A History of Architectonics 
Swiss Federal Institute of Technology, Zurich 
1st October 2010

Edward Willatt
I want to explore the notion of ‘architectonics’ and its history in philosophy.  I also want to consider its relevance today.  
Let’s begin by considering the word ‘architectonic’ – we find that it has two parts that represent two philosophical tasks.

First we have arché – this word emerges in Ancient Greek thought and refers initially to a search for what we might call the ‘stuff’ of the world.  Pre-Socratic philosophers pursued this search.  Their work has come down to us only in fragments which were quoted and thus preserved by later writers.  This ‘stuff’ of the world was to be the foundation of both thought and what is thought about, the unifying element of everything around us which our thought must grasp.  An example is Thales (6th century B.C.) who is said to have put forward the thesis that ‘everything is water’ (Barnes 1979: 5).  To understand this we can point to the uniqueness of water among common constituents of the world – it exists in solid, liquid and gaseous states (11).  It is also appears to be essential to life in all its forms.  This makes it seem that water has the qualities and capacities to make it the unifying element out of which all other things emerge.  In making this claim Thales had not simply described the world.  He had set out the ground upon which we must now proceed.  All knowledge has to be begin with, and be founded upon, this element.  It is well-grounded knowledge if it situates things within the process of water’s changes of state and life-giving role.
Architectonics thus emerges out of this search for a beginning to philosophical thought and the origin of knowledge.  It seeks to ensure that we walk upon solid ground when we pursue knowledge – we know we are in touch with reality because we know where knowledge begins.  Hence we can define arché as the beginning, origin, foundation or ground of all knowledge.  

The next question is what this tells us about people who seek knowledge, those who walk upon the solid ground provided by the arché.  How do we organise knowledge once we have secured our footing?  How do we build upon the foundation we have established?
This brings us to the second part of the word ‘architectonics’: ‘tectonic’ is derived from the Latin for ‘building’ (late Latin tectonicus, from the Greek tektonikos).  ‘Tectonics’ is the concern of geologists who study structures of the surface or crust of the earth and other planets and how these are organised by forces or movements in particular regions.  For philosophy the second task of architectonics also concerns a building or construction, and an organisation of things.  For philosophy this task of construction and organisation refers to systems.  Such systems relate and organise the fields or disciplines of knowledge.  I want to explore the contemporary relevance of this philosophical task.  We live in a world where disciplines are increasingly specialised – they concentrate on more and more specific subject matters – so that it is difficult to keep up with knowledge or consider its different forms.  We also live in an increasingly interdisciplinary world where aspects of older disciplines combine to form the new disciplines which concentrate on more and more specific subject-matters.  Disciplines come together at interdisciplinary conferences and workshops in a sign of a desire to cross disciplines and overcome boundaries.  Do we need to define a discipline and consider how disciplines are organised or should we let this process take its course?  I will seek to respond to these issues by exploring the role of architectonics in the history of philosophy.
1. Aristotle
We have mentioned the Pre-Socratic philosopher’s concern with the ‘stuff’ of the world – what is all around us.  Now we will consider Aristotle (4th century B.C.) who shared this concern but also wanted to organise knowledge and its disciplines, the second task of architectonics.  He argues that unless we are in touch with the world in its fullness and variety we are ignorant of the ends of nature and unable to think and act wisely or rationally.  How can we be in touch with the world and the ends or purposes that he thinks are given to all things?  For Aristotle we can only do this if we begin with a space full of what he calls ‘natural distinctions’ rather than an empty space or undifferentiated void (Aristotle, Physics, iv. 8, p. 95).  I will be drawing here on book iv of Aristotle’s Physics.  We need a space that is full of differences – of different process directed to different ends or purposes – that reveals reality in its fullest sense.  This leads Aristotle to offer arguments against the role of the empty space or void.  He claims that it doesn’t actually account for the world in which we find ourselves in.  In book iv of his Physics he points to processes going on all around us:
‘If each of the simple bodies naturally has its own proper motion (as fire moves upward and earth moves downwards and towards the centre of the world), it is easy to see that void is not responsible for their motion’ (Aristotle, Physics, iv. 8, p. 94).  
This ‘proper motion’ is an individual difference or essence of a thing, something which distinguishes it from other things by giving it an end or purpose, by involving it in a process directed towards this end.  There is no place in the world that is not filled and animated by these purposeful processes.  A concern with such ends is called teleology (from the Greek télos: end, purpose, completion) and Aristotle has a teleological conception of the world.
We might ask how things change their position if there are no empty spaces but only fullness in nature.  Aristotle responds that …

‘… the only way anything can move is by riding on something else’ (ibid, p. 96).  
There is no need for the void to make movement possible, to make room for movement, because fullness is made up of processes directed by ends which account for changes in place.  They are the medium for changes in place, the vehicles for changes that happen in a full space.  Thus, rather than seeking to clear a space for change we should explore the ways it occurs through the interaction of purposeful processes.  To seek empty spaces or voids is, for Aristotle, to lose touch with the arché or beginning that is the ground or foundation of knowledge.
So far we have seen that Aristotle makes the fullness of the world the arché.  This means that the beginning and foundation of knowledge is to be found in a world full of ends and processes.  How does he move from this to the organisation of knowledge which is the second task of architectonics?  Rather than defining and organising disciplines from a distance Aristotle actually played a hands-on role in many disciplines.  This is unimaginable today when it is usually only specialists that can grasp the body of knowledge, terminology and methodology appropriate to a particular discipline.  However, in Ancient Greece the term ‘philosopher’ was taken literally.  It means ‘lover of wisdom’ (philein ‘to love’, sophos ‘wise’) and philosophers often pursued all the disciplines without distinction.  Aristotle studied living nature and performed dissections (see his History of Animals).  He arguably inaugurated a new science which we call zoology (Barnes 1982: 12).  He combined detailed empirical observations and methods such as the dissection of animals, with the philosophical grounding of knowledge which he had secured by locating the arché.  He sought to collect, record and catalogue living things, to systematise living nature according to the ‘form and function’ of living things which are central to our knowledge of the world according to his teleological conception (12-13).  This means that rather than worrying about, for example, the weight and size of a creature, he concerned himself with the ways they are directed to an end, how they have a ‘function’ and a ‘form’ that facilitates this end.  He thus proceeded on the ground established by the arché, dealing with objects in different areas of knowledge on the basis of a foundational principle:  there is no void in nature but rather the fullness of ends and the processes they direct.  

This raises questions about the position of the knowing subject today.  What is their position in our age of specialisation when being a zoologist takes years of training?  Who is qualified to consider issues that range across different disciplines given that no-one can be involved in them all?  Isaiah Berlin (20th century thinker) wrote an essay entitled The Hedgehog and the Fox which seeks to respond to these questions.  He sees as ‘foxes’ those who know many things while ‘hedgehogs’ are those who know one big thing or have one big idea and cling onto it.  This is a distinction between free-range ‘polymaths’ who move between disciplines and obsessive ‘monomaths’ who make a particular subject their sole vocation.  Foxes no longer roam free now that the hedgehogs rule in a world where it is seemingly impossible to contribute to, or even keep up with, different disciplines.

2.  Kant

Let’s explore an architectonic built upon a different foundation and an attempt to relate disciplines at a time when they have become distinct and well-established.  Immanuel Kant (18th century philosopher) differs from Aristotle when it comes to the arché of knowledge.  He is concerned not with what is all around us but with knowledge itself and how this is possible.  This is why he is recognised as starting with epistemology – the theory of knowledge – rather than ontology, which considers beings or things independently of our knowledge of them.  In his Critique of Pure Reason (1781/1787) he refers us to the role of concepts in making knowledge possible through their involvement in the synthesis or combination of sensations.  Thus, we are concerned with the outcomes of a process of cognition that establishes knowledge rather than what is already around us in the world.  Certain concepts or ‘categories’ must be realised in the concrete world of sensation if we are to have something worthy of being called ‘experience’ and through this ‘knowledge’.  Experience and knowledge must embody these necessary concepts which include cause and effect as a relation between objects of cognition.  It must present us with quantities and qualities because these are concepts which must structure or mark out our experience if it is to be genuine and worthy of playing a role in the attainment of knowledge.  Without these concepts we are left with the shifting sands of sensation and we can only construct sandcastles on such a foundation.  These are structures open to revision and unable to provide us with a guarantee of solid ground to walk upon in our search for knowledge.  
Despite adopting a different starting point Kant shares with Aristotle the aim of organising knowledge and building upon a solid foundation.  He formulates this second task of architectonics as the construction of a system that includes and organises all disciplines of knowledge.  In the Critique of Pure Reason he proclaims that: ‘By an architectonic I mean the art of systems’ (Kant 1996: 755, A832/B860).
  Rather than different disciplines coming together at some point to find ways of relating their work or bridging their differences, Kant wants to include them in a system that provides them with founding principles derived from the arché or foundation of all knowledge.  We must unify an account of experience and knowledge, and then unify and organise all the work of those seeking knowledge.  This led Kant to assign disciplines such as metaphysics, natural science and psychology to their places once their founding principles had been secured.  There were of course fewer disciplines to organize in Kant’s day because distinct methods and an increasing concentration upon particular subject-matters had not yet taken hold.  He had taken part in scientific research earlier in his career.  This is clearly something that it would be much harder for a philosopher to do today when it takes a much greater time to master different disciplines.  We are all under pressure to become ‘hedgehogs’ as Isaiah Berlin puts it.  

Kant’s aim is to make every act of cognition, the process that leads to the gaining of knowledge, convincing and objectively valid insofar as it is part of and extends an organised and systematic whole (the architectonic).  He must then re-found the work of cognition, the first task of architectonics, that up to now has not been founded upon an account of how the cognition of experience is possible in the first place.  He calls this the propaedeutic or preparation – it prepares the way for all knowledge formation.  As we’ve seen, it does this by formulating the concepts that must be embodied in experience and establishing their necessary and valid role.  The second task of architectonics is then to formulate the founding principles of each discipline in order to assign it a place in a systematic whole.  Kant calls this ‘[a]n organon of pure reason [which] would be the sum of those principles by which all pure a priori cognitions can be acquired and actually brought about’ (Kant 1996: 64, A11-B24-5).  He is then seeking to provide the foundation specific to each discipline within a system founded upon an account of all knowledge.
How are we to understand this construction of a system that includes all disciplines by assigning them their place?  In the case of the natural sciences Kant wants to assign principles that secure this discipline and its various branches as ‘genuinely’ scientific.  This allows natural scientists to extend their cognition on a firm footing, on the basis of principles that are not derived from experience but provide an account of it.  Kant calls them a priori principles as distinct from ones that are based upon experience and thus liable to revision.  In his book Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science (1786) Kant derives two of Newton's law of motion by applying a priori concepts from the Critique of Pure Reason.
   Here the propaedeutic is being realised in an organon of principles for the sciences.  Newton's laws of motion are to be secured by showing that they are not derived from experience but from concepts that make experience possible in the first place.  Motion is analysed as quantity and quality, as quantum and force, on the basis of the preparatory account given in the Critique of Pure Reason where these are concepts that account for experience as such.  This foundation provides a framework within which the sciences are defined by their ways of rigorously analysing matter.  
Having thus located a ‘genuine’ science we can now place what Kant calls ‘empirical psychology’ in his architectonic.  This discipline has no a priori principles because it studies the temporal succession of psychological or inner experience.  Kant argues that this gives us a mere compilation of perceptions or what he calls ‘a diary of an observer of oneself’ (Kant 2006: 20).
  This temporal flow of inner experience does not provide something to which we can apply the a priori concepts established in the Critique of Pure Reason as principles which set our activity upon solid ground.  Only if we can apply these concepts and principles systematically can we assure ourselves of the firm foundation of our knowledge. 

In response to this architectonic construction it will be objected that psychology has clearly been re-founded by new and more rigorous methods since Kant’s time.  The potential for disciplines to develop in fundamental ways over time would suggest that the approach of architectonics is at fault.  The growth of new disciplines also leads us to ask whether it is possible or even desirable to seek to organize all the disciplines into a system.  This enterprise does not seem well founded today when disciplines seem to outgrow any attempt at a systematic grasp of their nature and relations.  We will now examine how the attempts of architectonics to solidly and permanently ground knowledge upon an arché have been undermined by a more unsettled, fragmentary and provisional conception of reality.  
3. The Crisis of Foundations

The current state of knowledge and its disciplines reflects the ‘crisis of foundations’ which afflicted many disciplines in the twentieth century.  Suddenly it seems that we do not walk upon solid ground, that if we try to fix a ground for our knowledge we falsify reality.  In many ways the nineteenth century philosopher Friedrich Nietzsche preempted this crisis.  He offers a critique of the pretensions of those seeking to build well-founded systems and advocates an alternative approach to reality that is more playful because it treats the world as lacking in an ultimate reality or arché.  Instead of looking for an ultimate reality behind appearances to rule over our thoughts and actions we should instead engage with appearances behind which there is no such fixed reality.  Nietzsche proclaims and celebrates a crisis of foundations because he argues that we live better and more creative lives if we don’t believe in or seek foundations.  We should make use of our freedom from them, our freedom to be more creative because these limitations on reality are not given in advance.  In his Twilight of the Idols (1889) he argues that we can be in touch with ourselves as creative beings if we give up system building: ‘The will to a system shows a lack of honesty [integrity]’ (Nietzsche 2007: p. 8, I. 26).
What effect has this crisis had upon our understanding of architectonic structures of the past?  Consider a recent synopsis of the history of architectonics in philosophy by Lesley Kavanaugh:  ‘Ultimately, in acknowledging the plurality of ontological structures within the architectonic of philosophy, the history of Western metaphysics can be seen to be a sort of landscape littered with literally hundreds of ontological structures, each singular, each with its own particular beauty, each with its own particular structural vulnerabilities’ (Kavanaugh 2007: 13).  This means that we will always be coming upon human constructions when we pursue architectonics:  ‘We will only discover what we have ourselves constructed earlier’ (ibid: 3).  
We can understand this crisis and how it identifies ‘structural vulnerabilities’ in architectonics of the past if we consider a way of reading Kant which introduces this twentieth century crisis into his eighteenth century texts.  We’ve seen that for Kant architectonics involves constructing systems on solid ground, building upon a fixed and enduring foundation.  What if we introduce the crisis of foundations into his apparently well founded system?  Diane Morgan does just this in a book entitled book Kant Trouble: The Obscurities of the Enlightened (2000).  She uses the crisis of foundations to re-consider and re-interpret Kant’s whole system.  She argues that we should not seek to ignore or compensate for apparent weaknesses or ‘structural vulnerabilities’ but celebrate them.  
The emergence of new disciplines is a feature of the current state of knowledge and it undermines any system that is supposed to organize all fields of knowledge.  It does this because the subject-matters of the disciplines throw up new challenges, denying us a fixed and common foundation for knowledge and undermining any attempt to organize the disciplines of knowledge.  For example, Kant envisioned the work of other disciplines according to the state of those disciplines in his times.  He lived in a time when Newton ruled in physics and Euclid ruled in mathematics.  As we saw, he sought to secure Newtonian laws and he also sought to fix Euclidean axioms in the geometrical construction of space.  What is the value of a system that includes science which has been added to or superceded by new developments such as the discovery of non-Euclidean geometries?  It seems that architectonics becomes implicated in the history of other disciplines, that it is undermined by them rather than supporting them and founding their knowledge claims.  
For Diane Morgan this is in fact a great opportunity to take notice of how Kant’s architectonic is unsettled because its grasp of what is possible in experience is inevitably exceeded by the realities faced by those gathering knowledge.  Kant writes about securing good foundations and constructing a sturdy edifice.  Solidity must follow from the completeness of an architectonic system:  ‘The system's completeness and structure can at the same time serve as a touchstone of the correctness and genuineness of whatever components of cognition fit into the system’ (Kant 1996: 118, A65/B90).  How is the crisis of foundations to be introduced into Kant’s architectonic?  Diane Morgan looks for moments when Kant’s architectonic breaks down – something that happens when the subject- matter of knowledge rebels against his attempt to found all of knowledge.  She writes that in fact such ‘... moments prevent the Kantian project from being able to locate the secure foundations it needs to be architectonic’ (Morgan 2000: 7).  The system is shaken and unsettled by them as we recognise that we have not envisaged all that experience has to offer and seek to close the gap.  Kant therefore begins a project in the Critique of Pure Reason that will always be trying to re-establish a complete foundation and system of knowledge, to make up for an inevitable lack of completion.  The edifice is unsettled but this only makes architectonics more productive.  Morgan seeks to show that if you attempt to build a system with such grand ambitions as Kant's architectonic you will get constructions that are unbuildable and temporary (31, 55).  This makes Kant's architectonic an exercise in ‘experimental architecture’ because when it seeks to be systematic and complete it is forced to experiment.  It is always trying to keep up with the realities of knowledge and its discoveries which lead disciplines to revise or transform their own methods.  Kant constructs and re-constructs in experimental ways throughout his critical writings, still seeking to provide a full account of experience in his final and unfinished work the Opus Postumum.  He is then always seeking new ways of building the unbuildable, the supposedly complete system that will always be exceeded by knowledge and experience but is all the more productive for this reason (54-55).  We can then follow Diane Morgan in re-reading and re-thinking architectonics of the past in order formulate a new architectonic practice, one that builds upon shifting foundations but which is for this reason is open, dynamic and flexible in its vision of knowledge and its disciplines.
4. Deleuze and Guattari
Two philosophers who also deal with the tasks of architectonics in the wake of crisis of foundations are Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari.  They seek to pursue philosophy in an interdisciplinary world where it is not able to provide a foundation for all other disciplines because it shares in the general crisis of foundations.  It does not rise above the other disciplines and use this overview to seek to organise them.  In A Thousand Plateaus (1980) Deleuze and Guattari provide a new response to the concerns of architectonics.  They elaborate what they call a ‘rhizomatic’ method in order to remove all roots or foundations from knowledge.  For Deleuze and Guattari, like Diane Morgan, a lack of foundation is a positive thing, as is the resulting lack of any rigid organisation and hierarchy amongst the disciplines of knowledge.  This differs from architectonics prior to the crisis of foundations because it rejects the search for foundations and the attempted organisation of disciplines in a complete and timeless system.  However, Deleuze and Guattari still seek to provide an account of knowledge and how its disciplines relate.  Let’s consider how they do this.
What then is the ‘rhizomatic method’ that deals with the concerns of architectonics whilst dispensing with the attempt to provide the foundations of knowledge and to contain all disciplines within a system?  The first chapter or ‘plateau’ of Deleuze and Guattari's A Thousand Plateaus raises the question of how knowledge works and grows rather than how it is founded and organized.  They present the notion of the ‘rhizome’ as a way in which to ‘...do away with foundations, nullify endings and beginnings’ (Deleuze and Guattari 1988: 25).  They argue that if we understand knowledge using the model of a tree and its arborescent root-and-branch-system we always consider how things grow from a central root and how they presuppose a higher dimension of unity.  They opt instead for the rhizome as the horizontal stem of a plant usually found underground which forms a system of growth that is de-centred and flat, growing horizontally rather than vertically.  From this model of the rhizome Deleuze and Guattari seek to provide an organon of principles which, like Kant’s, concerns itself with the activity of those seeking knowledge.  This organon of principles must embody the functioning of the rhizome and must provide basic principles that apply to different disciplines in their pursuit of knowledge.  Paradoxically, Deleuze and Guattari’s mission is to re-found all of knowledge by taking away the foundations or central roots of the growth of knowledge.  Let’s consider what this might mean.  
According to Deleuze and Guattari’s organon of principles we must proceed without deep roots providing unity to our activity or solid ground beneath our feet.  We must work with the resources of a flat plane and the relations between materials that proliferate upon it.  Deleuze and Guattari call this a ‘plane of consistency’ because upon it the consistency grasped by different disciplines is to be staged and developed.  The organon of principles of the correct functioning of the rhizome must put different disciplines directly in touch with this plane and prevent them from looking above or below it for a foundation or higher unity.
  They must proceed according to the working or functioning of the rhizome and this is always a horizontal process.  If we consider the model of the rhizome, which Deleuze and Guattari borrow from botany, we see that the move is made from roots to stems.  Rhizomes are stems that grow horizontally underground and tend to be rich in food (Robins et al. 1964: 114).  This allows them to live throughout the winter and to send up new shoots the following spring.  Abundant food is stored in tubers, an example being the potato which principally stores starch (116).  In horticulture and agriculture this removes the need to balance what is underground and overground, something which is vital in the case of arborescent or tree root systems.  This is the problem of balancing the manufacture of carbohydrates by the overground shoot system and the supply of water and mineral nutrients by the underground root system (123).  Instead of this balance between height and depth Deleuze and Guattari turn our attention towards the horizontal and flat plane provided by the functioning of the rhizome.  We will now examine some of the principles that make up Deleuze and Guattari's organon in A Thousand Plateaus in order to see how this botanical model allows them to re-think and re-stage the concerns of architectonics. 

i. The Principle of Connection

ii. The Principle of Heterogeneity

These first two principles entail that ‘... any point of a rhizome can be connected to any other and must be’ (Deleuze and Guattari 1988: 7).  This follows from Deleuze and Guattari's concern to be rid of foundations, beginnings and endings.  With connection through heterogeneity or difference we never pursue knowledge in or through a void.  This echoes Aristotle’s concern with fullness but rejects his preoccupation with ends of nature.  For Deleuze and Guattari these would actually interrupt the fullness in which we must immerse ourselves.  They emphasise the continual connection of materials through heterogeneity or difference.  This rules out a teleological conception of the world which would preserve identical ends rather than promoting the connecting role of difference.  Instead we must be in touch with the growth of subject-matters through the proliferating connections of heterogeneous things.
  This leads Deleuze and Guattari to situate knowledge and the knowing subject in the following terms:  ‘A rhizome has no beginning or end; it is always in the middle, between things, interbeing, intermezzo’ (25).  Connection and heterogeneity are to bring about strange alliances because they are in-between things rather than being rooted in the identity of things or ends.  Rather than seeking an ultimate and identical reality behind different things Deleuze and Guattari are concerned with a reality that we come to know through its de-centred and hybrid connections.  This means that, as well as destroying central roots in this way, the principles of connection and heterogeneity are constructive.  This leads us to the third principle of the rhizomatic method.  

iii. The Principle of Multiplicity  

‘Multiplicity’ is what the rhizome constructs by connecting through difference or heterogeneity rather than on the basis of the central roots.  These are uprooted and exceeded by this very process.  A multiplicity is never rooted in depth but operates in and through the plane Deleuze and Guattari present as flat and without beginning or end.
  It embodies and develops this plane of consistency and its principles, making things consistent without relying upon the unifying role of deep roots or foundations.  Deleuze and Guattari write of how: ‘The rhizome itself assumes very diverse forms, from ramified surface extension in all directions to concretion into bulbs and tubers’ (Deleuze and Guattari 1988: 7).  This understanding of the multiple and differentiated growth of knowledge can be developed by turning to botany and ecology where the ability of the rhizome to stabilise sand dunes and tidal mud has been studied.  This is part of a key process for understanding how such infertile environments become fertile.  Marram-grass is rhizomatous and stabilises the sand dune or tidal mud that has been deposited by the sea which then retreats (Ashby 1961: 130-131).  The eventual result of this process may be a forest of oak trees.  The marram-grass has made the sand dune stable and this leads to increasing fertility as it is succeeded by other plants.  Taller and heaver growing hardwood trees like the oak will eventually dominate after a succession of other species because of its superior ability to reach the sun's light and to draw water and mineral nutrients from the soil.  This model might seem to privilege the tree and its arborescent system as the ultimate stage of this process of succession.
  However, when a tree falls or is destroyed by fire succession resumes.  This also happens when the sea reclaims land and deposits new sand dunes and mud flats.  The ground is cleared by these events, showing that this process of succession is by no means exhausted by the arrival of a forest of hardwood trees and that it does not privilege this outcome.  This model of plant succession places the rhizome at the heart of a process that actually accounts for the existence of trees or arborescent systems.  When Deleuze and Guattari introduce a principle of multiplicity this must stabilise and make fertile a reality that has no unity in depth.  It must draw together diverse and disunified materials, embodying the principles of connection and heterogeneity, in such a way that the most unified and centralised systems become outcomes of this process.  
iv. The Principle of Asignifying Rupture  

This principle again follows from the lack of any beginning or ending in the functioning of the rhizome.  Any rupture must not be seen as signifying a deeper dimension of unity, some beginning or end that would provide the ultimate ground or purpose of activity.
  There must be a rupture that does not signify anything: no beginning, end or deep root.  In this way the asignifying rupture plays its role in the production of knowledge that proceeds through the principles already established.  It ensures that a multiplicity is never transcended by a deeper or higher reality but is fully real and is extended by connection and heterogeneity.  Ruptures must therefore refer to what occurs on a plane of consistency and thus embody the principles of the functioning of the rhizome.

This account of knowledge leaves us wondering how the disciplines are now situated.  How do different disciplines proceed on the basis of the lack of foundation that for Deleuze and Guattari is the source of an organon of principles and of a very full picture of the matter with which disciplines work?  They want to show the disciplines at work in the midst of a very concrete world.  All disciplines get their hands dirty in pursuing connections between heterogeneous things and assembling multiplicities.  Deleuze and Guattari seek to provide principles for knowledge but want to avoid providing foundations that would limit the relations between disciplines as they develop in different directions.  Can we bring disciplines together in a way that echoes the architectonic structures of the past?
In What is Philosophy? (1991) Deleuze and Guattari take up the second task of architectonics.  They write that:  ‘What defines thought in its three great forms – art, science, and philosophy – is always confronting chaos, laying out a plane, throwing a plane over chaos ...’ (Deleuze and Guattari 1994: 197).  These disciplines are organised according to their relation to chaos and their unique ways of extracting from it the materials that concern them.  This helps us to define the word ‘chaos’ as Deleuze and Guattari use it.  Rather than simply undermining knowledge, it must offer material for thought to construct the planes that characterise different disciplines.  It is at the heart of the practice of all disciplines as they seek to draw upon their encounters with it.  Deleuze and Guattari are here seeking to articulate the lack of foundation and the groundlessness of knowledge and its disciplines using the word ‘chaos’: 
‘Chaos is defined not so much by its disorder as by the infinite speed with which every form taking shape in it vanishes.  It is a void that is not a nothingness but a virtual, containing all possible particles and drawing out all possible forms, which spring up only to disappear immediately, without consistency of reference, without consequences.  Chaos is an infinite speed of birth and disappearance’. (118) 

Disciplines extract things that appear suddenly and then disappear.  They are distinguished by what they extract from chaos in order to construct planes.  Rather than having an overview of the disciplines, philosophy gets its hands dirty by joining in with other disciplines in drawing upon chaos.  Chaos therefore becomes a limit that is common to all disciplines but these disciplines draw different things from it and construct different planes of consistency.  Thus while philosophy creates concepts from its encounters with chaos, art will compose sensations in such a way that works of art take on a life of their own.  Science will extract the components of functions which allow us to understand the universe in terms of certain borders or limits.  In each case chaos is a source of materials which are used to assemble planes, each plane embodying a philosophy, an artistic composition or a scientific theory.  Philosophy is now celebrating the crisis of foundations that allows it to seek new concepts rather than limiting itself to fixed foundations.  It finds new relations with other disciplines thanks to their common investment in the encounter with chaos.  Instead of seeking to encompass the activity of other disciplines, to provide their founding principles, Deleuze and Guattari seek to re-cast the pursuit of knowledge in every sphere as a creative practice or practical wisdom which responds creatively to a lack of foundation or ground.  
Conclusion
We’ve found that architectonics is a search for the beginning or foundation of knowledge and an effort to set the work of different disciplines upon solid ground.  It can seem as if architectonics becomes a kind of philosophical archaeology as we uncover many past structures that display their vulnerabilities and limitations.  We seek points of beginning or origin and only find a history of attempted beginnings, a history of philosophical ambitions and their exhaustion in the wake of wider developments in knowledge.  Can we relate the ambition of architectonics to the current state of knowledge and its disciplines?  Today disciplines pursue their specialised work but come together at interdisciplinary forums to develop their relations and hopefully join in shared endeavours.  There are also cases when a common language unites certain disciplines, such as when critical theory became the lingua franca amongst many arts and humanities subjects in the second half of the twentieth century.  This particular coming together of disciplines further undermined the pretensions of architectonics to found knowledge once and for all.  Disciplines came together to use the resources of critical theory to critique such universal claims as those made by architectonics.  This led a variety of disciplines to consider how social, economic and political forces spill over into the allegedly pure pursuit of knowledge.  How can architectonics escape these conditions which situate its constructions and subject them to processes of change?
Despite these pessimistic assessments the concerns of architectonics still arise for us today.  Do we need to dig deep for foundations or can we be satisfied with disciplines as they have and will continue to emerge?  Some would argue that the existence of disciplines is a fact of life and cannot be investigated or interrogated because we cannot get outside the situation where disciplines exist.  How can we think about the foundation of knowledge when this precedes knowledge and is thus by definition unknowable?  We can keep digging but whatever we find is already part of knowledge.  It is itself something constructed and as such cannot be the foundation of what is constructed.  This is the crisis of foundations, this dizzying confrontation with questions arising in the search for the arché, something which must be foundational but not itself founded upon anything.  Lesley Kavanaugh calls it ‘… an unceasing grasping into blue vacuous space, an unremitting search for what elusively recedes backwards, an infinite regress, beyond any steadfast hold on what came first’ (Kavanaugh 2008: 18).
We’ve seen Diane Morgan and Deleuze and Guattari seeking to use the crisis of foundations as a means of re-thinking the tasks of architectonics.  Deleuze and Guattari are able to talk about what the disciplines have in common:  a rhizomatic and de-centred growth in knowledge and a confrontation with chaos.  If architectonics becomes experimental, or rhizomatic and oriented towards chaos, then it will concern itself with the nature of disciplines which must deal with these challenging and unsettling conditions of knowledge.  We are lead to think about an architectonics that is principled – it involves principles that relate disciplines in their separate pursuits – but is open to the concrete work of all the disciplines and the fundamental changes that this throws up.  We can therefore conclude with the claim that the concerns and tasks of architectonics have not gone away but have been re-thought and may be used to respond to the challenges that face knowledge today.
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� All references to Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason will follow the convention of providing both the page number of the particular edition used and then the standard pagination of Academie edition of the text which refers to the first and second editions of the text with the prefixes ‘A’ and ‘B’.


�Gary Hatfield argues that: ‘The only worked out version we have of this body of doctrine is that found in the Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science.  Here Kant applies principles from the Analytic of Principles [of the Critique of Pure Reason] to the (empirically derived) concept of motion and purports thereby to derive two of Newton's laws of motion in an a priori manner’ (Hatfield 1992: 218). 


�Empirical psychology gathers material that can only form ‘... a methodological compilation of the perceptions in us, which deliver material for a diary of an observer of oneself, and easily lead to enthusiasm and madness’ (Kant 2006: 20).  Kant claims that this discipline is not founded upon a priori concepts and principles because it is unable to rigorously analyse the situation it finds itself in:  ‘...the situation with these inner experiences is not as it is with external experience of objects in space, where the objects appear next to each other and permanently fixed.  Inner sense sees the relations of its determinations only in time, hence in flux, where the stability of observation necessary for experience does not occur’ (22-23).  


�Deleuze and Guattari articulate the flatness of the plane of consistency by talking about the relations of the materials that compose it:  ‘There are only relations of movement and rest, speed and slowness between unformed elements, or at least between elements relatively unformed, molecules and particles of all kinds’ (Deleuze and Guattari 1988: 266).  


�‘The plane of consistency is the abolition of all metaphor; all that consists is Real’ (Deleuze and Guattari 1988: 69).  In other words, rather than relying upon metaphor as a means of signifying the real we are directly in touch with it upon a plane of consistency.


�‘All multiplicities are flat, in the sense that they fill or occupy all of their dimensions: we will therefore speak of a plane of consistency of multiplicities, even though the dimensions of this “plane” increase with the number of connections that are made on it’ (Deleuze and Guattari 1988: 9).


�This was the conclusion of Frederic E. Clements (Clements 1916).  He located the endpoint of plant succession as a 'climax community' which is a community of plants where an equilibrium or steady state has been reached.  It is composed of those species that are best adapted to the environment they find themselves in.


�It follows that ‘[t]here is a rupture in the rhizome whenever segmentary lines explode into a line of flight, but the line of flight is part of the rhizome’ (Deleuze and Guattari 1988: 9).  In other words, knowledge is not an abstraction from the concrete world of the rhizome but is its extension.  To know is to remain part of the rhizome, to participate in its extension.  Therefore, the real is never lacking but the rhizome and the knowledge it embodies are fully real. 





