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Deleuzian Politics?

a RounDtable Discussion

ric Alliez, Claire Colebrook, Peter Hallward, Nicholas

Thoburn, Jeremy Gilbert (chair)

Nick and Jeremy circulated some general questions to think about
before the discussion,which particularly focused on the surprising
fact that many casual commentators, andindeed, some self-styled
Deleuzians, seemed to regard Deleuzian philosophy as
whollycompatible with an embrace of market capitalism and its
tendency to celebrate theephemeral, the individual, the
hyper-mobile, the infantile; while others seemed to thinkof Deleuze
as a wholly apolitical or even anti-political thinker, mired in
Nietzschean

aristocratic elitism, ineffectual mysticism, or old-fashioned
individualism. As such, thefirst question touched on the
relationship of Deleuze and Guattari to Marx.

VIRTUAL MARXISM?

Jeremy: So - our first question. One of the big questions we
want to discuss iswhat do we make of Manuel DeLandas assessment
that Marxism is Deleuzesand Guattaris little Oedipus? Nick - you
dont agree with that, I think.

Nick: There are interesting questions about why Deleuze and
Guattari declarethemselves to be Marxists: its not straightforward,
and I think this declaration

has a number of functions in their work. Some of these would
seem to amountto a deliberate provocation in the face of neoliberal
consensus, Marx beinga contentious name to invoke at what was a
time of general unpopularityfor Marxism. But it is very clear to me
that the relationship to Marxism is apoint of creative tension, an
opening, a disruption in their work rather thana limiting, Oedipal
factor (which is DeLandas claim). So I see their Marxismas dynamic
- a kind of virtual Marx, as ric has put it - which propels
ratherthan constrains their system.

And certainly whilst they declared themselves to be Marxists
they alsoproblematise Marxism quite regularly, as a narrative of
development andas a potentially constraining identity-form.
Nonetheless, what seems to mereally clear is thatAnti-Oedipus, at
least, is completely traversed by Marx andMarxism. The conjunction
of free labour and undetermined wealth; theengineering of social
relations through money; the tendency of the rate ofprofit to fall;
the Asiatic mode of production: these are all
fundamentallyimportant concepts to their work. So it would be very
difficult to just extractMarxism from Deleuze and Guattari, as
DeLanda suggests one can do. It

appears that the problem with capitalism for DeLanda is simply
one ofmonopoly: so small is beautiful, and all one needs to do is
to abstract labour
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relations from monopoly formations, and that solves the problem
that Deleuze

and Guattari call capital.

Jeremy: DeLandas formulation is based on Braudels distinction
between

markets and anti-markets, and the consequent claim that
capitalism is only

defined by anti-market monopoly institutions, rather than by the
market

as such.

Nick: Yes, so the whole analysis of abstract labour or the
commodity form

just vanishes.

Peter: The way youve put it - describing the reference to
Marxism as a

kind of disruptive, liberating, opening-up kind of dynamic in
their work

- is already for me an indication of the problem. That there are
Marxist

elements inAnti-Oedipus, or in fact in much of Deleuzes work and
Deleuzes

and Guattaris work, is clear. But if you think about the usual,
conventionalway of using Marx, in someone like Sartre for instance
- one of the last

philosophers who was able to talk meaningfully about politics in
a way

that exceeded the limits of academic philosophy - he talks about
Marxism

in the 1950s as a way to get a grip on history, and it informed
the work

that he was doing on Algeria, and a few other places, at the
time. A text

like Sartres Colonialism is a System isdesigned precisely to get
a grip on

the issue, to analyse it strategically. Such analysis can enable
something

like a collective determination to take shape in a such a way
that it can

have a strategic impact and change that situation. Its all about
unifying,

solidifying, strengthening, focusing - themes opposed to the
general logic

ofAnti-Oedipus. In that book the emphasis, it seems to me, is on
escape,

deterritorialisation, disruption, breaking apart, getting out,
scrambling the

codes. The distinctive contribution of schizoanalysis to a logic
of capital

concerns how to get out of it, to reach this point where the
body without

organs is presented as a kind of apocalyptic explosion of any
form of limit,

where the decoded flows free to the end of the world, etc. There
I think

people who take some more conventional point of reference from
Marx

would be confused. They would think: what is this for?

Nick: The proletariat is itself the party of its own abolition,
according to Marx,

so these processes of deterritorialisation and destruction are
immanent to his

own concepts - theyre not a Deleuzian anomaly. I think theres a
danger of

presenting Marx as offering anidentity to the proletariat,
facing-off with the

bourgeoisie, when thats not what is going on in this concept
that is intimately

concerned with deterritorialisation. But, also, it seems to me
that Deleuze and

Guattaris real importance is in talking about composition.A
Thousand Plateaus

is full of descriptions of processes and techniques of
expression, composition,

consistency. So deterritorialisation is certainly part of that,
but its not affirmedin itself: that would be chaos, and that isnt
what theyre about.
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Peter: I think itis affirmed in there

Claire: The key point that you make there is in your reference
to expression,

because if you look at that remark of DeLandas when he says that
Marx is their

little Oedipus, I am assuming he means that thats the point of
unthinking

fixation in their work: that thats the thing that they didnt
think through,

that thats the bit which they swallowed as dogma.Now, he has to
see it that way because he wants a simple materialism

with a simple positivism of relations, instead of thinking about
the fact that

one of the ways of thinking about Marx philosophically is
through the idea

of the generation of the immaterial from the material, which is
what youre

talking about if youre talking about expression. Part of what
youre talking

about if you are talking about collectives and collectives of
bodies and so on,

is the question of how one thinks of oneself as a member, or how
one thinks

of oneself as an individual.

I think that one way of looking at Deleuze and Guattaris
language ofsmashing codes, liberation, making oneself
imperceptible, is as negative,

as just ruining big categories. But the positive way of reading
them, in line

with the legacy that comes from Marxism, is to think about these
issues in

terms of a logic of expression; which is to say, in terms of the
emergence of the

immaterial from the material and in terms of processes of
individuation. This

is the whole question of how one thinks of oneself as a being,
without identity

politics, or without individualist politics. Its about how one
individuates.

So I think one way to think about the positive Marxist legacy,
not just in

theAnti-Oedipus project but in everything they do, is to think
of it in terms

of the emergence of the immaterial, the emergence of sense, the
emergence

of the virtual: which, they say, for good or for ill, is
directly political. And

thats Marxist isnt it? Marxism is about the material emergence
of the

immaterial, the material conditions of expression. I think they
do have little

Oedipuses; I think there are bits in the corpus that are
unthought through

and that are swallowed rather religiously: but possibly the
Marxism is the

least indigested.

ric: I think that this quotation from Manuel Delanda is a
perfect shifter,

because it immediately shows the condition not only for a
neoliberal Deleuze

but for an apolitical (i.e. social-democrat) or anti-political
(out of this world)

Deleuze as a short-circuit which attacks and denies the hard
political core of

the ontological project affirmed with Guattari, i.e.
arevolutionary (in all the

possible senses of the word) political ontology.

Coming back toAnti-Oedipus, let me read this statement of
Deleuze about

Marx because it goes right to the point and expresses the whole
economyof

this book provocatively conceived as a book of political
philosophy because

construction commands expression: What is very interesting in
Marx is his analysis

of capitalism as an imminent system that is constantly
overcoming its ownlimitations and then coming up against them once
more in a broader form,


	
7/28/2019 Deleuzian Politics.pdf

4/46

because its fundamental limit is capital itself.

I dont want to comment on it against DeLanda (where machinic

constructions are reduced to the latest expressions of the
theory of complexity),

but rather, forgetting DeLanda for a moment, to use it to
underline the

paradoxical situation with which we are apparently confronted in
the UK,

and more generally in the anglo-american world, where a
philosophy that

has been one of the very few that took seriously the question of
politicsafterthe break of 68 - and through an effective historical
analysis of the mutations

of capitalism developed in a (spinozist) Marx beyond Marx avant
la lettre - is

suspected of being apolitical or, worse, anti-political. This is
quite odd coming

from these currently extremely powerful philosophies that affirm
themselves

politically in a systematic anti-Deleuzianism, which is used to
assert the most

generic communism (un communisme de principe), through a
commitment to

universal of equality that just brackets off any kind of close
analysis of the

mutations of capitalism.

The second point I want to make comes back to the provisional
endof Deleuze and Guattaris trajectory. In What is philosophy?, the
chapter

on Geophilosophy is extremely important because this is where
they are

synthesising a final materialist definition of philosophy as
such. Their idea

is, brutally formulated: philosophy is political, it involves a
politics of being,

to the extent thatit carries the movement of relative
deterritorialisations to infinity

- but an infinity that takes over from a relative
deterritorialisation in a given field .

And it is in this materialist (or wordly) connection that
philosophy is able to

make absolute the relative deterritorialisation of capital In
other words,

philosophy, philosophy qua materialist practice of the concepts
inscribing

thought into the liberation of the world from its capitalistic
regulation, is

able to go through, to break through what had been the Marxist
correlation

between the analysis of capitalism and the anti-Hegelian denial
of any internal

necessity for philosophy to grasp the real (its onanistic
monopoly of thought)

Following Marxs critique, there is no internal necessity to
philosophy for

Deleuze (to answer to Peters Sartrian statement), but (in a
Deleuzian Marx

beyond Marx) a contingent one whichnecessarily poses revolution
as the plane

of immanence of a thought that opens, critically and
affirmatively, the Now-

here to the movement of the infinite. At this point, Deleuze and
Guattari

refer to the construction of the concept of capitalism by Marx,
and posit that

philosophy is this abstract-real thought that cant affirm the
materiality of its

movement without being political philosophy. This is an
extraordinarily radical

statement thatde facto retrojects (another Marxian movement!)
this philosophy

qua ontology back onto the break with the traditional, i.e.
classical image of

thought accomplished by Deleuze inDifference and Repetition.
Thats why he

declares that all he has done since with Guattari is connected
with the Image

of thought chapter; with the break with this philosophy of truth
that supposes

that the true concerns solutions in the form ofphilosophical
propositions capable

of serving as answers. It is this break that relates the
liberation of/in the worldfrom its capitalistic
reduction/limitation/normativity to the liberation of


	
7/28/2019 Deleuzian Politics.pdf

5/46


	
7/28/2019 Deleuzian Politics.pdf

6/46

the new decoding and cooperative necessities of capitalism.

Claire: It comes before that though. The emphasis on
deterritorialisation

is normative to an extent because they see deterritorialisation
as immanent

not just to capitalism but to life itself. This means that
capitalism isnt just an

accident that befell us, such that if we had been smarter or
better it wouldnt

have happened. There is a tendency towards both
territorialisation anddeterritorialisation in life itself, which is
alwaysa positively marked term for

Deleuze and Guattari.That means I think the emphasis on
deterritorialisation

is strictly normative. According to their model, biological life
only proceeds

by differentiating itself and making connections that, as it
were, do away with

identity; but in order to create new identities. This process is
going to create

certain political formations.

So then, from this perspective, the problem with capitalism is
that its not

capitalist enough, it is not deterritorialising enough, and
thats why that

quotation about how it comes against its own limit is so
important. Thats wherewe find the possibility for analysis. For
example, this framework would enable

us to consider the political ambivalence of the situation
wherein a capitalist

organisation moves into an Aboriginal community in outback
Australia. The

people are completely destitute, and then there is this massive
influx of benefit

and material goods. But at the same time we see the complete
evacuation of

anything indigenous that would resist the system. At those
points then you

dont need a stupid, reactive, anti-capitalism, which would say
its capitalism

and therefore its bad. You dont need a distinction between good
and evil. You

need a very fine-tuned analysis of the relation between
deterritorialisation and

reterritorialisation and the ways in which, under conditions of
accumulation,

it all gets turned back into an axiom of profit, or capital.

Nick: I do think that there are dangers in that notion of
pushing capital

beyond its limits: which, I agree, is their position at times.
The danger is

that you then start affirming the market against the state, the
market being

the deterritorialising pole of capital, and the state being its
constraint or

limit, its reterritorialisation. That position is evident to
some extent inAnti-

Oedipus, but it drops out ofThousand Plateaus, and in What is
Philosophy? its

gone completely. And you find that the speed of capital in What
is Philosophy?

is actually associated with the banalisation of promotional
culture: with a

kind of universal equivalence generated by the speeds of
communication,

which they have no sympathy with at all. So deterritorialisation
becomes

a much more complex figure: sometimes a kind of stillness,
sometimes

the speed of thought, and so on. And the specific political
articulations of

deterritorialisation become much less positively alloyed with
the general

movement of capital.

Claire: But thats because capitalism is an instance, an example
ofdeterritorialisation, of which it is a tendency: so it
exemplifies something,
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but its not responsible for it and it doesnt exhaust it. Thats
the whole pointofA Thousand Plateaus as different from the
Anti-Oedipus, because in Anti-Oedipus, the historical and political
analysis is made in traditionally Marxistterms, telling a story
about society and social bodies; whereas inAThousandPlateausyou get
on to the stuff about organisms, works of art, cellular systems,and
so forth. It all becomes more complicated, and we get to the idea
that

deterritorialisationis in life, which can help us to explain
capital but whichalso means that we cant reduce
deterritorialisation as such to the rhythmof capital.

Peter: Just going back a bit to what you said, ric. Its
absolutely true thatMarx and Engels are fascinated by the
deterritorialising thrust of capitalism:all that is solid melts
into air, etc. There is a real point of similarity there.The thing
is, though, that having made that assessment, what distinguishesthe
communist movement in the nineteenth century from, say, the
anarchist

movement, which would agree on that point, is precisely the
strategicconclusion that they draw. The communist conclusion is
that we need, inresponse to this situation, an institution, an
organisation, direction, and soon: precisely so that the
proletariat can indeed dissolve itself as a class (withinthe
historical constraints of a class-bound situation) but not as
social existence,not as emancipated labour. What is required, from
this perspective, is theconstruction of a disciplined working-class
political organisation that wouldbe capable ofwinning the class
struggle that takes shape around this time.Later, people will make
roughly the same sort of argument in defence ofthe mobilisation of
national liberation movements, for example. Both sortsof
organisation emphasise things like discipline, unity, strategic
purpose:certainly at the risk of problematic consequences, but the
risk is unavoidable.This is the political legacy of Marxism, if you
ask me. Its the combination ofthese two things: an assessment of
historical tendencies and economic logics,articulated together with
the formulation of political strategy.

What is original and distinctive about Deleuze and Guattari, on
the otherhand, is that they substitute for something like the
mobilisation of the workingclass, or national liberation movements,
things like schizo and nomad.Theydo privilege the movement of
absolute deterritorialisation, however

much they might seem to qualify it by adding that all
deterritorialisation isaccompanied by forms of
reterritorialisation. Their political alternative, ifthats the
right word, is precisely something that unfolds in what they
callinfinite speed. It is something like a politics of the nomad
which they identifywith the deterritorialisedpar excellence, a
deterritorialised movement whichonly reterritorialises on the
movement of deterritorialisation itself. That,it seems to me, is
what is distinctive and strong in their position. Its notpresented
as one of several strategic options to choose from, as if here
weshould do one thing, there we should do another. Thereis a strong
teological

moment in their thought. They say: thisis the movement of
becomings, forexample. They say that the thrust of
deterritorialisation goes in a particular
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direction and that we should follow it, basically. And that I
think is politically

and strategically problematic.

ric: Ok - trying to get to the core of the question - I do think
that what

Peter has just described as the political organisation of the
working class

corresponds, for me at least, and to a certain extent, to what
Foucault calls the

disciplinary society, wherein one is necessarily caught up in
this particularfigure of the classic-modern conflict, struggle and
war. In this context,

historically, forms of political organisation have to follow the
social form

of organisation of society as such in the most dialectical
figure of the class

struggle. Now, in brief, ifAnti-Oedipus tried to answer to the
necessity for a new

conception of politics which was called for, on the one hand, by
68s world-

event, and on the other, already, by the immediate post-68
counter-revolution

(which is not at all a Restoration), it isA Thousand Plateaus
which confronts

itself with the emergence of what Deleuze would later call the
control society

(we can find Foucauldian equivalents from his Collge de France
lectures onNeoliberalism). And this is the real explanation for its
caution with regard

to deterritorialisation - with the way capitalism
reterritorialises itself on the

most deterritorialised Conclusion: Never believe that a smooth
space will

suffice to save us.

In the control society, power no longer operates through
enclosure,

as in the disciplinary society, but through processes of what
Deleuze calls

modulation that give an entirely new dynamic to exploitation. So
to position

oneself as Deleuzian (but I avoid doing this for myself,
preferring to think

with and from ) is always to remember, without becoming
historicist, the

importance of this kind of historical frame and framework for a
political

ontology of the present. From this perspective, we cant just
carry on with

the same old forms of political institution, the same modes of
working class

social organisation, because they no longer correspond to the
actual and

contemporary form of capitalism and the rising subjectivities
that accompany

and/or contest it. Thats where I come back to the importance of
the systematic

enquiry into the mutations of capitalism, which is,
fundamentally, through the

machinic dystopia which they enact, Deleuze and Guattaris
central project.

For sure, Deleuze and Guattari suggest that we should
schizophrenise Marx;

but, my gosh, Marx was writing mid-nineteenth century and look
at what is

going on since then, and above all since 1968!

COLLECTIVITY AND IDENTITY:BECOMING-XVS COLLECTIVE SELF-

DETERMINATION

Claire: If you think about contemporary politics: all we have to
do is move

from talking about national liberation movements and workers
movements

to looking at some of the most tortured and vexed political
situations,

such as the relationship between indigenous Australian
communities andEuropean settled communities, and we can see that as
long as we have a
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notion of collectivity thats founded on the traditional notion
of labour and its

organisation, then we will always be necessarily
disenfranchising and robbing

those people of a potential form of individuation.

This is what this is all about. The key question is how you can
take part

in some form of collective action without necessarily being
identified as or

appealing to classes in the old sense. So the molecularisation
of politics

which Deleuze and Guattari propose is about how to get beyond a
situation inwhich, within a given context of communication, there
are things that cant be

heard. The question is: how can you have some maximum degree of
inclusion

with a minimal degree of identification? This is a crucial
question if you want

a global politics which can allow for notions of contamination,
and which can

get beyond the limitations of models of politics modelled on
opposed pairs

of identities: workers vs. capitalists, national liberation
struggles vs globalist

struggles. You cant have that anymore: you can only have these
extremely

molecular, local, individuating political gestures.

Peter: Well it depends on the situation. There are contexts
where something

like an indigenous mobilisation verging on identity politics,
grounded in an

indigenous tradition - as in parts of Bolivia and parts of
Guatemala, and other

places - has been politically significant and is today
politically significant. The

same applies to contemporary forms of class struggle. Of course
things are

changing all the time, but the basic logic of class struggle
hasnt changed that

much over time: the dynamics of exploitation and domination at
issue today

are all too familiar, and remain a major factor in most if not
all contemporary

political situations.

Claire: Thats why the model of political engagement needs to be
re-thought,

why in a Deleuzian register one always refers to a becoming-x.
Because yes,

there is a strategic need for molar or identifiable movements.
But if they

start to think OK - this is our movement, this is what we are
identified as,

and this is the only way its going to work, then apart from the
philosophical

problems of identity that run there, such a movement is also
going to destroy

itself precisely by being identified and stable. The only way a
transformatory

political project is going to work is if it has a notion of
redefinition that is

inbuilt.

Peter: Its not a matter of identity, its about collective
self-determination, or

what Gramsci used to call collective will, a tradition that goes
back to Rousseau

and the Jacobins. The question here is: what kind of social body
or social

organism (this is Gramscis phrase from The Modern Prince) is
capable of a

militant collective will that is grounded in a dialectical
understanding of the

situation as it actually is (and not in some kind of abstract
ideal of sufficiency),

and that is able to intervene and to act effectively?

Claire: But the dialectical is the becoming. The collectivity
can only act and


	
7/28/2019 Deleuzian Politics.pdf

10/46

intervene to the extent that it realises that it is itself
constantly in a process

of redefinition: thats what the molecular is.

Peter: Becoming and dialectic arent the same thing. Molecular
becoming

isnt a dialectical process, and it isnt concerned with the
consolidation of

strength. It is, on the contrary, non-dialectical, rejecting any
broad dialectical

conception of historical negation and historical determination
that makessense to me, and placing an emphasis precisely, one way
or another, on the

dissolution of specific political groups.

Jeremy: Forgive me for intervening. In relation to Gramsci, who
you

mentioned, Peter: for me one of the most important ideas in
Gramsci is that

the key point in the hegemonic struggle is that moment when the
class or

political grouping transcends what he calls its corporate
character, when it

begins to take on a different political role: you could say when
it enters into

a process of becoming, because, at this moment it necessarily
transformsitself and puts at risk its established identity. Thats
Gramscis re-working of

Lenins account of the shift from trade union consciousness to
revolutionary

consciousness.

Claire: It becomes virtual. Its not staying in the same body,
with just this body

of collective will, which we all decide to become part of; it
has the potential

to becomeanybodywhatever. Its displaced from the present to some
possible

body.

Peter: But you have that in Rousseau already, in the sense that
you already

have a movement from the particular to the universal: what would
be gained

by substituting the universal for the virtual there?

Claire: The important notion here is potentiality: one doesnt
just speak of

any man whatever, any subject whatever, or any individual
whatever, but

of a pure potentiality.

THE PARTY, THE UNIVERSAL, AND REVOLUTION

Nick: It seems to me that what is at stake here is precisely the
problem of

composition that Peter has raised in relation to the problem of
class struggle. I

would say, Peter, that Deleuze and Guattari are with you on
that: they also see

that as a key issue, but theyre addressing the problem of the
party form after

the failure of the vanguard party and after the experience of
the authoritarian

state form of the Soviet Union. They are just as much concerned
as Peter

with questions of the composition and organisation of groups,
and out of

that interest they produce a very variegated sense of the
different dynamics

- consistencies, expressions, modes of appearance - of political
formations. Some such formations are completely immanent to social
relations, and
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would take the form of becoming-imperceptible, of modes of
sabotage, of

certain types of literary production, all having almost no
apparent political

identity. Others would be consolidations of social forces
engaging in precisely

the kind of frontal manoeuvre that might actually lead to a
revolution. Its

just that there is a variegated field here, in relation to which
the Leninist

party signifies a dogmatic and anti-inventive contraction of
possibility. So

I think that this is where the tension between, for instance,
Peters positionand Deleuze and Guattaris might lie. But its not
that Deleuze and Guattari

are unconcerned with organisation; organisation - in all its
tactical, semiotic,

libidinal registers - is one of their principle concerns.

Peter: I agree that that is the best way to work within this
tradition. If you aimto use Deleuze politically then this is the
best way to do it: to think about what

kind of resources he and Guattari give us for understanding how
political

composition works, how capitalism works, how political
organisations might

become more supple and inventive, and so on. All I would say is
that forme its an extremely mixed picture: what they contribute is,
in my opinion,

undercut by the things that they undermine. Certainly its
important, for

example, to politicise issues such as the Stalinisation of the
Leninist legacy,

but everybody was doing that.

ric: Ah, the Maoist destalinisation of the Leninist party

Peter: Right, the Maoist project is precisely that, entirely so,
explicitly, fromthe beginning.

Nick: But Deleuze and Guattaris critique isnt Maoistat all.

Peter:No, its not.

ric: I haveto agree on this point.

Jeremy:Lets try to specify the difference between their position
and theMaoist position as you understand it.

Peter:The Maoist position maintains that the work of avoiding
somethinglike bureaucratisation and Stalinisation has to come from
within the party

structure, using its own forms of discipline: the instrument of
radical

political change shouldnt be thrown away or destroyed, but has
to develop

its own capability to renovate itself, renew itself and avoid
this kind of

bureaucratisation. Thats what the Cultural Revolution was
designed to do,

whether or not you think it succeeded.

Nick: But in the Chinese case that you hold up, Peter,
renovation is complicitwith economic development and the intensive
exploitation of labour, which is
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far from a revolutionary project. And it develops into its own
kind of mania,

in the case of the Cultural Revolution.

Peter: I dont think its now a matter of going back to the
Cultural Revolution

as such, or even of going back to party in the strict Leninist
sense. So

of course there is work to be done, of inventing new political
forms, of

discovering what might be, in Gramscis terms, our political
organisms,our organisational forms which are capable, to some
extent, of sustaining a

collective determination or a collective will to force through
political change,

in the circumstances in which we now find ourselves. And I think
thats what

people have been trying to do in places like South Africa or
Bolivia, or Haiti, or

whatever example you want to pick. And its also what people have
been trying

to do, mostly unsuccessfully, in whats left of organised labour
in countries like

the UK or the US. But if thats your criterion, if thats what
youre looking

for, then in my opinion, Deleuze and Guattari dont add very
much.

Claire:But if Deleuze and Guattaris direct equation is desire =
revolution,

that means it cant have the kind of framework that youre talking
about, as

in the idea that revolution needs to occur within some sort of
institution and

programme. Your problem with them seems to be due to the fact
that their

idea of revolution has in it something thats absolutely
extra-institutional,

absolutely extra-collective.

The molar, for Deleuze and Guattari, might be required as some
sort

of passing stage through which to achieve revolution, but the
criteria for

its success ultimately has not just to lie outside of molar
formations, but to

be defined against them, even if not negatively; they have to be
working

in some way to mutate. The desire is revolutionary requirement
seems to

me to mean that thereis somethingprima facie desirable and
normative in

mutation, which means that its not just slightly different from
what Peter

is describing as the Maoist position: it has to be absolutely
opposed to the

idea that revolution has to occur through some collective
organism. Actually,

organism is an interesting phrase, because thats a body. But for
good or for

ill it seems to me that Deleuze and Guattaris conception answers
well to our

historical situation, in which no one revolutionary organism or
body is ever

going to do any work. Its going to belie the actual political
conditions and

also not be suitable to them.

ric: I would like to briefly return to the important question of
the universal,

not least because I think it is sustaining substantial cultural
differences

around this square table. If we think about the political
tradition that asserts

the exclusive value of universal equality: nobody, absolutely
nobody, is

denying the importance of the fight for equality which has been
so important

to struggles such as the womens liberation movement. That
importance is

absolutely obvious. Now, the question is: if you dont think
about equality onlyin formal terms, in terms of formal democracy,
but in terms of the processes


	
7/28/2019 Deleuzian Politics.pdf

13/46

of the real immanence of the social and the political, then what
are all thematerial and mutant composites of this so-called
equality? And this is wherewe can see that the fight for equality,
the determination to fight for equality,implies necessarily a
certain kind of becoming, of singularisation, etc, thatcannot
anymore recognise itself in a unitary figure. And this is true
historicallyand ontologically of the womens liberation movement,
for example, when it

affirms a post-identary becoming. The same could be differently
affirmedof the sans papiers mobilisations: in France, they want
less and less a pureand simple integration to the republican
order!

So for me its really based on a caricature, this critique which
reads Deleuzeand Guattari as only interested in escape,
deterritorialisation, getting out ofthis world [the title of
Hallwards critical book on Deleuze], and which assertsthat if you
problematise the universal as such you cannot engage in any
fightfor equality and in politics tout court. Thats not the way it
works and the waydifferences are at work in the creation of new
worlds: its a defiguration that

tries to escape the real political questions for today.A
Thousand Plateaus is stillimportant precisely because it is
constantly problematising the relationshipsbetween the molar and
the molecular, between deterritorialisation
andreterritorialisation, and trying to make a very precise social
and historicalanalysis the key for any revolutionary praxis that
refuses the constituteddisjunction between the social and the
political.

Peter: I dont think that Deleuze and Guattari are much
interested in equality.You seem to take that as a given.

ric: It is rather that equality cant workfor real as any kind of
given universal,beyond a strategic point of departure

Claire: If you take Deleuzes books on Bergson and on Hume, which
wouldat first glance seem to be his least political gestures, the
book on Hume isactually all about the production of social
sympathy. That is: its about the ideathat I can feel close to those
bodies that are next to me because theres someform of self-interest
and partial affection involved, but that the real notion ofpolitics
is to have sympathy for a body that is not directly before me.
Thats

Bergsons two sources of morality and religion, isnt it? The idea
being thatyou move beyond morality to the spiritual when you free
movements of socialcontrol and organisation, beyond self-interest,
towards some notion that anybody whatever, any subject whatever,
any life whatever has an individuatingpower. That formulation might
not use the word equality, but thats becauseit doesnt mean equality
in the equal-to sense; it means equal potentiality.So I think,
actually, its interesting that Deleuze and Guattari dont use
theword, because theyre anti-equalisation, but their thought is
actually moreequalitarian or egalitarian insofar as its about equal
potentiality. What ric

was saying about the womens movement was right because that
movementis partly about liberation from notions of humanism; it
starts off with the
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assertion were as human as you, but it has to develop to the
point whereit doesnt want to have to answer to that standard. So I
think this approachismore equalitarian.

Nick: Id support that completely, and Id also say that its
almost a kind ofprovocation not to use the word equality, because
as soon as you do, youre

back on the terrain of formal equality and social democratic
consensus, andId argue that theyre actually radically opposed to
all of that.

ric: Libert, galit, Fraternit - even Sarkozy uses that language
AndHobbes Leviathan, this Liberalisms Monstruous Father, proposes a
kind ofequalitarian model too

Peter: Well here we really do disagree, but its an interesting
disagreement.The kind of equality that Im talking about is not the
equality of liberal

democracy. Its the equality that is implicit in something like
the constitution ofa general will or something like a Jacobin
conception of politics - which takesshape in a very specific kind
of conjuncture - or the equality thats implicitin a generic set,
which is in my opinion a far more coherent way of talkingabout
anyone at all, because it provides a very clear conceptual analysis
ofwhat exactly that involves, and is exactly antithetical to a
tradition which comesout of, say, Hume and Bergson (a slightly
obscene combination), and whichis based on sympathy and ultimately
on a kind of mysticism. Who are they,these people who are capable
of having sympathy for the people who are notpart of their
immediate situation? Its the Great Souls, the rare Great Souls- the
elite. Much the same thing applies to Spinoza and in Nietzsche,
twoother key philosophical sources for Deleuze.

Claire: I agree with you - in Bergson its the saint, and in Hume
its the goodpolity that creates the right social fictions: but I
think you have to address thequestion of why one wouldnotwant to
refer to a universal will or a collectivewill. That vocabulary
still implies, as the concept of the generic set does,acollection
that will then have a clear identity, which will become the
standardfor equality; which is very different from a perspective
that recognises that even

equalisation/equalitarianism/egalitarianism has continually to
change itself.

ric: inthe lived and multiple temporalities of the event as
productionof subjectivity in-becoming. The question, then, is no
longer necessarilyto start from a kind of standard common humankind
as a transcendental-real support for a Jacobin general will,
assumed to express politically theunitary excess of the people with
regards to the mere bourgeois foundationof individual rights. There
is no organic unity that the revolution restoresin a generic set,
by subtraction of the real social movement in its largest

objective and subjective amplitude. And it is from the starting
point of theconstructivist schizoanalysis of capitalism
inAnti-Oedipus that Guattari can
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reassert, with Negri, the Marxian breakthrough : We call
Communism the real

movement which abolishes the present state of things. The
conditions of this

movement result from the premises now in existence Premises that
identify

the development of the productive forces with the affective and
cognitive

development of humankind as a kind of cyborg, which is the real
plane of

social forces unthinkable in terms of the fixed identities of
citizenship. It

is this development that prevents the integration of equality
into identityand unity, at the very same time as it makes possible
and necessary its non-

totalisable realisation.

Peter: Im not talking about fixed or specified identities, but
you still need

some criterion for individuation: even Deleuze still talks
abouta life,a line

of flight etc.

Claire: In those cases, its not a question of having a
criterionfor individuation:

individuationis the criterion.

Peter: But on that score,a general will has the same kind of
individuality,

except that it includes its own self-determination. And likewise
I would say,

coming out of the Hegelian tradition (Hegel basically adopts
this from

Rousseau at the beginning of the Elements of the Philosophy of
Right), that

its a collective individuation which includes something like a
conscious

self-determination. And thats the part thats missing in Deleuze,
and that

can be understood (along neo-Jacobin lines) as egalitarian, as
opposed to

the Deleuzian metaphysical points of reference, which are all
explicitlyanti-

egalitarian. So is his ontology. His ontology is a differential,
anti-egalitarian

ontology: everything is in univocal being andunequally so,
right?

Claire: Thats anti-egalitarian if you only understand
egalitarianism in terms

which require something like a political organism, a
representative body

ora collective will. Youre right that that is one form of
individuation, but

it neither should be nor is the politically-focussed notion of
individuation.

Deleuzesis a form of politics which, for good or for ill, is
trying to get away

from homogenising collective forms of individuation, to ask
whether you

could have a politics that wouldnt be abouta general will ora
people. And I

think about that not only in terms of the collapse of the
validity of a notion

of something like humanity: one has to think in terms of
non-human kinds

as well.

Peter: Okay, so what do you mean by all this? Can you give an
example?

Claire:For me the most tortured situation I face as a white
Australian is this:

we have an indigenous people, and actually it would be an act of
violence for

them to form a collective body because it is only a fiction of
the West that thereis something like an Aboriginal community. It
would be like them referring to
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Japan and the UK as the West: it has about as much individuation
as that.

So on the one hand you have a body of people trying to enter the
political

debate, but the condition for them doing that at the moment is
to remove

all of their capacity for collective individuation, and I think
this just goes

back to one of the questions which was on the value of
communication and

consensus in politics. Either you say this is great because
theres adifferend,

or you have to find means of political communication that dont
rely on theformation of a collective will. I think that is the only
way that its going to

work because otherwise one is imposing a model of individuation
- i.e. the

collective political body - on other forms of individuation that
I think have

as much political purchase and right as Rousseauist traditions
ofa general

will.

Peter:My own countryCanada has a roughly similar history, as you
know, but

still in some sense when you talk about something like the
relationship between

white Australia and the indigenous, however multiple and
fragmented thatterm indigenous is (and its equally so in Canada,
perhaps even more so),

you can still say, I think, that there is enough of a structured
conflict between

these two general groups to make sense of it as a conflict.

Claire: You cant remove the molar: thats why for a certain point
in the

political debate, youre always going to have a gathering
together for a body,

but that also has to remain completely provisional and
completely open to

the multiple forms of individuation which might constitute
it.

Peter: Completely open and completely provisional - who has an
interest in

that? In my experience, if you talk to people who are engaged in
labour

struggles - for example trying to organise a group of immigrant
workers in

California - or to people who are fighting to strengthen the
social movements

in Haiti or Bolivia, what they constantly say is: we are too
weak and what we

need is some form of continuity and strength, and our enemies
are constantly

trying to bust it up, to break it up, to fragment it, to divide
us, to make it

provisional, to reject any kind of consolidation of the
instruments that we

need to strengthen our hand.

Nick: But even then there are variable articulations. Its
complex, isnt it? Such

collectivities dont derive from a general notion of their
specific coherence

- they emerge in response to a particular problem or a
particular event

- so I dont see how your examples are at all in opposition to a
Deleuzian

understanding of the formation of collectivity as imminent to
its situation.

ric: I think that an important question at this point is the
question of minority

as it superimposes itself onto exploitation in a non Marxist
way. The usual

criticism is to say: these minorities are fighting in a
necessarily identitarianway, for the recognition of their
particularities. I think it is important to note a
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key aspect of the Deleuzo-Guattarian schema (and this is where
the Badiouian

treatment of this question, in Saint Paul for example, is really
out of focus

since it reduces the production of connective singularities to
mere identitarian

particularities): of course you have the majority, a redundant
majority, and you

have minorities, but Deleuze and Guattari write explicitly that
the minorities

regress tosubsets as soon as they lose their quality of
nondenumerable and

cancerous flow. There is then a third term which is
becoming-minoritarian , andwhich redefines politically the
minorities as open multiplicities-in-becoming,

through the molecular revolutions which they develop and spread,
before and

beyondthe antagonistic struggles they become engaged in. This
means that

the minorities are a kind of middle-ground, where constantly the
question,

the negotiation, the tension, is between the aspiration towards
a kind of will

(and social necessity) to become recognised through the
majoritarian rules

(to be counted among the majority) and something else, which
brings the

creation of new liberatory and experimental agencies at a time
when the

proletariat does not offer any longer a form of universal
consciousness ofthe history of struggles. Deleuze puts the matter
brutally: the question for

minorities is to destroy capitalism. So it is clearly not, for
Deleuze, a question

of giving to the minorities a kind of multicultural status as
respected subsets

of the market society.

Peter: But whos talking about that?

ric: Im afraid you know perfectly the answer, mon cher: Old
Marxists

yesterday, and Badiou today in his henceforth constituent contra
Deleuze!

But beyond this point, I think this is one of the major
political questions

at stake in our discussion. It would oblige us to come back to
the question

of the universal: is it possible to explore alternatives to the
notion of the

universal as transcendental category constitutive of political
philosophy? The

investigator of Deleuzian Politics could then interestingly
explore Deleuzes

works before 1968, before what he presents as his passage to
politics, in his

work with Guattari, before the moment of constitution of what he
presents

simultaneously as My Philosophy, philosophy, political
philosophy in his

own double name; because this later work marked by the passage
from a

biophilosophy to a biopolitics doesnt come from nowhere. We
would have to

understand what Deleuze did before, from hisperverse early
studies of other

philosophers, subtracted from the History of philosophy, to the
synthesis of

Difference and repetition, as constituting an inquiry into the
non-representative

determination of ontology as such, and into an ontology which
was being

precisely defined against the philosophy of representation
through the

concepts of difference and multiplicity as a global alternative
to a dialectical

philosophy.

Peter:Id love to talk about that, but as were leaving the
question of identitybehind, I want to make clear that the tradition
of politics that Im talking
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about is nothing to do with an identitarian attempt to get
respect for hitherto

under-appreciated or marginalised minorities inside of an
existing society.

This tradition coming out of Rousseau, Robespierre, and then
later Fanon,

Sartre and Badiou, all in their own way, is completely
indifferent to that.

Its not about given this identity, how do we then get better
representation

for ourselves within the existing system? For Fanon, yes, the
constitution of

a national liberation movement is at stake, but precisely at a
distance fromanything like a bourgeois investment in the particular
history of a place

(Algeria, for example) or tradition or essence. The question is
precisely: how

can something come together, something whose identity emerges,
if it has

one, through its self-determination, not through some existing
predicates

or existing particularities, that is then able actively and
forcibly to engage

with the things that oppress it and dominate it. The civil
rights movement,

the UDF in South Africa, Lavalas in Haiti: these are the sort of
movements I

have in mind. The general question is what can and will actually
undermine

the domination of a ruling elite, or a form of capitalist
exploitation, or ofdiscrimination: what will do that? Something
like a discourse of minority,

which is to say a force of becoming? Or will that merely tend
towards the

dissolution of any kind of strategic grip on the situation?

DESIRE AND THE DECISION

Claire: All the language you use, Peter, is a language of
decision, will, self-

formation which seems to imply a sort of voluntarist notion of
politics.

Peter:Thats right: absolutely.

Claire:Wellmaybe this voluntaristic form of will and human
intentionality

would be good, but this account of politics doesnt seem to take
account of all

the affective and even suicidal tendencies in collective
behaviour. Nothing is

more obvious than that people often do not act in their own best
interests. So

any notion of politics has to take into account movements,
desires, etc: factors

beyond intentionality, decision, will-making and self-formation.
This seems

to me to be, again, what these broader notions of political
analysis are for;

theyre for dealing with the question of why political movements
donot form

themselves properly, why they form themselves rigidly, why they
become, to

use Deleuze and Guattaris metaphor, cancerous. How does
something which

starts to act in terms of self-identity and self-formation also
start to rigidify

itself and to form itself in such a way that it undoes
itself?

Nick: I entirely agree, and that seems to be precisely Deleuze
and Guattaris

question: how to prevent those cancerous bodies emerging out of
progressive

organisational formations, and how to affirm distributed
processes of

composition against authoritarian models that would separate the
functionof leadership from the mass political body.
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But they also provide very interesting analysis of specific
revolutionary

modes of organisation. Im thinking of the 22 March movement in
1968:

Guattari has a lovely analysis of its forms of libidinal
transference, as a collective

organisation that remained part of the wider uprising - it didnt
solidify into

a separate movement - whilst also functioning as a point of
transference in

the political body, allowing distributed and self-critical
struggles to emerge.

Or theres his work on the party, asking what exactly was the
Leninist break,what kind of semiotics did it have, what affects did
it create, how did it work

to effect ruptures and continuities in the social formation of
the time?

Claire: And thats why desire, which looks like a de-politicising
term (as

soon as you talk about desire rather than power, it looks
de-politicising) is

actually part of a politicising problematic. Its a way of
looking at what used

to be called interests - but that term is still to voluntarist
and too cognitivist.

Were supposed to be going through an affective turn in cultural
theory at the

moment, which again looks depoliticising at first glance, but it
shouldnt be:it should be about how bodies desire their own
complicity, and its about the

production of political formations against the manifest aims of
power. I think

the problem is the use of the word decision, as though to see
something as a

politically good thing, to know that one wants this, could ever
be enough in

itself; as though the decision these days would be enough either
for oneself

or for a collective body. We all know that thats not how
political movements

work or could work these days.

Jeremy: Youre referring to the elevation of the decision as the
defining act

of a democratic process?

Claire:Yes.

Peter:Any kind of will is of course preoccupied with all the
things that

weaken it, divide it, defer it, undermine it. Much of Rousseaus
work on the

general will is concerned with the issue of how to engage with
the factions,

with private, particularising interests. The mobilisation of an
actively and

sustainably general will is a rare thing.

Claire: Isnt that why, following Deleuze, one refers to a
passive vitalism?

In What is Philosophy? we see two traditions of vitalism. Theres
an active,

voluntarist vitalism which goes back to Kant and then theres a
passive vitalism

which runs from Liebniz to Deleuze and Guattari, according to
which there

might be the will and there might be the decision, but then
there are all those

other factors that arent decided, within ones own body or within
the social

world or wherever.

Peter: It doesnt disprove this voluntarist tradition, just to
say that there allthese other factors to consider. First of all,
will isnt primary - it emerges - and
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decision is never primary either. Needless to say, in many or
most situations it

makes no sense to talk about collective decision. But there are
some situations

in which something like a decision can crystallise, if people
are determined

to make it. In August 1792, after enduring years of repression
and betrayal,

the people of Paris force a decision about the king and about
the way the

French revolution has to go; after which you are either for or
against this

decision and there is no more middle ground. It wasnt like that
before andlater it wont always be like that, but in that moment,
and in the immediate

future it opens up, thatis the case.

Claire:But these are threshold points to which a thousand
decisions have

contributed. Of course youre right, and the same was true of the
English

revolution, when they beheaded a king; of course its got a date,
its got a time

and it could have happened otherwise. But theres a thousand
indecisions

which lead up to that which have to do with completely material
versions of

contingency and stupidity.

Peter: Thats one side of it: but there are also principles,
there are reasons,

there is a sort of political logic. The emergence of something
like the UDF

in South Africa in the 1980s is no doubt a hugely complicated
thing. You

could have described it, I suppose, in some ways, as a sort of
rhizomatic

complex of assemblages. But it was also animated by very clear
decisions,

and commitments, and principles: one man, one vote, the freedom
charter,

etc - and there is an element of straight decision and
engagement, just as

there could have been around the prescription to stop the war
that were

waging today.

Claire: Thats true, and Deleuze and Guattaris position is that
philosophy

will, at the end of the day, create a concept; and theres
something active in

that idea and in the idea that philosophy, and its concepts,
cando something.

But we also have to take into account their rich analysis,
according to which

the condition of possibility of that emergence is completely
dispersed, and

not within the scope of ones intentionality.

Peter: I dont see it in those terms at all. People fighting for
these things

see it straightforwardly and immediately as a matter of
principle that they

have been fighting for, often for as long as they can remember,
and theres

something very clear about these kinds of engagements.

ric: This reveals one of the difficulties with our discussion,
because effectively

we are all motivated by a cultural background which involves
certain kinds of

philosophical and political decisions; for you, Peter, there is
no escape from

a rationalist philosophy of the Subject (that you re-embody
humanistically

beyond Badiou) and a pre- and overdetermined definition of
politics fromthis universal-subjective theory of foundation. You
know what a subject is and
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must be, and you know what politics is when it is -a
motivatedpurification of

the social guided by a general will - and between the two there
is that which

you and your post-cartesian tradition call Decision. Thats fine,
absolutely

coherent, but personally I feel closer to another tradition,
more objectively

problematic and less subjectively axiomatic, believing more in
transversal

multiplications than in voluntarist unifications as reality
conditions under which

something new can be created. But let me simply add this: it is
fifty years ofcontemporary philosophy that disappear in your
neo-sartrian engagement.

And when I say fifty years of contemporary philosophy, I mean
also a whole

alternative tradition, a whole counter-history of philosophy
that disappears

(from Spinoza to Nietzsche, and so on ). You can insist that
everybody,

with you, simplyknow what politics is when it happens in its
evental rarity,

but the real problem, ultimately, is that we are confronted with
an intensive

de-definition of politics with regard to its formalist as well
as its decisionist

definition - invalidated by the real subsumption of the entire
social world

under the biopower of capital. And the new kinds of antagonisms
anddivergent subjectivities that emerged/escaped from it have been
less inspired

by the Rousseauist legacy of the French Revolution which they
would radicalise

than they have been determined by the very mutations of
capitalism;

along with the radical democracy experimented-with by the
mobilisations

and coordinations of those social forces which it cannot stop,
and which

continually shatter the deadly conditions of reproduction of
capital.

LIFE ON EARTH

Claire: Its not just about the last fifty years of philosophy -
were looking

at humans facing extinction at the moment. There might be
self-conscious

political movements that want to save themselves, but its also
the case that

were destroying ourselves precisely through the constant
re-taking of the

decision to survive: we want to survive and weve got these
resources so

well use them, and in the process were destroying the ecosystem.
Its the

straightforward fact of the ecological future, isnt it?
Contemporary capitalism

functions such that the condition of the possibility for
individual survival is

destruction at a much broader level. This means that one has to
go beyond

the mere immediate question of one groups or individuals
self-constitution

and survival: even if, as you say, these movements dont see
themselves as

problematic in those terms. There I agree with you: you enter a
womens

collective and they dont see themselves as molar aggregations.
But the

condition for the survival of all such groups and the bodies
which compose

them isnot to see themselves that way, precisely because were in
a historical

phase of self-destruction, and our hopes for emerging from it
cant rely on

things like the subject and decision.

Jeremy: Im glad youve raised this, Claire, because it brings us
to aninteresting question. Although Im probably more broadly in
sympathy
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with your perspective, I think that Peters tradition is entitled
to ask of the

Deleuzian perspective: on what grounds do you even recognise it
as a problem

that the human species might destroy itself? I have actually had
people say

to me, claiming Deleuze (and, admittedly, Delanda) as
authorities: who

cares? who cares about the destruction of the human race? why
should we

care? let the capitalist movement of deterritorialisation carry
on to its logical

conclusion

Peter:Let the desert grow

ric: Do we have to answer this Pseudo-Deleuzianism? Its a
patently

hallucinated and pathologically interested interpretation.
Politically absurd,

and philosophically so weak, so ignorant of what it is supposed
to know! An

Embedded Deleuzianism!

Claire: I think this is a problem with taking some of Deleuze
and Guattarislanguage in a literalist manner - which is always the
problem with DeLanda.

When you talk about becoming-imperceptible, if you take it
absolutely

literally, then this does strictly follow, and it follows that
if there is a tendency

in life towards deterritorialisation then prima facie that
deterritorialisation

is a good thing, so the human being can deterritorialise itself,
life goes on,

and thats okay.

But theres also a fold-back movement in their thought. If you
look at What

is Philosophy?, you can see that they are fascinated by the fact
that from the

production of material processes something immaterial can
emerge, which is

philosophy. And there seems to me to be a normativeprima
facievalue attached

to that as well, because its a higher deterritorialisation - its
an example of life

creating something which somehow has gone beyond life. From this
normative

perspective, insofar as humanity is a subject, if humanity can
create a virtual

body beyond itself, like the philosophical archive, then it
ought to. And it

seems to me that theres no stronger defence of human life than
that because

everything elseis probably dissolved by such a perspective.

Nick: To follow on from that: if labour is the metabolism
between the human

and nature - and Marx talks about the inorganic body of the
Earth here

in terms that resonate strongly with Deleuze - then you can
start to think

about the possibility of a certain denigration of the human that
is actually an

affirmation of the capacities of human life. So I dont see the
critique of the

human as a nihilistic position. Rather, its necessary to make
it, in favour of

a much richer understanding of the life of the planet.

HOW DO WE FIGHT?

ric:Coming back to our political agenda, I think we cannot
indefinitelydelay the questions: how do we fight?, what are the new
social forms of
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conflict?, i.e. against/within the neoliberal subsumption of
society, where theso-called society of control means, after all, a
total managerial monitoringof the social. Is it possible to resist,
in an efficient and notregressiveway, thecapitalistic new
codification of all relations of work, of all human
relationswhatsoever in an enterprise/company-society, without
calling exclusively fora revival of capitalisms historic
compromise: the deceased welfare state?

Even if there is no objection to playing strategically this game
of socialistcapital as well, the problem with the political and
unionist left is that theydont know any other game at all! And
today, Bernard Stiegler proposes apolitical programme based on the
separation of healthy industrial capitalismfrom perverse financial
capitalism With the help of the credit crunch, onvit dcidment une
poque formidable!

But how is it possible to engage ourselves with these questions
without adeep problematisation of the very idea of labour as it is
put to work in thecurrent workfare-state, and of the very idea of
life which is involved in the

currently dominant terminology of biopolitics? For sure, for
example inFrance, the so-called coordinations are practical and
radical alternatives tounions on the one hand and to the party-form
on the other.1 Coordinationof nurses, coordination of students,
coordination of intermittents duspectacle, unemployed or workers
with precarious status, of railwayworkersor researchers, of
immigrants sans papiers or of mal-logs and squatters,coordination
of alternative media activists and developers of a networkculture,
alterglobal mobilisations they are all dealing with this
life/labourproblematic through the affirmation of an
extensive/intensive common(public services, social rights, social
property, equality of rights, intellectualproduction, right to
culture, etc) and through a process of autonomoussubjectivation
experimenting with forms of collective open self-valorisationthat
break with the capitalist management of life Without
necessarilyfocussing on the coordination des Intermittents du
spectacle et Prcaires dIlede France, in whichMultitudes, and more
particularly Maurizio Lazzaratoinvested a lot of energy and time,
these are the real questions that we needto investigate. But to
describe these movements in Peters decisionist termsseems to me
quite regressive with regard to the new forms of militancy
theyembody. May I add that I perceive the presence and the
importance of

Foucault, Deleuze and Guattari, not to mention Negri, in these
problematicswhich are conflictually contemporary to the rise of
neoliberal governmentality:but not at all that of Badious platonic
ideation of communism

Jeremy: Peter - ric has raised the question, which is of course
the urgentone, ofhow we can fight against capitalism,
neoliberalism, etc, in the currentconjuncture. I would say that one
of the reasons for the popularity of Deleuzeand Guattari, at least
insofar as they offer analytical resources for a lot ofus in the
West, is this: in a country like Britain today, the problem with
the

tradition that you identify and identify with, is that it simply
doesnt work.This is always my final argument against people who
appeal to the Leninist

1. Coordinationshas been the nameused in Franceby
self-organisednetworks of workers.Amongst themost
significantconflicts that haveappeared in theselast years in
France,there has been the

Coordination desintermittents duspectacle, strugglingagainst a
neworganisation of theprofessions througha more restrictiveand
controlledunemploymentinsurance, presentedas a pioneering
(i.e.neoliberal) socialrefoundation.Commentators suchas Lazzarato
have

seen these as typicalof the new formsof
mobilisationcharacteristic of theglobal anticapitalistmovement in
the ageof post-industrialcapitalism.
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tradition of proletarian struggle: it just isnt working. Its
been decades sinceany significant numbers of people could be
mobilised by appeal to thattradition and its rhetorics. Appealing
to people in terms of those identitiesand those forms of
organisation hasnt really achieved anything in this countrysince
the 1930s. So I wonder what you think the purchase of that
traditionis in a context like, say, Britain or France today.

Peter: I think its far too early to tell!In my opinion the
implication of what youre saying, ric, and the

implication of the way that certain people use Deleuze, is to
try to make avirtue of defeat. Its largely a philosophical attempt
to appropriate and re-value the last thirty-plus years of
counterrevolution. Weve lived through thisextremely reactionary
period which is described in broadly similar ways bypeople from,
say, Chomsky across to Badiou, or whoever you want. The fact isthat
(as a result of a very aggressive set of measures taken by the
ruling class

in this country and others) the kinds of political responses
that did achievecertain things in the 1930s or back in the
nineteenth century, around issuesof labour and so on, arent there,
and we cant reproduce that sort of politicalsituation now - thats
true.

But think about the period in between, the Paris Commune of 1871
andthe Soviet revolution. At the beginning of 1917 the situation
was hardly veryencouraging. Yet you would have been foolish simply
to abandon the traditionthat to some extent did enable certain
things to happen, for example duringthe Paris Commune. Lenin was
obsessed with that example and what its limitswere, but also with
what it made possible.

Personally I wouldnt want to abandon the Cuban experiment, with
allits limitations. As to your precise question as to how we can
engage withcapitalism, how we can engage with questions of work,
and justice and raceand various other things: I would say that I
think Cuba gives you a set oflimited but nevertheless innovative
and inspiring answers to that question.I think, likewise, of the
mobilisations that people are undertaking, withextraordinary
courage, in certain parts of the world. The example thats inmy head
right now is Haiti but there are certainly other examples:
Boliviais perhaps especially interesting, in terms of forms of
organisation. Whats

happening in Venezuela, again with limitations, is a point of
reference whichopens up certain possibilities, but it also
establishes continuities with the pastas well: its not called the
Bolivarian revolution for nothing

In the case of Britain, and France, one thing that will have to
happen is thatthe forms of isolation which lock us into, for
example, a completely vacuousnotion like the West - which is a term
which should be erased from politicalvocabulary - need to be
overcome. Thatll happen in part through issuesaround immigration
and globalisation, but it also has to happen much moreforcefully
and, I would say, deliberately, and ultimately through
deliberate

acts of self-determination, such that we actively rethink our
relationship withthe countries that we currently exploit and
dominate. We have to rethink the
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relation that the EU has with Africa, which is obscene, and
which is somethingthat we could start to change through a
deliberate series of decisions abouttrade and immigration and aid,
and so on, if we chose to do it. We have torethink our relationship
to these wars that we are fighting, as we speak, indifferent parts
of the world, and that weve effectively decided that we
cannotchange. Thats ridiculous. We could decide collectively to
change it. It doesnt

mean that you just snap your fingers and things change, but we
could initiatea process of organisation and mobilisation - which
would be laborious andslow and inventive - that would bring these
criminal wars to an end.

Claire:You use the word we, but that we doesnt exist, does
it?

Peter: No it doesnt, just like the general will doesnt, before
we constituteourselves as the subjectofthis decision that we have
to arrive at. But we haveenough to go on: we know that this is the
right thing to do; a principled

collective hunch is good enough as a point of departure.

Claire: Thats true. But then the problem is exactly that
expressed by Deleuzeand Guattaris call for a people to come and
their remark that the people aremissing: these thoughts express
precisely the problem that the we doesntexist. So the problem then
becomes: what forms of analysis would allow youto get there? One
would be affirmatory, saying we have the means to makethe decision
already there.

Another would be to face up to political reality, which I think
is what theanalytic tools of the two volumes ofCapitalism and
Schizophrenia make possible,by asking: why is it that the we doesnt
exist? And what is it about life thatmakes the we difficult to
find? I mean, the discussion of deterritorialisationisntnecessarily
an affirmation: deterritorialisation isnt a moral good per
sebecause there are also processes of the dissolution of desire and
its capturein which deterritorialisation can play a part.

Jeremy:Its very interesting that you say that Claire, because
that does seemto be a slight revision of your answer to my earlier
question about normativity.I think there is a bit of a tension
here, insofar as the strongest defence of

Deleuze that has been made - and it was being made by ric right
from thestart - is around the value of the analysis, around
theanalytic strength of thework, as offering a way of understanding
the mutations of contemporarycapitalism, and of the things which
limit the possibilities for effective struggle.Whereas what Peter
has reacted to most strongly has been a certain normativitywhich
seems to valorise a kind of politics of disillusionment and an
aestheticof disorganisation, above everything else. Id like us to
speak to that, and Idlike to know, Peter, if you dispute the
analytic power of Deleuze and Guattariswork as well as its
normative value.

Peter: Well, yes I do - although I havemore sympathy for the
analytical side
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of things because of course I do think that Deleuze and Guattari
help to

illuminate some important issues. For example, the question of
why it is

that people desire their own repression; they pose that
question, and they

werent the first to pose it, but they posed that question in
ways that I admit

are productive and useful.

However, I think that for me the question - and its more like a
standard

Chomsky-type question - is: if you ask why it is that - for lack
of a better phrase-the will of the people, or our capacity for
collective self-determination, or

whatever you want to call it, has been weakened, then you would
answer it

better by, for example, analysing some of the things that Naomi
Klein talks

about very usefully in her Shock Doctrine book. Klein is able to
show - and

I think its convincing - that some of the political strategies,
such as shock

therapy, are designed precisely to weaken this form of
collective will, and

it is in fact easy to see how: you isolate people, you break
them up, you

demoralise them, you deprive them of information or you overload
them

with information. All these techniques are designed essentially
to soften uppeople, make them passive, make them willing to go
along with what happens

and abandon things that they might otherwise have defended.
Foucault made

a similar point, with reference to the development of
psychiatric power in

the wake of the French Revolution.

Claire: But then its a question about desire. I mean if you look
at the West

- and I agree with you that thats a disastrous collective notion
- you dont

even have to be Naomi Klein. You just have to look at the
mass-production

of anti-depressants and artificial stimulants, at the drugs that
are coursing

through and deadening the population: and youve got to look at
this at

the level of bodies, which is why I think that notions of the
Subject, the

decision, will and collective self-formation are of limited use.
What you

need analytically is a philosophical apparatus which will show
you why these

thresholds or moments of decisions occur or dont occur, which is
precisely

the question asked by a molecular politics: what weakens
individual bodies

to the point where they dont act?

STOP THE WAR

Nick: Molecular politics is also interested in the crucial
question concerning

why it is that even when such collective acts of
self-determinationdo occur,

the act of decision in itself isnt enough. Take the example of
the massive

demonstration against the last invasion of Iraq. In February
2003: clearly

there was a decision by a hell of a lot of people to show up, to
vent their

opposition, to defy the media, Bush and Tony Blair: a very
cleardecision.

But then it was completely ineffectual and actually rather
apolitical. I

personally felt rather disempowered, compared to having been at
many

much smaller, more dynamic direct-action events - this act of
decision justwasnt enough.
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Claire:Because it was pious - it was not in my name.

Peter:Because it wasnt a clear decision! In my opinion this was
the perfect

paradigm of a decision that wasunclear and thus indecisive - no
decision at

all. Not in my name is a disastrous slogan, which says go ahead
with your

stupid ugly war if you must, but Id prefer to keep my hands
clean. A clear

decision would have been No - we will stop the war, and we will
do whateverit takes to stop it. Which means inventing something, I
agree.

The voluntarist tradition Im referring to would focus on what we
can

do, and although the doing is not reducible to willing, I would
say that its a

mistake to think you can or should get rid of thedeliberate
element: what can

we do, to engage with this or that injustice or this or that
project or cause

or whatever it is? Deleuze and Guattari give you some
instruments, I admit.

Im not claiming that the issue of desire or the body is
irrelevant but I am

questioning the value of what I think is most distinctive about
them, given

that even someone like Rousseau would say that those things
arent irrelevant(dont forget the emphasis he puts on the
cultivation of sympathies, on virtue,

which is not just some abstract moral category - theres a whole
investigation

of technologies of political will in the broad sense in
Rousseau). I dont think

Deleuze and Guattari do much to help illuminate these problems
or help

think about why these forms of collective agency dont emerge;
they effectively

dissolve them. Theres really no place for effective collective
action in their

thought.

Nick: Im sorry but I still dont get this at all: books
likeKafka: Toward a Minor

Literature andA Thousand Plateaus are intimately concerned with
techniques

of composition.

Claire: But the process of composition and recomposition - of
singularisation,

in other words - has to keep going, and avoid becoming fixed.
Thats the

normative value of deterritorialisation; its not just some
attempt to dissolve

perception into nothing.

ric:I dont feel very comfortable with the normative vocabulary
proposed by

Claire, but I think it would be a simple question of semantics.
This is obviously

not the case with my disagreement with Peter. First, nobody is
denying the

post-68 counterrevolution. I already mentioned it, Guattari used
to refer

to it as the Years of Winter, and Deleuze contextualised in this
way the

political meaning of theNouveaux philosophes. But
counterrevolution means

that there has been an on-going revolution, that 68 existed as
an opening of

new radical possibilities (which dont exactlyfitwith your
analysis) - and we

know that in Italy 68 lasted ten years, until the uprisings of
77 It may

have been an event (nobody planned it) but it did not exactly
come from

nowhere, and the social mutations it embodied have been
repressed as muchas depotentialised in the process of their capture
by an extended capitalistic
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valorisation that did not put an end to the crisis. And the fact
is that high and

massive conflictuality remerges in Europe in the mid-1990s,
before inventing

this new global political dynamic that crystallised at Seattle,
and with the

multiplication of World Social Forums that directly addressed
the realities

of trans-national capitalism and the post-68 organisational
question of the

movement of the movements You can criticise, show that this
anti-model

reached its limits to explain itsreflux, etc - but, first, it
reveals that 68 nevercompletely ended; and, second, the fact
remains that it existed in a way, dear

Peter,globally: a clear alternative to your own neo-cuban
model.

Im being deliberately provocative, of course, butit is only so
as to, more

seriously, mark my distance from Peters comments about Cuba,
etc, in new

directions. I think that once you have admitted - thank God! -
the limits of

that model (but I suspect they are for you only historical
limits), then there

is still something that we have to analyse not only
geopolitically - which is,

youre right, extremely important - but biopolitically too, at
least with regard

to the South. In South America today, in the globalised South
America oftoday, perhaps for the very first time, there is a
dynamic and conflictual

continental autonomisation against American power in this area.
This cannot

be underestimated on any terms, but it must be completed for
example by

a racial analysis of the social stratification of these
countries that largely

contradicts the long-term tradition of their leftist nationalism
(Gilberto

Freyres racial democracy is still the reference for a large part
of the Brazilian

left!) - leftist nationalism which, moreover, is not exactly
naturally supportive

of environmentalist fights, womens movements, homosexuals
rights, etc

But these biopolitical questions are the privileged ground for
the revolutionary

crossbreeding (metissage) of a radical democracy in the Global
South. It does

not obey/concede to the defeated European
(post-)Robespierrist-Leninist

tradition of the people and its Unitarian model of general will,
but it

participates in the general contemporary human condition where
resistance

is not only a struggle-form but a figure of existence, a
dispositif of life-power

(potentia), re-qualifying life as wholein this world

Peter:What does that mean, though? I mean, take a case like
Bolivia, the site

of some of the most interesting and inventive forms of political
organisation

in South America. The mobilisations in Cochobamba in 2000 and
the various

other really quite extraordinary and remarkable popular
mobilisations

were grounded (often in keeping with the tradition of theayllu)
in forms of

forceful collective deliberation, which then apply to their
members, so that

once a decision has been taken - and often such decisions might
take weeks

to formulate - there is a form of collective responsibility for
that decision

which is implemented and enforced in a way that someone like
Robespierre

might have admired. So what does the Deleuzean approach have to
add

about this? These are people who are working in the world as it
is: its true

that theyre not calling for the abolition of private property,
and theyrenot calling for a kind of absolute utopian vision; theyre
calling for specific,
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forceful, very significant change that would turn their country
upside down.

What does your Deleuzian analysis add to this? All right, so we
analyse it in

depth: what do we get?

ric: Well, at least in South America, we should never forget
that the question

of the State - and its power to enable social inclusion in the
market as the

reality condition of economic development - clasheswith the
question ofthe relations of power, which are constantly at stake
amongst the struggles

as soon as they break with the classic-modern equation of
economic

development qua political democratisation: because they involve
de facto

the totality of the material bases for a real-alternative
citizenship. I dont

know about Bolivia as well as you do, but I could mention the
movements

of young black people in the Brazilian peripheries andfavelas,
which, after

all, reveal non-standard and quite wild processes of collective
subjectivation

and cultural radicalisation; or the self-organisation of the
bairros after the

Argentinean collapse, which largely escaped from the
deliberativeassembleiasbecause of their infiltration by the
professional militants, and their superior

general will- without falling into any utopian spontaneism!; or
the Zapatista

Indian insurrection which developed movements of global action
based on

the reactualisation of pre-colonial commons But I could mention
also the

question of the status of women in Venezuelan society. This
question today is

really something which is producing some kind of molecular
destabilisation

of many features of that society (against a gendered Bolivarian
justice ).2

Beyond your insistence on an exclusive and constituent decision,
which

is supposed to reintroduce Rousseau-Robespierre contra Deleuze
as the

politico-philosophical frame of any deliberative moment, I think
its quite

symptomatic that all your examples seem, on the one hand, cut
off from any

micropolitical analysis of power (to speak Foucauldian and not
Deleuzian

), and, on the other hand, absolutely non determined by the
sequence

1968-1989 Sorry, Peter, but after 1989, the Cuban form of
island-socialism

is definitively pre- and post-historical!

Claire: Peter you made that point earlier about the West, and
said look at

all this stuff thats going on that we should object to. But the
point is that

there probably is a widespread objection and sense of outrage
which remains

completely dormant. These are indeed the bigger global political
issues,

struggle around which could really make an impact. And yet so
far, such

struggles have proved ineffective.

In a sense this comes to the question of what counts as a
decision, because

the decision was that nobody wants this war, and yet it went
ahead anyway. I

mean, you said that thats not really a decision, but then that
just seems to

me that youre saying tha
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