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10
Roots
In	Sneffels	Yoculis	craterem	kem	delibat
umbra	Scartaris	Julii	intra	calendas	descende,
audas	viator,	et	terrestre	centrum	attinges.
Kod	feci.	Arne	Saknussemm.

[Descend	into	the	crater	of	Yocul	of	Sneffels,
which	the	shade	of	Scartaris	caresses,	before	the	kalends	of	July,
audacious	traveler,	and	you	will	reach	the	center	of	the	earth.
I	did	it.	Arne	Saknussemm.]

Jules	Verne

They	are	hidden	and	invisible	to	the	vast	majority	of	animal	organisms,	who	compete	for
attention	on	the	platforms	of	terra	firma.	Sunk	as	they	are	in	a	cryptic,	cloistered	world,	they
pass	their	lives	without	the	slightest	idea	about	the	explosion	of	forms	and	events	that	swarm
between	Earth	and	sky.	Roots	are	the	most	enigmatic	forms	of	the	plant	world.	Their	body	is
often	infinitely	large	and	infinitely	more	complex	than	its	aerial	twin,	the	one	that	plants	let
appear	in	the	light	of	day:	the	total	surface	of	the	root	system	of	a	rye	plant	can	reach	400
square	meters,	that	is,	a	surface	130	times	larger	than	that	of	the	plant’s	aerial	body.1

In	the	history	of	plant	life,	they	arrived	relatively	late:	for	millions	of	years,	plants	could	do
without	roots—in	the	sea	as	on	earth.2	Primum	vegetari	deinde	radicare	[first	be	animated,
then	grow	roots]:	plant	life	would	seem	not	to	need	roots	in	order	to	define	itself,	exist,	or	at
least	survive.	The	origin	of	roots	is	obscure,	and	it	is	not	easy	to	distinguish	their	forms.	The
first	fossil	evidence	dates	back	to	390	million	years	ago.	As	in	all	forms	of	life	destined	to	last
for	millions	of	years,	their	origin	is	due	to	fortuitous	invention	and	bricolage	more	than	to
methodical,	conscious	elaboration:	the	first	kinds	of	roots	were	functional	modifications	of	the
trunk	or	horizontal	rhizomes	deprived	of	leaves.3

Their	morphology	as	well	as	their	physiology	is	extremely	variable:	their	functions	have
changed	over	time	and	cannot	be	univocally	attributed	to	them;	sometimes—as	is	the	case	with
mycorrhizae—they	are	delegated	to	other	organisms,	which	enter	into	a	symbiotic	relationship
with	the	plant.

They	seem	to	live	cut	off	from	the	multiplicity	of	living	beings,	and	yet	it	is	thanks	to	them	that
plants	come	to	be	aware	of	what	goes	on	around	them.	Plato	had	already	compared	our	head,
and	hence	reason,	to	a	“root”:	the	human	being,	he	said,	is	“a	plant	of	the	sky	[phuton
ouranion]	and	not	of	the	earth,”	with	the	roots	going	up—a	sort	of	inverted	plant.4	But	the
version	that	was	to	become	canonical	was	given	by	Aristotle	in	the	treatise	De	anima:	“up	and
down	are	not	for	all	things	what	they	are	for	the	whole	world:	if	we	are	to	distinguish	and
identify	organs	according	to	their	functions,	the	roots	of	plants	are	analogous	to	the	head	in
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animals.”5	“The	action	of	the	two,”	Averroes	would	gloss,	“is	identical.”6	The	analogy
between	the	head	and	the	root	sets	up	the	one	between	human	being	and	plant,	which	was	to
have	an	extraordinary	success	in	the	philosophical	and	theological	tradition	from	the	Middle
Ages	and	up	to	the	modern	period	(Francis	Bacon	would	still	use	it).	Likewise,	in	his
philosophical	treatise,	when	he	expands	over	the	parallelism	between	these	two,	Guillaume	de
Conches	explains	that	“trees	push	their	root,	which	has	their	head,	toward	the	bottom,	in	the
earth	from	which	they	derive	their	nutrition.	Man,	on	the	contrary,	exhibits	his	head,	which	is
like	his	root,	in	the	air,	because	he	lives	by	his	spirit.”7	Linnaeus8	would	reverse	the	direction
of	the	analogy,	speaking	of	the	plant	as	an	upside-down	animal.	But	the	dictum	quemadmodum
caput	est	animalibus	ita	radices	plantis	(“the	root	is	for	plants	what	the	head	is	for	animals”)
seems	never	to	have	lost	its	efficacy.	Thus,	in	the	conclusion	to	his	book	on	the	motor	faculty	of
plants,	Darwin	wrote:

It	is	hardly	an	exaggeration	to	say	that	the	tip	of	the	radicle	thus	endowed,	and	having	the
power	of	directing	the	movements	of	the	adjoining	parts,	acts	like	the	brain	of	one	of	the
lower	animals;	the	brain	being	seated	within	the		anterior	end	of	the	body,	receiving
impressions	from	the	sense-organs,	and	directing	the	several	movements.9

Likewise,	František	Baluška,	Stefano	Mancuso,	and	Anthony	Trewavas10	extended	this
intuition	through	research	on	the	concept	of	plant	intelligence	and	attempted	to	demonstrate	that
the	root	corresponds	perfectly	to	the	animal	brain,	since	they	have	the	same	capacities.	It	is
through	the	root	system,	in	effect,	that	a	plant	acquires	the	vast	majority	of	information	on	its
own	state	and	that	of	the	environment	in	which	it	is	immersed;	it	is	also	through	the	roots	that	it
comes	into	contact	with	other,	limitrophic	individuals	and	manages,	collectively,	the	risks	and
difficulties	of	underground	life.11	The	roots	make	the	soil	and	the	subterranean	world	a	space
of	spiritual	communication.	Thanks	to	them,	then,	the	most	solid	part	of	the	Earth	is
transformed	into	an	enormous	planetary	brain12	through	which	matter	circulates,	along	with
information	on	the	identity	and	state	of	the	organisms	that	populate	the	surrounding
environment.	It	is	as	if	the	eternal	night,	in	which	one	imagines	the	depths	of	the	Earth	to	be
plunged,	were	anything	but	a	long	and	deaf	sleep.	In	the	immense	and	silent	horn	of	the
underground,	night	is	a	perception	without	organs,	without	eyes	and	without	ears,	a	perception
that	takes	place	through	the	whole	body.	Intelligence,	thanks	to	roots,	exists	in	mineral	form,	in
a	world	without	sun	and	without	movement.

In	ordinary	speech	as	in	literature	and	art,	roots	are	often	the	emblem	and	the	allegory	of	what
is	most	fundamental	and	originary,	what	is	most	obstinately	solid	and	stable,	what	is
necessary.	They	are	the	plant	organ	par	excellence.	And	yet	it	would	be	hard	to	find	a	more
ambiguous	form	among	those	that	life	has	created	and	adopted	over	the	course	of	its	history.
They	are	not	any	more	necessary	to	the	survival	of	the	individual	than	the	other	parts	of	the
organism;	from	a	strictly	evolutionary	point	of	view,	they	are	not	at	the	origin	of	the	plant	result
—as	is	the	photosynthetic	function,	for	example.	The	advantages	they	bring	are	those	of
networking,	and	not	those	of	isolation	or	distinction.	But,	even	so,	it	would	be	naive	to
consider	them	a	secondary	and	“decorative”	appendage.	Roots	are	not	what	we	thought	they
were,	but	they	express	and	embody,	all	the	same,	one	of	the	most	significant	traits	of	plant
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existence:	ambiguity,	hybridity,	their	amphibious	and	double	character.

We	are	dealing	here	in	the	first	place	with	ecological	hybridity.	Thanks	to	roots,	the	vascular
plant,	alone	among	all	living	organisms,	inhabits	simultaneously	two	environments	that	are
radically	different	in	their	texture,	structure,	and	organization	and	in	the	nature	of	the	life	that
inhabits	them:	earth	and	air,	sun	and	sky.	Plants	are	not	content	to	touch	them	lightly,	they	push
into	each	one	of	them	with	the	same	stubbornness,	the	same	capacity	to	imagine	and	to	fashion
their	bodies	in	the	most	unexpected	forms.	Cosmic	mediators,	plants	are	ontologically
amphibious	beings:13	they	connect	environments	and	spaces,	showing	that	the	relation
between	the	living	being	and	the	environment	cannot	be	conceived	of	in	exclusive	terms	(say,
those	of	niche	theory,	or	Uexküll’s);	they	always	have	to	be	inclusive.	Life	is	always	cosmic,
and	not	a	matter	of	niches;	it	is	never	cloistered	in	a	single	environment,	but	it	radiates	through
all	environments;	it	makes	of	those	environments	a	world,	a	cosmos	whose	unity	is
atmospheric.

This	ecological	duplicity	is	accompanied	and	as	if	redoubled	by	a	dynamic,	structural
duplicity.	Although	in	communication	and	in	mutual	interpenetration	(much	like	in	the	whole
cosmos),	the	two	environments	not	only	are	juxtaposed	against	each	other	but	structure
themselves	as	reversed	mirror	images.	It	is	as	though	plants	lived	two	lives	at	the	same	time:
one	aerial,	bathed	and	immersed	in	light,	made	of	visibility	and	of	an	intense	interspecific
interaction	with	other	plants	and	with	other	animals	of	all	kinds;	the	other	chthonic,	mineral,
latent,	ontologically	nocturnal,	chiseled	in	the	stony	flesh	of	the	planet,	in	synergistic
communion	with	all	the	forms	of	life	that	populate	it.	These	two	lives	do	not	alternate	and	do
not	exclude	each	other:	they	are	the	being	of	the	same	individual,	the	only	one	who	succeeds	in
reuniting,	in	its	body	and	in	its	experience,	the	earth	and	the	sky,	the	stone	and	the	light,	the
water	and	the	sun,	and	to	be	the	image	of	the	world	in	its	totality.	Already	in	the	body	of	the
plant,	everything	is	in	everything:	the	sky	is	in	the	Earth,	the	Earth	is	pushed	toward	the	sky,	the
air	makes	itself	body	and	extension,	and	extension	is	nothing	but	an	atmospheric	laboratory.

Plants	are	beings	that	are	ecologically	and	structurally	double:	but	their	bodies	are	the	ones
that	are	anatomically	geminated	first.	The	root	is	like	a	second	body,	secret,	esoteric,	hidden;
an	antibody,	an	anatomical	antimatter	that	reverses	as	in	a	mirror,	point	by	point,	everything	the
other	body	does,	and	that	pushes	the	plant	in	a	direction	exactly	opposite	to	that	of	all	the
efforts	it	makes	above	the	surface.	Imagine	that,	for	each	movement	of	your	body,	there	is
another	one	that	goes	the	opposite	way;	imagine	that	your	arms,	your	mouth,	your	eyes	have	an
antithetical	correspondent	in	a	matter	that	mirrors	perfectly	the	one	that	defines	the	texture	of
your	world:	you	would	then	have	an	idea,	albeit	a	vague	one,	of	what	it	means	to	have	roots.
This	is	what	Julius	Sachs	calls	the	anisotropy	of	the	plant	body—in	other	words,	the	antitropy
specific	to	its	extremities.14	As	if	the	body	of	plants	were	divided	into	two,	each	one	of	its
parts	structures	itself	according	to	a	force	and	a	texture	radically	opposed	to	each	other.	The
root	is	an	apparatus	of	meticulous	deconstruction	of	forms	and	geometries	from	the	terrestrial
surface,	starting	with	the	force	that	seems	to	determine	entirely	our	life,	the	life	of	mobile
animals:	gravity.15

Augustin	Pyramus	de	Candolle	wrote	in	the	nineteenth	century:
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We	give	a	more	exact	idea	of	this	organ	in	saying	that	the	Root	(radix;	racine)	is	that	part
of	the	plant	which,	at	its	origin,	tends	to	descend	towards	the	centre	of	the	earth	with	more
or	less	energy.	It	is	to	this	prevailing	character	of	roots	that	some	naturalists	have	made
allusion	when	they	have	designated	the	root,	in	a	general	manner,	under	the	name	of
Descensus.16

They	are	the	essence	of	descent:	the	way	toward	the	bottom,	the	geological	plunge	of	life.
Their	existence—as	though	they	were	Otto	Lidenbrocks	or,	better	still,	nonhuman	Arne
Saknussemms—is	a	perpetual	voyage	to	the	center	of	the	Earth,	an	attempt	to	meld	with	it.
Thomas	Andrew	Knight	had	already	observed,	at	the	start	of	the	nineteenth	century,	that	“it
cannot	elude	any	observer,	even	the	most	inattentive,	[that,]	regardless	of	the	position	one	puts
it	in,	the	seed	to	bring	about	the	root	will	invariably	make	the	effort	to	descend	toward	the
center	of	the	Earth,	whereas	the	elongated	germ	will	take	the	exact	opposite	direction.”17
Extending	Julius	Sachs’s	research,18	Charles	Darwin,	with	his	son	Francis,	located	the	origin
of	this	force	in	the	extremities	of	roots:

Sensitiveness	to	gravitation	resides	in	the	tip;	and	it	is	the	tip	which	transmits	some
influence	to	the	adjoining	parts,	causing	them	to	bend.	[…]	Different	parts	of	the	same
plant	and	different	species	are	affected	by	gravitation	in	widely	different	degrees	and
manners.	Some	plants	and	organs	exhibit	hardly	a	trace	of	its	action.	[…]	In	the	case	of
the	radicles	of	several,	probably	of	all	seedling	plants,	sensitiveness	to	gravitation	is
confined	to	the	tip,	which	transmits	an	influence	to	the	adjoining	upper	part,	causing	it	to
bend	towards	the	centre	of	the	earth.19

One	would	be	wrong	to	see	in	this	love	for	the	Earth	a	simple	effect	of	gravity:	the	root	does
not	limit	itself	to	perceiving	and	passively	submitting	to	the	gravitational	force,	as	does	any
body	situated	on	the	surface	of	the	Earth.	Of	course,	gravity	is	“the	most	constant	and	most
permanent	force	among	all	the	environmental	forces	that	act	on	plants,”20	but	the	reaction	to
gravity	is	not	the	same	as	the	reactions	that	other	bodies—animal	bodies—display.	It	is	not
simply	the	effect	of	weight;	it	is	a	different	attraction,	a	force	of	growth	that	is	directed	toward
the	center	of	the	planet.	Darwin	had	noticed	it:

Geotropism	[…]	excites	the	primary	radicle	to	bend	downwards	with	very	little	force,
quite	insufficient	to	penetrate	the	ground.	Such	penetration	is	effected	by	the	pointed	apex
(protected	by	the	root-cap)	being	pressed	down	by	the	longitudinal	expansion	or	growth
of	the	terminal	rigid	portion,	aided	by	its	transverse	expansion,	both	of	which	forces	act
powerfully.21

It	is	as	if	the	root	doubled	the	weak	force	of	gravity	that	pushes	it	toward	the	bottom.	As	if	the
plant,	in	its	totality,	used	all	its	means	to	overcome	the	resistance	against	its	descent—with	an
intensity	equal	to	that	which	the	stem	uses	to	elevate	itself.

One	is	tempted	to	see	the	root	as	the	most	perfect	accomplishment	of	the	Nietzschean	program
of	amor	fati:	“I	entreat	you,	my	brothers,	remain	true	to	the	earth,	and	do	not	believe	those
who	speak	to	you	of	superterrestrial	hopes!”22	The	root	is	not	simply	a	base	on	which	the
superior	body	of	the	trunk	is	based,	it	is	the	simultaneous	inversion	of	the	push	toward	the
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upward	direction	and	the	sun	that	animates	the	plant:	it	incarnates	“the	sense	of	the	earth,”	a
form	of	love	for	the	soil	that	is	intrinsic	in	any	vegetal	being.	In	the	pseudo-Aristotelian
treatise	De	plantis,	the	connection	with	the	earth	was	already	understood	as	one	of	the
essential	elements	of	the	nature	of	plants:	one	reads	there	that	“the	plant	lives	on	earth,	as
though	tied	to	it”;	and	this	is	the	reason	why	“it	has	no	need	of	sleep.”23	But	this	is	only	a	part
of	the	truth,	and	it	misconstrues	what	the	root	brings	to	each	plant:	its	hybrid,	amphibious
character.	The	root	is	only	a	half	of	the	seeded	body	of	the	plant—the	relation	with	the	earth	is
just	one	of	the	two	lives	of	all	plant	organisms.	And	it	cannot	be	understood	except	in	relation
to	its	other	half:	geotropism	is	one	of	the	directions	of	an	impulse	[élan]	that	has	no	purpose
besides	being	faithful	to	the	Earth.	It	is	an	effect	and	a	result	of	heliocentrism,	which	defines
the	very	essence	of	plant	life.	If	it	needs	to	bury	itself	in	the	mineral	body	of	the	Earth,	this	is	in
order	to	bind	it	better	to	the	fire	that	determines,	part	by	part,	its	forms	and	movements.
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11
The	Deepest	Are	the	Stars
We	struggle	to	imagine	their	environment.	Light	barely	reaches	them.	Here	the	sounds	and	noise
of	our	higher	world	are	a	deaf,	continuous	tremor.	On	Earth,	almost	everything	that	goes	on	up
there	exists	as,	and	is	translated	into,	quakes	and	shudders.	Water	percolates,	like	any	liquid
that	comes	from	the	world	above	and,	like	everything	down	here,	makes	efforts	to	go	down
toward	the	center.	Everything	is	in	contact	with	everything,	and	a	slow	circulation	of	materials
and	juices	allows	all	to	live	well	beyond	the	limits	of	their	body.	Everything	breathes,	but	in	a
different	way	from	the	aerial	world.	Besides,	the	breath	of	bodies	has	no	need	to	pass	through
lungs—or	through	organs,	for	that	matter:	any	body	is	defined	by	its	breath,	any	body	is	a	port,
open	to	the	circulation	of	matter—within	and	outside	itself.	The	organism	is	nothing	but	the
invention	of	a	new	way	of	mixing	with	the	world	and	of	allowing	the	world	to	mix	with	what	is
inside	it.	Down	here,	to	breathe	means	to	give	oneself	a	tentacular	body,	capable	of	clearing
for	itself	a	path	blocked	by	stone,	and	to	multiply	one’s	arms	and	appendages	so	as	to	embrace
as	much	Earth	as	possible,	so	as	to	expose	oneself	to	it	like	the	leaf	to	the	sky.

But	if	roots	are	active	organs	of	cosmic	mixture,	this	is	not	only	because	they	put	into
communication	the	different	elements	of	the	pedological	biosphere—the	underground	world
they	inhabit—or	the	other	organisms	of	plants.	Their	function	is,	on	the	contrary,	of	a	cosmic
order:	their	breath	involves	not	only	the	colloidal	substances	to	which	they	adhere	and	the
fauna	that	lives	there,	but	the	relations	between	Earth	and	Sun.	One	of	the	great	botanists	of	the
last	century	wrote:

The	plant	plays	the	role	of	a	mediator	between	the	Sun	and	the	animal	world.	The	plant,
or	rather	its	most	typical	organ,	the	chloroplast,	is	the	connection	that	brings	together	the
activity	of	all	the	organic	world—everything	we	call	life—to	the	center	of	energy	of	our
solar	system:	such	is	the	cosmic	function	of	the	plant.1

The	root	is	what	allows	plants	to	implicate	in	this	cosmic	mediation	the	Earth,	in	its	planetary
dimension.	If	the	Earth	rotates	physically	around	the	Sun,	it	is	in	plants	and	thanks	to	them	that
this	connection	produces	life	and	matter,	which	always	exists	in	new	forms.	Plants	are	the
metaphysical	transfiguration	of	the	rotation	of	the	planet	around	the	Sun,	the	step	that
transforms	a	purely	mechanical	phenomenon	into	a	metaphysical	event.	What	is	more,	they
make	the	Sun	live	on	the	Earth:	they	transform	the	Sun’s	breath—its	energy,	its	light,	its	rays—
into	the	very	bodies	that	inhabit	the	planet,	they	make	of	the	living	flesh	of	all	terrestrial	organs
a	solar	matter.	Thanks	to	plants,	the	Sun	becomes	the	skin	of	the	Earth,	its	most	superficial
layer,	and	the	Earth	becomes	a	star	that	feeds	off	the	Sun	and	constructs	itself	from	its	light.
They	metamorphose	light	into	an	organic	substance	and	make	life	a	primarily	solar	fact.
Around	the	mid-nineteenth	century,	Julius	Mayer	wrote	this:
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Nature	has	given	itself	the	task	of	catching	in	flight	the	light	that	overflows	on	Earth	and	of
guarding	this	most	mobile	of	forces	after	having	frozen	it	into	a	solid	form.	To	reach	this
goal,	it	has	covered	the	terrestrial	surface	with	organisms	that	take	solar	light	in
themselves	and,	as	they	use	this	force,	produce	a	continuous	sum	of	chemical	differences.
These	organisms	are	the	plants.	The	plant	world	constitutes	a	reservoir	in	which	the
volatile	solar	rays	are	skillfully	frozen	and	made	available	for	use.2

Thanks	to	plants	to	a	certain	extent,	heliocentrism	changes	from	an	erudite	and	speculative
problem	into	a	question	of	life:	through	them,	life	is—and	is	nothing	but—the	form	par
excellence	of	heliocentrism.	This	is	not	a	matter	of	truth	or	opinion:	every	living	being	is	only
the	effect	and	the	expression	of	heliocentrism,	on	account	of	the	fact	that	everything	on	Earth
exists	thanks	to	the	Sun.	The	root	makes	it	possible	for	the	Sun—and	for	life	itself—to
penetrate	down	to	the	marrow	of	the	planet,	to	bring	the	Sun’s	influence	to	its	deepest	resting
places,	to	infiltrate	down	to	the	center	of	the	Earth	the	metamorphosed	body	of	the	star	that
generates	us.

“Once	blasphemy	against	God	was	the	greatest	blasphemy,	but	God	died,	and	thereupon	these
blasphemers	died	too.	To	blaspheme	the	Earth	is	now	the	most	dreadful	offence,	and	to	esteem
the	bowels	of	the	Inscrutable	more	highly	than	the	meaning	of	the	Earth.”3	It	would	be	difficult
to	find	words	that	can	summarize	with	greater	precision	the	spirit	of	the	new	religion	that
defines	the	contemporary	world.	Attachment	to	the	Earth—in	its	planetary,	environmental
dimension—is	the	foundation	not	only	of	most	practices	and	theories	of	deep	ecology:	it	is	also
the	spirit	that	animates	the	new	global	politics	that	has	come	into	view	in	the	past	several
decades.	The	Earth	is	the	only	supreme	instance	in	whose	name	it	becomes	possible	again	to
affirm	universal	decisions,	which	concern	not	only	a	specific	nation	or	a	specific	people	but
the	human	species	in	its	totality—in	the	present	as	in	the	future.	This	cult,	as	well	as	the	fidelity
to	the	Earth	invoked	by	Nietzsche,	is	far	less	novel	than	one	can	imagine:	to	replace	the
personal	divinity	of	ancient	Mediterranean	religions	with	the	planet	Earth	means,	once	again,
to	forget	what	is	literally	more	evident,	clear,	luminous:	the	Sun.	Heliocentrism	has	for	a	long
time	defined	the	self-consciousness	displayed	by	the	natural	sciences,	and	yet	it	is	far	from
having	left	its	mark	on	common	consciousness.

Despite	the	numerous	celebrations	and	the	innumerable	declarations	of	conversion,	philosophy,
just	like	our	common	sense,	seems	never	to	have	let	go	of	its	faith	in	geocentrism.	We’ve	never
truly	been	heliocentrists:	geocentrism	is	the	deepest	soul	[âme]	of	western	forms	of
knowledge.4	Proof	of	this	is	in	the	exclusion	that	astrology	has	suffered	since	the	Renaissance:
the	modern	period	has	identified	with	the	call	of	the	Earth	and	oblivion	of	the	stars,	with	the
even	deeper	affirmation	of	the	Earth	as	the	definitive	horizon	of	our	existence	and	of	our
knowledge.	First	of	all,	being	in	the	world	means	being	on	Earth,	measuring	everything	that	is
and	that	happens	starting	from	the	forms	and	figures	specific	to	the	planet	that	is	supposed	to
host	us.	The	Earth,	then,	is	the	definitive	metrical	space:	the	science	of	place	and	space	is
called	geometry,	measure	of	the	Earth.	The	Earth	is	the	ultimate	place	in	which	everything	has
to	figure.	Only	what	takes	the	form	of	the	elements	present	on	this	planet	exists.

This	geometrical	obsession	becomes	explicit	in	Husserl’s	phenomenology.	In	a	famous
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fragment	where	he	tries	to	overturn	Copernicus’s	results,	Husserl	shows	how	the	Earth	is	not
and	cannot	be	an	object	of	experience,	because	it	is	its	fundamental	structure:	each	body	“is
nonetheless	directly	referred	to	the	ground	of	all	relative	ground-bodies,	to	the	earth-ground.”5
Before	being	a	body,	the	Earth	is	the	fact	itself	that	there	is	a	ground,	a	base,	that	from	which
one	can	represent	to	oneself	the	world,	the	bodies,	their	movement	and	their	stillness:	“in	the
primordial	shape	of	its	representation,	the	Earth	itself	does	not	move	and	does	not	rest;	only	in
relation	to	it	are	movement	and	rest	given	as	having	their	sense	of	movement	and	rest.”6	And
western	geocentrism	would	seem	to	relate	to	a	strange	nostalgia	for	the	world	of	the	root.	The
Earth	is	not	and	cannot	be	a	star,	it	has	first	of	all	to	be	the	ground	[sol]:	“For	all	of	us,
however,	the	earth	is	ground	and	not	a	body	in	the	complete	sense.”7	Besides,	it	is	thanks	to
the	possibility	of	considering	the	Earth	as	soil	[sol],	as	root,	origin,	universal	base,	that	it	is
possible	to	affirm	the	unity	of	humanity.	Every	object	of	experience	cannot	but	be	“relative	to
the	earth-ground	ark	and	the	‘earthly	sphere’	and	to	us,	earthly	human	beings,	and	the
objectivity	is	related	to	universal	humanity.”8	This	is	exclusively	because,	as	he	writes,	“the
earth	is	for	everyone	the	same	earth—the	same	bodies	rule	over	it,	in	it,	above	it”;	thus	“the
totality	of	the	We,	of	human	beings,	of	‘animals,’	is	in	this	sense	earthly.”9	“There	is	only	one
humanity	and	one	earth—all	the	fragments	which	are	or	have	been	separated	from	it	belong	to
it.”10

We	continue	to	conceive	of	ourselves	through	the	prism	of	a	falsely	radical	model,	we
continue	to	think	the	living	being	and	its	culture	from	a	false	image	of	roots	(because	they	are
isolated	from	the	rest)—as	if,	by	dint	of	conceiving	of	the	root	as	reason,	we	have	transformed
reason	itself	and	thought	into	a	blind	force	of	rooting,	into	the	faculty	of	constructing	a	cosmic
connection	with	the	Earth.	From	this	perspective,	the	replacement	of	the	classical	root-based
model	with	that	of	the	rhizome	does	not	represent	a	real	paradigm	shift:	thought	continues	to	be
what	allows	us	to	think	of	the	Earth,	and	only	of	the	Earth,	as	ground,	to	affirm	that	“[t]he	earth
is	not	one	element	among	others	but	rather	brings	together	all	the	elements	within	a	single
embrace	while	using	one	or	another	of	them	to	deterritorialize	territory.”11	Fidelity	to	the	Earth
—the	extreme	geotropism	of	our	culture,	its	will,	and	its	insistence	on	“radicalness”—	has	an
enormous	price:	it	means	devoting	oneself	to	the	night,	choosing	to	think	without	the	Sun.
Philosophy	seems	to	have	chosen,	several	centuries	ago,	the	way	of	darkness.

Geocentrism	is	the	delusion	of	false	immanence:	there	is	no	autonomous	Earth.	The	Earth	is
inseparable	from	the	Sun.	To	go	toward	the	Earth,	to	dig	into	its	breast	means	always	to	raise
toward	the	Sun.	This	double	tropism	is	the	breath	itself	of	our	world	and	its	primary
dynamism.	It	is	this	same	tropism	that	animates	and	structures	the	life	of	plants	and	the
existence	of	stars:	there	is	no	Earth	that	is	not	intrinsically	tied	to	the	Sun,	there	is	no	Sun	that
is	not	in	the	course	of	making	possible	the	superficial	and	profound	animation	of	the	Earth.	To
the	lunar	and	nocturnal	realism	of	modern	and	postmodern	philosophy,	one	should	oppose	a
new	form	of	heliocentrism,	or	rather	an	extremization	of	astrology.	This	is	not,	or	not	only,	to
make	the	simple	assertion	that	the	stars	influence	us,	that	they	govern	our	life,	but	to	accept	all
this	and	to	add	that	we	also	influence	the	stars,	because	the	Earth	itself	is	a	celestial	body
among	others,	and	everything	that	lives	on	it	(as	well	as	in	it)	is	of	an	astral	nature.	There	is
nothing	but	sky,	everywhere,	and	the	Earth	is	one	of	its	portions,	a	state	of	partial	aggregation.
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At	rest,	however,	in	the	middle	of	everything,	is	the	sun.	For	in	this	most	beautiful	temple,
who	would	place	this	lamp	in	another	or	better	position	than	that	from	which	it	can	light
up	the	whole	thing	at	the	same	time?	For,	the	sun	is	not	inappropriately	called	by	some
people	the	lantern	of	the	universe,	its	mind	by	others,	and	its	rulers	by	still	others.
[Hermes]	the	Thrice	Greatest	labels	it	a	visible	god,	and	Sophocles’	Electra,	the	all-
seeing.	Thus	indeed,	as	though	seated	on	a	royal	throne,	the	sun	governs	the	family	of
plans	revolving	around	it.	[…]	Meanwhile	the	earth	has	intercourse	with	the	sun,	and	is
impregnated	for	its	yearly	parturition.

In	this	arrangement,	therefore,	we	discover	a	marvelous	symmetry	of	the	universe,	and	an
established	harmonious	linkage	between	the	motion	of	the	spheres	and	their	size,	such	as
can	be	found	in	no	other	way.12

These	are	the	words	by	which	Copernicus	tried	to	revolutionize	the	way	in	which	we	relate	to
the	world.	The	stake,	for	him,	was	not	simply	the	affirmation	of	the	centrality	of	the	Sun.	To
place	the	Sun	in	the	middle	of	everything	amounted	to	several	cognitive	and	metaphysical
displacements.

To	posit	that	the	Sun	lies	at	the	center	of	the	universe	means,	first	of	all,	to	universalize
movement.	The	Earth	needs	to	turn	around	the	Sun	in	order	to	exist:	all	its	reality	has	to	be
comprised	of	and	observed	starting	from	this	infinite	source	of	light	and	energy.	The	core	of
our	world	is	not	a	stable	point,	forever	frozen;	it	is	something	in	the	nature	of	a	continual
bubbling	of	energy	and	something	to	which	we	have	access	only	through	movement,	of	which
the	Sun	itself	is	the	cause.	Everything	exists	thanks	to	this	source.	On	the	other	hand,	our
bodies,	the	rocks,	the	animals	are	the	extreme	point	of	the	sky.	Our	constant,	daily	heart	is	the
Sun—a	cosmic	gulf	that	produces	and	emanates	that	of	which	our	bodies	are	at	once	captors,
archives,	and	mirrors.	To	eat	is	already	to	recognize	the	centrality	of	the	Sun	and	its	energy
along	with	its	acts,	to	find	on	Earth	an	indirect	relation	to	it:	every	organic	compound	is,
directly	or	indirectly,	the	result	of	the	influence	of	solar	energy	captured	by	plants	and
transformed	into	an	organic	mass,	into	living	matter.	Each	time	we	eat,	we	try	to	make	up	for
our	incapacity	to	absorb	immediately	this	energy	of	which	plants	make	use.	Our	body	is	the
archive	of	what	the	Sun	offers	the	Earth.

To	assert	that	the	Earth	turns	around	the	Sun	means,	then,	to	deny	the	ontological	separation
between	human,	terrestrial	space	and	celestial,	inhuman	space—and	thus	to	transform	the	very
idea	of	sky.	The	sky	is	no	longer	an	accidental	atmosphere	that	envelops	the	Sun;	it	is	the	only
substance	of	the	universe,	the	nature	of	everything	that	exists.	The	sky	is	not	what	is	above.	The
sky	is	everywhere:	it	is	the	space	and	the	reality	of	mixture	and	movement,	the	definitive
horizon	starting	from	which	everything	has	to	draw	itself.	There	is	nothing	but	sky,	everywhere;
and	everything,	even	our	planet	and	what	it	hosts,	is	but	a	condensed	portion	of	this	celestial,
infinite,	and	universal	matter.	Everything	that	happens	is	a	celestial	event,	everything	that
occurs	is	a	divine	fact.	God	is	no	longer	elsewhere,	he	coincides	with	the	reality	of	forms	and
accidents.	Plants	have	made	life	a	perpetual	devotion	to	the	sky,	to	what	takes	place	in	the	sky,
and	all	this	while	being	firmly	rooted	in	the	Earth.	This	means	that,	thanks	to	the	plants,	life	is
no	longer	a	purely	chemical	fact	but	especially	an	astrological	one.
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To	assert	a	material	continuity	between	the	Earth	and	the	rest	of	the	universe	means	to	change
the	idea	itself	of	the	Earth.	The	Earth	is	a	celestial	body,	and	everything	in	it	is	sky.13	The
human	world	is	not	the	exception	in	a	nonhuman	universe;	our	existence,	our	gestures,	our
culture,	our	language,	our	appearances	are	celestial.	To	recognize	the	astral	nature	of	the	Earth
is	to	make	astrology—the	science	of	the	stars—not	just	into	a	local	science,	but	also	into	the
global	and	universal	science:	the	task	is	no	longer	to	understand	the	dominion	of	the	stars	over
us—their	governance—but	to	understand	the	sky	as	the	space	of	flux	and	of	influences.	It	is	not
just	that	biology,	geology,	and	theology	are	no	more	than	branches	of	astrology;	on	this	model,
astrology	becomes	a	science	of	contingency,	unpredictability,	irregularity.	The	sky	is	not	the
site	of	the	return	of	the	same.

Thus	astrological	universalism	involves	the	destruction	of	the	very	idea	of	absolute
immanence,	the	assertion	of	something	like	an	infinite	floating	where	no	body	and	no	being	lets
itself	be	anchored	anywhere	any	more,	where	in	fact	there	is	no	longer	any	soil,	any	stable
base,	any	ground.	The	ultimate	source	of	our	existence	is	the	sky.	The	Earth	and	its	extension
are	not	the	base	or	the	universal	substrate	of	our	existence	but	rather	its	extreme	surface,	the
ultimate	and	least	substantial	screen	of	the	universe	of	the	real:	depth	is	represented	by	the
stars,	the	Earth	and	sky	are	the	infinite	extension	of	our	skin.	This	destruction	of	the	traditional
idea	of	ground	also	allows	us	to	go	beyond	the	ordinary	horizon	of	ecology.	From	its	very
beginning,	ecology	always	considers	the	environment	exclusively	in	terms	of	habitat,	of	a	soil
that	hosts	and	welcomes:	it	makes	the	world	a	universalization	of	the	idea	of	inhabitability.	It
reduces	the	great	space,	the	universe	of	the	sky,	to	an	inhabitable	Earth.	And	it	is	because	of
this	conception	of	the	world	as	ground,	welcoming	space,	and	inhabitability	that	ecology	can
consider	the	cohabitation	of	living	beings	in	an	ordered	and	standardized	collective.	To
recognize	or	to	become	aware	that	the	Earth	is	an	astral	space,	that	it	is	only	a	condensed
portion	of	the	sky,	is	to	recognize	that	there	is	such	a	thing	as	the	uninhabitable,	that	space	can
never	be,	and	will	never	be,	definitively	inhabited.14	One	crosses	and	penetrates	space,	one
mixes	with	the	world,	but	one	will	never	be	able	to	establish	oneself	in	it.	Every	dwelling
tends	to	become	uninhabitable,	to	be	sky	and	not	a	house.	This	is	what	the	root	demonstrates—
what	ordinary	language	considers	to	be	the	most	successful	example	of	habitation:	it	is	but	the
extremity	of	a	device	of	conjunction	between	Earth	and	sky,	the	ruse	that	allows	us	to	transform
the	Earth	into	a	celestial	body	down	to	its	core.

To	make	the	Earth	into	a	celestial	body	is,	once	again,	to	render	contingent	the	fact	that	it
represents	our	habitat.	Like	the	vast	majority	of	stars,	the	Earth	is	not	by	definition	inhabitable.
The	cosmos	is	not	the	inhabitable	in	itself—it	is	not	an	oikos	[a	home],	it	is	an	ouranos
[a	sky]:	ecology	is	no	more	than	the	refusal	of	uranology.
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