary stones themselves will fly into the air, he will
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christen the earth anew - as “the light one”» (Nietzsche 2006: 154). It is this earth-
made-light which is the “fundamental” concept of D&G’s philosophy.

What, by contrast, is the earth when this thought is not respected? In The Origin of the
Work of Art, Heidegger uses the example of a Greek temple to explain his notion of the
earth. The Greek temple stands on the earth and creates a world; Heidegger says that the
Greek word he wishes to invoke by earth is phusis, @¥Uo1g - commonly translated as «na-
ture» and the origin of our word physics (Heidegger 2002: 21). A common interpretation
would therefore have it that the Greek temple stands on, and in contrast to, nature, that
is, the pre-existing earth which acts as its foundation, and insofar as it creates a world,
creates something artificial. In this ordinary interpretation, nature and artefact are con-
trasted as that which pre-exists (nature) and that which comes afterwards (the artifi-
cial), placed into nature by the action of man. Implied in this schema is what Heidegger
would call an ordinary or vulgar notion of time - that is, the notion of time derived from
Aristotle’s Physics which consists of a past, present and future in linear, counted se-
quence (Aristotle 2018: 76-79). The before-and-after of nature and artefact, or building
and site, operates within and confirms this ordinary notion of time. Likewise, going in
the other direction, the ordinary notion of time as past/present/future fits in with and
confirms the idea that there is a pre-existing nature which is followed by that which is
constructed by us. We can see here a sort of machinic interplay between two sets of mu-
tually reinforcing ideas - in line with D&G’s concept of the concept outlined above.

There are one or two instructive points to be made about what is achieved here. First-
ly, although it may at first appear that the example of the Greek temple is just one possi-
ble example amongst others, in fact it is not just any example for Heidegger, because of
the importance of Greek philosophy and culture to his own thought. Secondly, it is inter-
esting to note the slippage which occurs in the discussion between a ‘literal’ reading of
the building sitting on its site, and the more general question of the difference between
nature and artefact. Peter Carl refers to Heidegger’s text and clarifies both the meaning
of the terms and their relationship:

The stratification of embodiments prevails within a reciprocal process, in which pos-
sibilities (freedom, Heideggerian “world”) only have meaning in virtue of their con-
ditions (background, context, Heideggerian “earth”). Conversely, conditions only ap-
pear in the presence of possibilities. The topic of involvement invokes this reciproci-
ty, by which we are played. (Carl 2012: 74)

For Carl, possibilities occur for us because we are free, and freedom is nothing other
than what Heidegger calls «world», which occurs in reciprocity with «earth» as the con-
text or background of that freedom; because this is a reciprocal relationship, the earth
only «appears» in the presence of the world (i.e. freedom, human possibilities).
Heidegger’s aim is to deconstruct our ordinary notions of time and of the relation be-
tween earth and world and he does so by pointing out that it is only by virtue of the tem-
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ple that the earth itself, and other aspects of nature as such the sky, the sea, trees etc.
«first comes forth» (Heidegger 2002: 21). The reason for him wishing to do this becomes
clear in another of Heidegger’s text on the question of the foundations of thought, the
lecture Der Satz vom Grund from 1956. The title of this lecture is translated variously as
«The Principle of Ground» or «The Principle of Reason», because to provide a ground for
something is the same as providing a reason. This principle, taken from Leibniz, states
that nothing is without reason (nihil est sine ratione), nothing is without a ground, i.e.
nothing is without something which pre-exists it and provides its foundation. The con-
sequences of this seemingly obvious principle are far-reaching: «(e)verything is consid-
ered as a being when, and only when, it is secured as a calculable ob-ject for representa-
tional thought» (Heidegger 1974: 211). In other words, the result of requiring a simple
pre-existing ground or earth for something is to turn beings into calculable objects. Con-
versely, if we wish to think in a different way about things - say, a poetic or indeed philo-
sophical manner - then we may well wish to avoid characterising things only as calcula-
ble objects - which then implies that a more complex notion of grounding and earth
would be required. With and through this different concept about the earth, a different
interplay of mutually developing ideas or concepts could be created. Here again, D&G are
close to Heidegger.

The relationship between a building and its site is outlined more explicitly by
Heidegger in his later lecture Building Dwelling Thinking, where he states that a bridge
does not sit on pre-existing banks, but rather that «(t)he banks emerge as banks only as
the bridge crosses the stream,» and that «(t)he bridge gathers the earth as landscape
around the stream» (Heidegger 1977: 330). Again Heidegger calls into question whether
the earth simply pre-exists the bridge. Clearly, if we look at the situation physically - that
is, in a calculable manner that regards the bridge and the banks as objects, then we can
say that the banks pre-exist the bridge, and the earth forms a firm basis on which the
bridge is established. Poetically, the earth can also be seen constructively as the origin, as
that against which the beauty of the bridge casts itself. Philosophically, at least within the
tradition that Heidegger calls Western metaphysics, we have already seen that every-
thing that exists, exists by virtue of a ground, a reason. It is these traditions of thought
which are being called into question here.

Does Heidegger then release the earth, does he let the stones fly as Nietzsche com-
mands, does he make the earth light as D&G demand? Granted, he makes us aware of the
possibility of going beyond common ways of thinking about the earth - an invaluable
hint. But whether he rises to Nietzsche’s challenge is less clear. In his pre-war The Origin
of the Work of Art, the earth which is revealed by the temple «first comes forth as home-
land [heimatliche Grund]» (Heidegger 2002: 21). Yes, it is not a question of a pre-existing
environment to which the temple gets added as another object amongst objects, but
nonetheless there is an earth revealed as home, as rightfully belonging, as guaranteeing
an autochthonous people (Heidegger 2002: 21). What he is stating is that the temple
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brings forth a world (a set of human possibilities) and at the same time transforms what
was «earth» into a homeland, into something more than mere earth - earth, as it were,
made into part of the world which is set off against it. But these are indeed the «wrong
people», those with a homeland, together with the wrong earth and blood, that D&G re-
fer to in What is Philosophy? The people D&G would instead refer to are precisely not au-
tochthonous: they are rather a «people-to-come» (Deleuze & Guattari 1994: 109, 218),1 a
people of the future, people predicated on difference and becoming, not identity: here
are the political implications of D&G’s philosophy, brought into absolute clarity vis-a-vis
Heidegger’s shameful position. D&G make clear here the relation between the political
question of the people and the earth and their philosophy of becoming (not being) when
they say that «[b]Jecoming is always double, and it is this double becoming that consti-
tutes the people to come and the new earth» (Deleuze & Guattari 1994: 109).

No metaphors please

This difference comes down to a fundamental issue within Heidegger’s thought -
whereby he pulls back from the drama of Nietzsche’s call to lightness. How can we clarify
this? In the case of a building, the earth or ground is that which pre-exists, which comes
before, that which acts as the basis of the building. The same applies to thought in gen-
eral; the ground is that which comes before, that which acts as the basis of something in
general. These questions are not metaphorically put, for intrinsic reasons. The question
of the use of metaphor is a critical one here. What is metaphor? It is to take the literal
use of a word - for instance, the word «earth» or «ground» as meaning the solid thing
upon which we walk or build - and reuse it in a different, non-literal manner - for in-
stance, to mean a basis for thought in general. Within the hermeneutic and phenomeno-
logical traditional - that is, informed directly by Heidegger’s thought - Paul Ricoeur gives
an extensive account of metaphor in his book La métaphore vive (in English given the ti-
tle The Rule of Metaphor); throughout this book he maintains this key distinction be-
tween the literal and the metaphorical as that which grants «the creation of meaning in
language», to quote the subtitle of the English translation (Ricoeur 1977). But if we go
beyond a hermeneutic, phenomenological or Heideggerian approach we find that the
rule or authority of metaphor is called into question, most clearly perhaps by Jacques
Derrida in his essay Qual Quelle: Valéry’s Sources (Derrida 1982b). This text is interesting
for our purposes here because it too deals with the issue of ground and of the earth, in

1 My position here critiques that of Janae Sholtz in The Invention of a People: Heidegger and Deleuze on Art
and the Political where she states: «We argue that Deleuze is reluctant to leave Heidegger behind because
he recognises that the impasse of thinking requires a particular ontological dispensation, i.e. the issue of a
people is essentially connected to the reformulation of immanence, the earth, through an engagement with
the essence of art» (Sholtz 2015: 12). On the contrary, Deleuze leaves Heidegger completely behind on this,
and other; points.
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that it asks what the nature of the source of a river is — what are the implications, philo-
sophically, of trying to establish where water rises from the earth? The word «source»
has, structurally, the same position within thought as «earth» or «ground» - it is that
which comes before, which acts as the «ground» or reason or cause of the river. What
Derrida does is to subject this metaphor to a «crisis of the origin». What is this crisis? It
is precisely to recuse the rule of metaphor:

...we already would have to understand the meaning of the word origin when it des-
ignates something totally other than the welling up of a body of water, in order to
gain access to that which nevertheless was proposed as the proper meaning of the
source. (Derrida 1982b: 280)

What Derrida is saying here is that the supposedly proper use of the word «source» is
in fact fully dependent on its supposedly improper and metaphorical use as an abstract
term meaning something like «ground», «earth» or «reason». We cannot therefore rigor-
ously maintain the distinction between improper and proper, which in turn calls into
question the notion of metaphor as a foundation of thought and meaning (as Ricoeur
would have it).

What Derrida is doing is to take Heidegger’s ambiguity and make it explicit, make it a
positive possibility for thought, and he does so on exactly the same basis as D&G: by
means of the raising of difference - in Derrida’s case, différance - above presence and
identity, which become after-effects. There is no primary distinction between metaphor
and correct usage; there is rather an originary play of differences within which it is pos-
sible, after the event, to stake a claim to a correct usage (D&G will call these «order
words») and thereby deploy metaphor (Deleuze & Guattari 1994: 108-109). It is notable
that in no instance throughout the whole work of Deleuze does he use metaphor, and he
explicitly warns against its use (Smith 2019). And, since we are not returning to Derrida
in this essay, it is worth briefly stating here that his concept of différance is the earth,
which is also D&G’s plane of consistency, as [ will discuss further below.

It is true that Deleuze, and D&G, do not engage much with Heidegger. One gets the
feeling that they do not wish to get their hands dirty. The section in Difference and Repe-
tition on Heidegger referred to above has the feeling of an after-thought: the book is
Deleuze’s principal thesis for the Doctorat D’Etat (Patton 1994: xi), and these few pages
look like a late insertion after a query by one of his supervisors. Deleuze in the end, de-
spite affinities, dismisses Heidegger’s commitment to difference in the following terms:
«Does he conceive of being in such a manner that it will be truly disengaged from any
subordination in relation to the identity of representation? It would seem not, given his
critique of the Nietzschean eternal return» (Deleuze 1994: 64). This critique is located in
Heidegger’s labyrinthine and deliberately ambiguous musings on Nietzsche from the
1930s, published in four volumes. By contrast, Deleuze’s early Nietzsche and Philosophy
is a paradigm of clarity, an obvious repost to Heidegger, where, as Derrida did, he trans-
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formed an unhelpful ambiguity into one or two succinct concepts which form the whole
basis of his later work. The whole of Deleuze (and D&G) can be read from that 1962
book.

As Deleuze notes, the key question is the concept of the eternal return of the same. If
this is not understood, then the whole of Nietzsche is misunderstood. Section three of
Heidegger’'s Nietzsche lectures show that the return is misunderstood by him in tradi-
tional cyclical manner as the return of that which has already occurred (Heidegger 1979:
209-214). Deleuze dismisses this traditional view in these words: «We must understand
that Nietzsche does not recognise his idea of eternal return in his predecessors of antiq-
uity» (Deleuze 1983: 29). Nothing could be further from Nietzsche’s meaning, as parsed
by Deleuze and the other French post-Nietzscheans such as Derrida (1982a: 17-18),
Pierre Klossowski (1997: 104), Georges Bataille (2015: 14, 336) and Maurice Blanchot
(1993: 272-275). Deleuze states that what returns is becoming and difference, because
the cosmos is becoming and difference, and the same is that which is said of such return,
just as being is also said of it (Deleuze 1983: 48-49). This amounts to the same thing as
Derrida’s différance and Deleuze’s prioritising of difference over identity. It is to say that
identity is an after-effect, that which is said of difference.

Earth and nihilism

To recap: D&G’s concept of the Earth is mobile, is a becoming, and as a result includes
the risk of misuse. This exposes it to the risk of mischaracterisation, for instance by
Heidegger, establishes it as a ground for a particular people rather than a people-to-
come. D&G go in the opposite direction of A Thousand Plateaus. They follow Nietzsche’s
words and «let the earth become lightness» (Deleuze & Guattari 1987: 510).

As noted above, D&G tell us what concepts are early on in What is Philosophy? and fa-
mously say that philosophy is the creation of concepts. What a concept is - or rather, its
mode of becoming - is summarised again in the Geophilosophy chapter in the same
book. It is a non-transcendent, immanent mode, and involves connection. The Deleuzian
concept does not refer back to something. That would be a transcendence, and it would
also be representational, both of which D&G entirely avoid. Because they avoid that, their
concepts are entirely immanent. All representation is bad - « The concept of mimesis is
not only inadequate, it is radically false» (Deleuze & Guattari 1987: 546). Transcendence
is a disease (Deleuze & Guattari 1987: 18). Philosophy is atheist - «Atheism is.... the phi-
losopher’s serenity and philosophy’s achievement» (Deleuze & Guattari 1994: 92). Phi-
losophy acknowledges Nietzsche’s death of god or Spinoza's Jewish atheism - «god or
nature», Deus sive Natura (Deleuze & Guattari 1987: 92). The death of god is the death of
transcendence, the death of nihilism as Nietzsche defines it and the death of representa-
tion. If god is not dead you do not get philosophy, which is why Italy, too close to the
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church, failed for a time to be philosophical but instead became the master of concettism
- that is, a compromise between the concept and the figure, resulting in an extraordinary
flowering of art and architecture (Deleuze & Guattari 1994: 103).

The interconnections with Nietzsche are complex. By nihilism, as Deleuze explains,
Nietzsche means almost the opposite of the common meaning of that term; he means the
depreciation of our “empirical” world in the name of some higher reality (Deleuze 1983:
147). Platonism, or more often Platonism in subtle disguise, has to be overcome - for it is
not enough to accept that God (the place-name for higher reality) is dead. The full con-
sequences of that need to be worked out; the thought has to be taken to the end.
Heidegger has misunderstood the eternal return as traditionally cyclical. Nietzsche’s
other concept, the will to power, is also misunderstood: for Deleuze, and D&G after him,
it means nothing other than the location of becoming, because it consists in the interplay
of essentially differing forces (Deleuze 1983: 49-51).

Rather than reference, representation or transcendence, with concepts there is simply
connection across, or conjugations, on a metastable surface - a concept which D&G take
from Simondon, and which Deleuze first referred to in Difference and Repetition, where
he states that «Gilbert Simondon has shown recently that individuation presupposes a
prior metastable state - in other words, the existence of a “disparateness” such as at
least two orders of magnitude or two scales of heterogeneous reality between which po-
tentials are distributed» (Deleuze 1994: 246). Just connections. No hierarchy. A concept
has mobile components, quanta, which connect together in the zones of indiscernibility
already mentioned. And those components, in turn, are machined to infinity, as previous-
ly mentioned: they are mobile to infinity, they do not sit still, they are not of the nature of
a particle or a thing, they are a becoming. Concepts also connect to other concepts,
across bridges. That is what philosophy is - concepts and their mobile connections in-
ternal and external. It is also what the world or the cosmos is, as the reference to Simon-
don shows, which takes us back to Spinoza’s proposition that «the order and connection
of ideas is the same as the order and connection of things» (Spinoza 2018: 47). These are
quanta, as I hinted earlier in the reference to contemporary physics.

A concept like the Earth is not “One”, it is not a thing. D&G work only with intrinsic
multiplicities, not with the One. Their multiplicities are intrinsic because they are not
made up of single things; they are multiple from the outset, and the One can only be said
of multiplicity after the fact, just as Being can only be said of becoming (Deleuze 1994:
40; 1990: 179, 262, 300-301), which means that multiplicities and becoming come first,
are primary. That is just another way of saying that the Earth, as D&G determine it, is
primary. The concept of multiplicities comes from the mathematics of Bernard Reimann,
and as Deleuze points out, this concept must be purged of all relation to the idea of unity,
the idea of the one, and the idea of identity. As he says in Difference and Repetition, «mul-
tiplicity must not designate a combination of the many and the one, but rather an organ-
isation belonging to the many as such, which has no need whatsoever of unity in order to
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form a system» (Deleuze 1994: 182). Systems are formed, multiplicities intertwine and
interrelate, from the outset and there is no unity from which these systems - indeed the
very system of the cosmos - derives; and D&G’s earth is both the place and the enabler of
such systems and multiplicities. This is the source of the connection between D&G and
general systems theory and cybernetics, as outlined by Manuel DeLanda (DeLanda
2002), and it also indicates a profound connection to the quantum mechanics of Carlo
Rovelli (Adlam & Rovelli 2023) mentioned above, where what primarily exists are sys-
tems (multiplicities, becomings) related to systems.

To give a clear counter-example: when Bruno Latour writes «how could we act politi-
cally without having inventoried... the stuff that makes up the Earth for us?» (Latour
2018: 94), his «Earth» has nothing to do with D&G’s concept. This is because Latour is
invoking One thing which, for him, the earth is, which can therefore be inventoried. His
earth is something having Being, it is “stuff”. Whereas D&G’s Earth is always in becoming.
It is absolute movement, absolute becoming, because it concerns a multiple (not a One)
and a smooth space (not a striated one), which does not so much mean a texture as a
vortex, that is, something which is intrinsically in movement (Deleuze & Guattari 1987:
509; DeLanda 2002: 135) and which relates two heterogeneous materials or series
(DeLanda 2011: 31). On the other hand, D&G’s Earth is not abstract, as has been argued
(Gasché 2014: 17). On the contrary, it is entirely real, although virtual; but in D&G, the
virtual is nothing other than the earth; as virtual, it is real.

Many names

[ said that concepts are connections on a metastable surface. What is the name for this
real metastable surface that the concepts play across? As often happens with D&G, it is
given many names because they are not interested in names but rather in forcing us to
think by getting rid of singular names, by getting rid of “reference”. This surface is named
at the beginning of What is Philosophy? as the «Plane of Consistency» (Deleuze & Guat-
tari 1994: 35). But it is also, very precisely, nothing other than Earth. It is nothing other
than the Body without Organs, taken from Antonin Artaud, and «opposed not to the or-
gans but to that organization of the organs called the organism» (Deleuze & Guattari
1987: 158), which is a strata on the Body without Organs just as strata accumulate on
the Earth in The Geology of Morals, which is the title of plateau 3 in A Thousand Plateaus
(Deleuze & Guattari 1987: 40). In the language of The Logic of Sense it is «sense» itself,
taken from Gottlob Frege and in no way to be opposed to nonsense, being the play of the
two and being the play of «a chaos cosmos», the cosmos as interplay (Deleuze 1990: xiii).
It is the mobile plane of differences, to refer back to Deleuze’s Difference and Repetition.
It is the productive unconscious, in the concepts of Anti-Oedipus (Deleuze & Guattari
1983: 24). It is the will to power, in the interpretation of Nietzsche and Philosophy. It is
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the outside, in the concepts contained in Deleuze’s book on Foucault (Deleuze 1988: 70-
93). It is the element that D&G repeatedly make reference to, the «destratified element of
the plane of consistency», in the words of the Geology of Morals (Deleuze & Guattari
1987: 56). Geophilosophy is indeed the pivotal theme of D&G’s philosophy, because the
Earth, or the Plane of Consistency, or the Body without Organs, or originary difference,
or sense, or will to power, or the outside, or the element, is their key concept. D&G ask in
Plateau 3, «Who does the Earth think it is?» («pour qui elle se prend, la terre?») (Deleuze
& Guattari 1987: 39). Their immediate answer is:

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 directions, by free intensities or nomadic singularities, by mad or transi-
tory particles. (Deleuze & Guattari 1987: 40)

More names, proliferating like the mad and transitory particles on this Plane of
Consistency!

The Earth is the Deterritorialized. This means that it is where deterritorialization oc-
curs, but this is because it is also the location of territorialization. As we know, D&G nev-
er stop talking of territorialization, deterritorialization and reterritorialization. The link
to terra/the Earth is obvious. Everything, and all thought, comes from a consideration of
or marking out of territories. That is another sense in which all philosophy is geophilos-
ophy. But again, the word territory has to be correctly thought - that is, thought actively,
on the basis of becoming, and outside the realm of reference and representation, outside
the realm of the transcendent. «Territory» does not refer to a location, a space, a place.
Rather, it is the expression of a milieu in the sense that von Uexkiill uses it, when he «de-
velops a melodic, polyphonic, and contrapuntal conception of Nature,» as D&G say
(Deleuze & Guattari 1987: 185). For von Uexkiill, a territory or milieu is always already
related to the animal which inhabits it; there is not a space with an animal in it, but there
is an animal-and-space intertwined, an animal-and-space always already related to each
other in mutual becoming, symbiosis (Deleuze & Guattari 1987: 249), aparallel evolution
(Deleuze & Guattari 1987: 10), an evolution of entirely heterogeneous things or a co-
development of entirely heterogeneous series (Deleuze 1990: 36). In short, territory is
to do with multiplicities that make it up and which relate to each other in a constant be-
coming. All static ideas of territory have to be expelled. D&G therefore call territory «the
first assemblage» (Deleuze & Guattari 1987: 232).

It is in that sense that D&G can say that «thinking takes place in the relationship of
territory and the earth» (Deleuze & Guattari 1994: 85). This is what they say at the start
of the Geophilosophy chapter. The territory is an assemblage, and when this territorial
assemblage links with the Earth/Terra, thinking happens. This means there is also an
intimate relationship between territory and concept. They almost become the same:
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Philosophy is at once concept creation and instituting of the plane. The concept is
the beginning of philosophy, but the plane is its instituting. The plane is clearly not a
program, design, end, or means: it is a plane of immanence that constitutes the abso-
lute ground of philosophy, its earth or deterritorialization, the foundation on which
it creates its concepts. (Deleuze & Guattari 1994: 41)

The Plane of Immanence is the Plane of Consistency. The Plane of Consistency tends
to name the Plane or surface which underlies the whole mechanosphere, in other words
the whole cosmos. Whereas the Plane of Immanence, in What is Philosophy?, relates
more specifically to thought. But D&G are Spinozists, for whom the body and the mind
are the same thing (Spinoza 2018: 47). Philosophy sets out a territory, which is an ex-
pressive mobile set of relations which are named more specifically as concepts. In order
to do this it also sets up a Plane, a Plane of Consistency or more specifically a Plane of
Immanence, which is the “outside” of philosophy which is nonetheless created by phi-
losophy. This acts as philosophy’s absolute ground, and is the Earth. This absolute
ground is made by deterritorialization, by taking deterritorialization to the limit.

Territorialization and deterritorialization are very basic, simple things. D&G give the
example of the human hand, which is a deterritorialized paw (Deleuze & Guattari 1994:
67). A stick, used as a tool, is a deterritorialized branch (Deleuze & Guattari 1994: 67).
We always «seek a territory», we deterritorialize, and we reterritorialize again on some-
thing else. It unclear which comes first because «perhaps every territory presupposes a
prior deterritorialization» and perhaps «everything happens at the same time» (Deleuze
& Guattari 1994: 68). This is a constant movement, outside all thought of linear causality,
something like a general systems theory or a cybernetics; indeed, somewhere, Deleuze
says that what he seeks is Heraclitus and cybernetics (Deleuze 2004: 74), which I take to
mean a return of philosophy to a state prior to Parmenides’ simplifications, mixed with
the last science (all contemporary science is the science of systems - at the limit being
Rovelli’s general systems quantum mechanics), provided that we infect cybernetics with
Heraclitus to ensure that it is non-deterministic, that is, machined to infinity as Leibniz
requires.

Deterritorialization is nothing other than going elsewhere, making an escape from the
existing situation, making something new, diving through an opening that offers itself.
There is another famous name that D&G give to it, which is Line of Flight, or line of flee-
ing. One flees the existing situation into another territory, from paw to hand, from
branch to stick. Here again we see the political implications of this philosophy of differ-
ence and becoming: this fleeing is the production of the new, the production of some-
thing un-programmed by the past, partly because this Line of Flight is the connection
which obtains between the heterogenous (Deleuze & Parnet 2002: 31, 35). That applies
as equally to politics as to art, and shows the necessary connection between the two. All
political efficacy, relating to the key questions of our time - eco-logics, and the eco-logics
and wars of peoples and states - demands the new, demands a line of flight out of the
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current systems and strata, and does so - as it must - within an ontology that is itself an
ecological philosophy, a philosophy of symbiosis, of the Proustian interplay and surplus
value of the wasp/bee and the orchid (Deleuze & Guattari 1987: 10; Proust 1992: 4-5),
the rider and the stirrup (Deleuze & Guattari 1987: 89).

The distinction between deterritorialization and terra/the Earth, is that the Earth is
absolute deterritorialization. When the paw becomes hand, or the branch a stick or tool,
this is a relative deterritorialization. But this can be taken to the limit:

What is primary is an absolute deterritorialization, an absolute line of flight, howev-
er complex or multiple - that of the plane of consistency or body without organs (the
Earth, the absolutely deterritorialized). (Deleuze & Guattari 1987: 56)

This quotation is at the start of the plateau «The Geology of Morals». Geology is moral-
ity. Morality is geology. (With more time, we could show very directly that this geo-
morality is critical to dealing with the earth’s climate and ecological crises.) All philoso-
phy establishes an absolute, but this philosophy establishes it as a lightness rather than a
heaviness, as movement rather than stasis, as absolute becoming and absolute difference
on the basis of which all territory occurs. The Earth/terra is like the element, or ether,
within which everything occurs, body and mind, which is why D&G swerve so rapidly in
their writings from the most banal of so-called “physical” things (such as the branch or
the paw) to the “deepest” philosophic concept of the absolute.

This is why this Earth, this foundation of things and thought, this environment for the
concept, is an earth become light, a dancing Nietzschean earth; and all philosophy is
geophilosophy.
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