CONCLUSI ON: NEGRI' AND MULTI TUDE

Yo no voy a norirne. Sal go ahora,
En este dia Il eno de vol canes
Hacia la nultitud, hacia |a vida.
Agui dejo arregl adas estas cosas

[. . .]
Por fin, soy libre adentro de | os seres.

Entre | os seres, conp el aire vivo,
y de | a sol edad acorral ada

salgo a la nultitud de | os conbates,
libre porque en m nmano va tu nmano,
conqui st ando al egrias i ndomabl es.
(Neruda, Canto general 478)

The question of the nultitude is a thorn in the
side of Western political thought. [. . .]
However, this anguish and nal ai se are al so ours.
Qur answer to the questions posed by constituent
power is neither peaceful nor optimstic.
(Negri, lnsurgencies 322)

constituent power

Hegenony theory and civil society discourse alike are
presented as though they offered a |iberatory alternative
to the dom nant social order. Yet the concept of counter-
hegenony ends up reinforcing all the assunptions upon which
hegenony rests, not least the centrality of the state.

Li kewise, for all its talk of "society against the state,”
the discourse of civil society also nerely serves to
entrench state power, by excluding alternative |ogics that
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m ght ot herw se unsettle the state's clainms to |legitimcy
and universality. Both these left projects are tied to a
conception of liberation that is at best aneliorative, npst
often normalizing, and in the end too reliant on the
negati ve freedomof "resistance." But for a negative
conception of freedom it neoliberalismthat is hard to
beat in its professed determnation to root out all state
interference fromeveryday life. Wen, however, the
i berating powers of the current gl obal order thensel ves
seek to institute a free society, the exanples of post-war
Af ghani stan and |Iraq denonstrate their conceptua
bankruptcy. Denuded of even the fig-leaf of consent, the
state is revealed solitary and suffering, a mlitary
operation driven by vested econom c interests but besieged
on all sides by a culture it can barely understand. The
UK's Hutton Enquiry, neanwhile, reveals that things are not
so very different in the West: politics is nostly
managenent (and managenent nostly nedi a managenent), run
cynically by technocrats who have |ong | ost any cause to
chanpion. Neoliberalisms ideological deficit is seldom
nor e exposed.

On the other hand, an appeal specifically to the

| ogi cs excluded by the managerial state, and so to
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deterritorialized affect as a formof i mmanence outside or
beyond hegenony, fails to account sufficiently either for
the terror of a suicidal state or for the ways in which
habit continually (re)encodes structures of dom nation,
even i mmanently. Stressing habit al one, neanwhile, though
an i nprovenent on the theory of hegenony in so far as habit
better explains the ways in which social order is secured
and mai ntai ned, risks hypostasizing order and so | apsing
into functionalism Social systens may be peculiarly

st abl e--even manifestly inequitable ones, and none nore so
than the system associated with contenporary capitalism
Yet they are also frequently beset by crisis--again, none
nmore so than the systemthat predom nates today.

Still, though it is true that affect nobst often
figures as habit, and so as part of a process that binds
the constituent elenents of a social order, there is always
a surplus of deterritorialized affect: sonething al ways
escapes. Affect may becone unbound, di sl odging and
subverting the idea of transcendence taken to be that
order's unifying principle. In so far, therefore, as it
becones evident that the state (and its hegenonic
operations) is not in fact society's effective cause, and

that our engrained habits are contingent rather than
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necessary, we may i nmagi ne other fornms of community, other
organi zations of affect, that refuse the idea of
t ranscendence al t oget her.

Any project of l|iberation has to go beyond the
rejection or refusal of hegenony, in order to construct and
affirmnew habits, new configurations of affect that m ght
provide the basis for a newwrld free fromtranscendence
and the hierarchies it engenders. This is the constituent
proj ect of posthegenony. At the sane tine, we should
recogni ze that such projects seemcontinually to end in
failure. What begins as i nmanence and constituent power,
as cultural innovation and creativity, seens always to end
up as transcendence and constituted power, as the state
formand its repressive apparatuses. An analysis of the
state's doubled constitution--the fact that it can be seen
both as pure i mmnence, a habitual disposition, and as a
t ranscendent quasi - cause obeyi ng a hegenoni ¢ and
rationalizing logic--may reveal the contingency of its
power. In so far as the state is contingent, it nmay al so
be un-necessary; understanding its contingency enabl es us
to consider better the possibility of a constituent power
that does not return as repressive constituted power. This

final chapter, therefore, conbines these tasks: offering an
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account of the state's double constitution; and outlining
t he organi zati onal principles proper to the social subject
that Antonio Negri (follow ng early nodern political

phi | osophy) terns the nultitude.

It is this project, the analysis and affirmation of
constituent power, that is at the core of Negri's
contribution to social and political theory. For Negri,
while the state incarnates and wi el ds constituted power,
this power is always parasitical on the nmultitude and its
constituent power. Negri thus recasts the question of
post hegenony in terns of a differentiation between two
forms of power: one, the power proper to the state and its
medi ations; the other, the originary, unnedi ated power of
the multitude. Cultural studies and civil society theory's
field of visibility extends only to the form of power that
is but an appropriation, a (re)articulation. It is tinme to
exam ne the nechanisns of that articulation, and so the
ways i n which constituent power is converted into
constituted power, nultitude into state. Uncovering the
relati on between nmultitude and state enables a
redescription of the state's double inscription in

institutions and on bodi es.
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In undertaking this analysis, | also sketch out sone
of the key characteristics of the nultitude as a form of
organi zation, as follows: expansiveness, contact,
comonal ity, activity, and energence. The nultitude's
expansi veness contrasts with the boundedness characteristic
of the people. |Its predilection for contact usurps
t heories of social contract. The extent to which the
mul titude achi eves pol yval ent commonal ity can distinguish a
"good" multitude froma "bad," blocked, and so ultimtely
monstrous formation. The nmultitude's activity is the key
to its status as subject of history. Finally, for Negri,
the multitude's energent quality indicates that the
preconditions are present for the nultitude's final
liberation fromall state strictures. As Negri and M chael
Hardt put it, this is "to abandon a conception of
constituent power as necessarily negating itself in posing
the constitution, [to] recognize a constituent power that
no | onger produces constitutions separate fromitself, but

rather is itself constitution” (Labor of Dionysus 309).

Here anal ysis shades into project.

The history of the particular "New World" that we now call the
Anericas could be redescribed in terns of a sequence of failed

projects of liberation, and so a sequence of conversions of
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constituent into constituted power. In this chapter | return to the
sequence of case studies that have served to show the ways in which
current theories of the relation between culture and the state break
down. These case studies were largely chosen as the ideal terrain of
the theories | amcontesting: thus hegenpny theory woul d seem
perfectly adapted to the study of populism and civil society theory
nore than adequate to understand contenporary gl obalization. The
choice of a national |iberation nmovenent such as the FMLN on the one
hand, and Chil ean social novenents on the other, was dictated by a
simlar reasoning: these contexts once provided the privil eged objects
of analysis for cultural studies and the social sciences respectively.
However, | have shown how t hese theoretical paradigns fail in their
sel f -appoi nted tasks, and have denonstrated what is gained by a focus
on affect and habit. This final chapter builds on and synthesizes the
previous two to outline a theory of posthegenony that draws on

Del euze, Bourdieu, and Negri. | take the opportunity to redescribe
aspects of these sane case studies in a way that takes account of the
doubl e constitution of the state, in other words the double

i nscription of power in posthegenony, and the points at which that
doubl e constitution threatens to dissolve. |In the postface that
follows, | add a final reflection on the situation of Venezuel a
because events there denonstrate both the failure of the contenporary
neol i beral state formand the urgent need for new theoretical tools to
take us beyond bl ockages that are practical as nmuch as they are

concept ual
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beyond exteriority

Multitude is the third and final elenent in the theory of
post hegenmony. Even with a first, provisional definition of
the multitude as the subject whose constituent power
constructs but al so goes beyond social order, we begin to
see how the concept can resolve a whol e series of
contradictions and anti nom es that otherw se bedevil the
study of culture and state. For instance, we have
repeatedly seen a problematic relation between interiority
and exteriority in the dom nant paradi gns of social and
cultural theory: whereas cultural studies is inclusive in
that it ains to enconpass the entire cultural domain, it
does so at the expense of an understanding of the state's
specificity, which thereby disappears from sight; and
whereas civil society theory ainms to exclude culture from
its purview, in the nane of state rationality, it finds
itself faced with the nightmare possibility of a mrror
state. In each case, a sudden transposition redraws the
boundary between inside and outside: for cultural studies,
populism s radical inclusiveness is finally revealed to be
an exclusionary sleight of hand; for civil society theory,
the attenpt to bani sh fundanentalismas radically other

i nadvertently produces the specter of an alternative center
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to power. Fromeither perspective, the existence of an
outside is not only irreduci ble, but also unsettling.
Poststructuralist and postcol onial theory has focused
on the irreducibility of exteriority, enphasizing the
paradox that what appears supplenentary is al so thereby
constitutive at the sanme tinme that it unsettles hierarchies
establi shed by any center. Against Laclau and Muffe's
notion that the outside can continually be incorporated
w t hi n hegenonic projects, and thus that hegenony's limts
can al ways be surpassed, in subaltern studies it is the
limt itself that is of interest. |In Gayatri Spivak's
terms, the subaltern is "the absolute limt of the place
where history is narrativized into logic" ("Subaltern
Studi es" 16). As such, the subaltern outside is a
transhi storical blockage to history's (and | ogic's)
uni versal i st pretensions.
Del euze and Guattari turn the question of inside and
outside (literally) inside out. On the one hand, they
argue that what they termthe "war machine" is "exterior to

the State apparatus” (A Thousand Pl ateaus 351); the war

machi ne is "of another species, another nature, another
origin than the State apparatus" (352). On the other hand,

if the war nachine is exterior to the state, then
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conversely the state always cones fromoutside--"fully
arnmed, a nmaster stroke executed all at once [. . .] the
basic formation, on the horizon throughout history" (Anti-
Cedi pus 217). Following Pierre Clastres's work on

i ndi genous groups in Paraguay and Venezuel a, Del euze and
Guattari further suggest that warfare in so-called
primtive societies is "the surest nmechani smdirected

agai nst the formation of the State." Primtive war "wards

of f and prevents the State" (A Thousand Pl at eaus 357).

When the state arrives, then, it functions parasitically,
illegitimately: "The State is sovereignty. But sovereignty
only reigns over what it is capable of internalizing, of
appropriating locally" (360).

The advantage to Del euze and Guattari's perspective
lies in the way in which it recasts the relation between
the state and its other(s). No longer is the other
excessive or supplenentary: the other is now primary; the
state, belated in its exteriority. Hence the prospect of
aut onony--the autonony of affect--and of an existence
beyond the state and its clainms to hegenony. The subaltern
can refuse, and so negate, hegenony. Fromthe
territorialization of the state, to a |ine of flight,

deterritorialization, freedom Al berto Mreiras expresses

278



this possibility in his discussion of Martin Luis Guzman's
depi ction of the zapati stas:

| f subaltern negation is a sinple refusal to submt to
hegenoni c interpellation, an exodus from hegenony, is
that not a new assunption of political freedomthat
remai ns barred to any and all thinking of hegenony, to
any and all thinkings of |ocation? Wat do the
zapatistas retreat fromif not sovereignty? (The
Exhaustion of Difference 126)

Subal tern negation, then, mght be the first step towards a
political freedomthat goes beyond not only hegenony, but

al so sovereignty tout court. This is posthegenony in its

first instance: a thinking and a practice beyond hegenony,
towards a form of existence in which subjectivity is

di ssolved within the general flow of affect, and in which
di sciplinary subjectivity is cast off.

Yet we have seen that subm ssion to sovereignty is not
nmerely a matter of ideological interpellation; it is also,
and perhaps nore inportantly, a deeply engrained habit.

The state may be radically other, but it does not feel
other. Qur relation to the state is inscribed on the body,
in what Bourdieu terns habitus, before it is ever
articulated or synbolized; as it works its way under our

skin, social order is incorporated, interiorized. Oten,

and in fact when it is nost secure, power |odges itself

within culture without ever comng to consci ousness or even
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becom ng avail abl e to consci ousness. |ndeed, to an
unprecedent ed extent sovereignty today is able to do

W thout interpellation, to dispense with the politics of
articulation. Posthegenony, in this second instance,
describes a nutation of the state whereby sovereignty
becones diffuse and dislocated but not for that any the
nmore fragile; rather, it is nore stubbornly present than
ever. W know (in Zizek's fornulation), of course we know,
but still we doit. O, perhaps better, the power of the
state resides in what M chael Taussig terns the "public
secret," that is, the "reconfiguration of repression in
whi ch depth becones surface only so as to remain depth |

.] the public secret, which [. . .] can be defined as that

which is generally known, but cannot be articul ated"”

(Def acenent 5; enphasis in original).

We have, therefore, two versions of posthegenony, two
perspectives on enbodi ed and affective culture beneath or
beyond i deol ogy, and they seemto be dianetrically opposed.
One, Del euze's, envisages a world of affect as |iberation;
the other, Bourdieu's, sees a world of habit as (perhaps)
per petual enslavenent. Yet this opposition is not quite
total. Both approaches exhibit nonments of profound

anbi val ence, in which [iberation nutates into oppression
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and vice versa. These reversals, suddenly and unexpectedly
encountered--the suicidal state; the critical w thhol ding
of investnent fromsocial order--offer the possibility of a
reconciliation between otherw se diverse theoreti cal
approaches. W have seen the seeds of such a
reconciliation in Dianela Eltit's imge of a constituent
line of flight. Mght this suggest a third instance of

post hegenony: as a political novenent that constitutes
itself beyond the weckage of any hegenonic project?

It is the concept of the nultitude that unifies and
conpletes this vision. The nmultitude traverses and
ultimately undoes any denarcati on between inside and
outside. As the subject of social order that is never
fully contained by it, the multitude is sinmultaneously at
the heart of society and al so one step beyond it. The
mul titude both pre-exists nodern society--as "the
conjunction of persons who inhabited a pre-social world
that had to be transforned into a political society"
(Negri, El exilio 38)--and returns in that society's death
throes. "Today," Negri argues, "the problemis once again
that of the multitude" (38). Wthin nodern society, the
mul titude's existence is always subterranean: the

conditions of a subject's existence within a social order
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defined by transcendence is that subject's
representability, its susceptibility to representation; the
mul titude, however, resists representation because it
refuses transcendence. Any representation of the nmultitude
is also its msrepresentation, its msrecognition, and its
conversion into sone other subject.

But in so far as representation is never exhaustive,
so the nultitude's presence is evidenced in the apparent
excess (or outside) that resists narrativization. W mght
now re-envi sage the subaltern, not as a subject in itself,
but as an indication of the continuing presence of the
mul titude subtendi ng and di sturbing social representation.
Whereas the concept of subalternity still depends upon
(even as it deconstructs) a distinction between inside and
outside, the concept of the nultitude does away wth that
distinction altogether. The subaltern is therefore at best
an index of the nultitude, a privileged synptom or index of
the multitude's presence, albeit not the only one: al
nmoments of crisis and excess can also be re-read in terns

of the nmultitude's constituent power.
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the fiction of contract

In that constituent power rejects any distinction between
i nsi de and outside, fromthe point of view of the
multitude, all is open and still to be determned; its
constituent power is "expansive" and "unlimted" (Negri,

| nsurgencies 3). The nultitude's tendency is al ways

deterritorializing, beyond bounds. Yet | ooking around us
we see that, reconfigured, (re)conposed, the state appears
tolie at the end of every road. This is the classic
paradox of political theory, nost fanously expressed in the

openi ng |lines of Jean-Jacques Rousseau' s The Soci al

Contract: "Man was born free, and everywhere he is in
chains. [. . .] How has this change cone about? | do not
know' (45). The constituent power of free agency al ways
seens to be overtaken by the constituted power of the
state. Initial expansiveness is replaced by closure,
interiority, boundedness. Even the nost revol utionary
begi nni ngs appear to go wong, get bogged down, or
transnute into the terror of totalitarianism Wat happens
to the nonent of |iberation that is so soon closed down?
Rousseau puts forward the fiction of an originary
contract as an "assunption" (54) to sidestep the probl em of
a lost origin. This contract is then enbedded within
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soci ety, never up for re-negotiation ("the slightest

nodi fication [of its clauses] would nmake them enpty and

i neffectual"” [55]), and indeed never up for discussion
because it is "the sanme everywhere, and everywhere tacitly

recogni zed and accepted” (55; ny enphasis). In the few

short pages of The Social Contract's first section, freedom

thus quickly mutates froma birthright to sonething al ways
al ready relinquished in "the conplete transfer

[1"aliénation totale] of each associate, with all his

rights, to the whole community" (55). The contract is
pivotal: it explains, but thereby also justifies, the
transmutation fromfreedomto total alienation, from
constituent to constituted power. |In and through the
contract, individuals are assuned to have transferred their
rights to a higher order. This is the contractarian
tradition, which stretches back from Rousseau to Hobbes in
the early nodern period, and forward to John Rawls (A

Theory of Justice) in the transition to postnodernity.

Contract theory presents consent as the basis of social
order.

The originary contract is envisaged as absol ute and
with no remai nder. For Rousseau, "the transfer [of rights]

being carried out unreservedly, the union between the
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associates is as perfect as can be, and none of them has
any further requirenents to add" (55). However, in

postul ating a sphere of nature that predates the
institution of the contract, the contract also de facto
establishes a realmthat |ies beyond or outside social
order. Society is a bounded entity, but there is however
no relation between the social and what |ies beyond--there
are no "further requirenents to add."” The social contract
mar ks a phase transition: the contract defines a civil
society (and civil rights) in opposition to an originary
state of nature (and natural rights). A new subject is
born: the "human race [. . .] change[s] its node of

exi stence" to overcone "the obstacles to nen's self-
preservation in the state of nature" (54). As Hobbes
fanmously put it, the state of nature is envisaged as a
"warre [. . .] of every man against every man" (Levi athan
185) in which the "life of man [is] solitary, poore, nasty,
brutish, and short" (186). The contract purports to
introduce a definitive separation between the social and
the natural, between civilized community and the terror (or
"continuall feare, and danger of violent death" [186]) that

lies beyond. Only in the context of the relative safety

285



provi ded by the contract can industry, science, and the
arts prosper.

But the transition between the social and the natural
is not sinply historical, and the border between the two
states is not sinply enconpassed in a nythic narrative of
origin. The border is also spatial. At the gl obal

periphery, the failure of civilization can be expl ai ned by

the fact that there are peoples still living in a state of
nature: "For the savage people of Anerica [. . .] have no
governnent at all; and live today in that brutish manner,

as | said before" (Hobbes, Leviathan 187; enphasis in
original). The contract therefore not only provides a
mythic narrative of foundation for a particular form of
sociality; it also establishes a boundary between a
civilized interiority and a subaltern exterior in the
present. Even Rousseau, theorist of the "noble savage,"”
does not dispute the notion that only with the
establishment of a "civil state" are man's "faculties
exerci sed and inproved, his ideas anplified, his feelings
ennobl ed" (59). Wthin the terns of the social contract,
the citizen can be "an intelligent being and a man"
outside, he is a non-citizen, nothing but "a limted and

stupid animal"™ (59). That "limted and stupid animal,"
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wth whomcivilized society is in strict non-relation, is
t he subaltern

Further, within the social order that it defines, the
theory of the contract introduces a separation as well as a
rel ati on between individual and state, with the state
ri sing transcendent over the people. For Hobbes, the best
conparison is religious: the contract enables "the
Ceneration of that great LEVI ATHAN, or rather (to speake

nmore reverently) of that Murtall God, to which we owe under

the Immortall God, our peace and defence" (Leviathan 227;

enphasis in original). A civil society is also a civil
religion. But nost inportantly, it is this distinction
between citizen and state that enables representation: a
single institution stands in for, and as such therefore
replaces, the nultitude that enters into the contract.
This is, for Hobbes, "the Essence of the Common-wealth,"
that there be

One Person, of whose Acts a great Miltitude, by

mut ual I Covenants one with another, have made

t hensel ves every one the Author, to the end he nay use

the strength and neans of themall, as he shall think

expedient, for their Peace and Commobn Defence. (228;
enphasis in original)

Reci procally, then, if the relation between citizen and
state is one of difference (though at least it is a
relation, as opposed to the non-rel ation that defines the
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opposition between civil and subaltern), the relation
between citizens is one of equality and honbgeneity.
Differences in (natural) power between individuals are no
| onger relevant, because all power has been transferred to
the sovereign. On the basis of that transfer, citizens
have no need to fear each other, and are able to work

t oget her constructively and industriously.

The contract constructs the individual, but also a
particul ar organi zati on of individuals: the contract is
envi saged as marking the enmergence of the people, a body of
i ndi vidual s united and honogeni zed by their common relation
to the state, a body that thus can be regarded as a single
subject. The people's consistency arises fromthe
multitude once it is regarded as a single juridical
individual. In De Cve, Hobbes is quite particul ar about
the distinction between nmultitude and people, and the
inti mate connecti on between the people and the concept of
representation:

If the [. . .] nmultitude do contract one wi th another,

that the will of one man, or the agreeing wills of the

maj or part of them shall be received for the will of
all; then it becones one person. For it is endued
with awll, and therefore can do voluntary actions,
such as are commandi ng, nmaking | aws, acquiring and
transferring of right, and so forth; and it is oftener

call ed the people, than the nmultitude. (Man and
Citizen 174)
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In so far, therefore, as the nultitude contract, and can be
represented, the nmultitude becones the people. The

mul titude stands outside civil society in that it pre-

exi sts the contract that constitutes juridical persons. On
the other hand, the nultitude stands on the threshold of
civility in that the people arise fromthe nmultitude--or
rather, in that the couple people/state replaces an

i mmanent nul titude.

In short, the theory of the contract has nuch work to
do: it explains and justifies the rise of the state; it
establishes an exterior limt between the civil and the
subaltern; it establishes a relative |imt, bridged by the
operation of representation, that differentiates people
fromstate; and it sinmultaneously invokes and di spl aces the
mul titude as the sem -coherent subject that stands on the
threshold of civility. Al this is legitimted and secured
i n advance by the assunption of prior consent to
sovereignty. Hence for Negri, the contractarian tradition,
is "the inevitable deferral to transcendence, to

constituted power, and its apol ogy" (lnsurgencies 29).

Yet the nultitude is never fully banished fromthe
social; the contract is never fully effective. |ndeed the

multitude continually threatens the social pact from
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Wi thin. However nuch contract theorists wish to banish the
multitude to the subaltern exterior, Spinoza suggests that
natural rights are never entirely abandoned: "every man
retains sone part of his right, in dependence on his own

deci sion, and no one else's" (A Theol ogi co-Political

Treatise 215). These rights nay always therefore be
advocated and pronoted, disrupting and unsettling any power

that clainms sovereignty over the multitude: "for nmen have
never so far ceded their power as to cease to be an object
of fear to the rulers who received such power and right"

(214). In his Political Treatise Spinoza explicitly

formul ates the retention of rights in terns of the
multitude. Here, aristocracy (for Spinoza, any systemin
whi ch the few purport to rule over the many) is

in practice [. . .] not absolute [because] the

mul titude is a cause of fear to the rulers, and
therefore succeeds in retaining for itself sone
liberty, which it asserts and holds as its own, if not
by an express law, yet on a tacit understanding. (A
Theol ogi co-Political Treatise and A Political Treatise
347)

| ndeed, Spi noza goes further: it should be tacitly, if not
per haps expressly, acknow edged that "if there be any
absolute domnion, it is, in fact, that which is held by an

entire nmultitude"” (347). Any other claimto sovereignty
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w Il always be partial, dependent ultimately upon the
mul ti tude.

The social contract, therefore, cannot sinply be
assuned as originary and settled; it has continually to be
made and remade in the everyday life of the state. The
contract is not itself foundational. The contract (or,
better, the assunption of the contract) is, rather, the
effect of the state. The state assunes the contract and so
si mul taneously posits the people as, retrospectively, the
cornerstone of social organization. In Hardt and Negri's

words, "the nodern conception of the people is in fact a

product of the nation-state" (Enpire 102; enphasis in

original). And the people are nerely a m srecogni zed
reconstruction of the nultitude. Paolo Virno, noting the
way in which the people are defined by their distinction
fromthe much nore unruly subject that is the nultitude,
therefore describes the multitude as the "defining concept"
of nodernity, in that it grounds the constitution of
popul ar citizenship ("Virtuosity and Revol ution" 201). The
contract purports to convert nultitude into people, and so
to establish a bounded social order.

For political philosophy, the nultitude incarnates al

threats to social order and social contract:
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The multitude [. . .] shuns political unity, is
recalcitrant to obedi ence, never achieves the status
of juridical personage, and is thus unable to nake
prom ses, to nmake pacts, or to acquire and transfer
rights. It is anti-State, but, precisely for this
reason, it is also antipopular: the citizens, when
they rebel against the State, are "the Miltitude
agai nst the People." (Virno, "Virtuosity and

Revol ution" 200-201; enphasis in original)

No prom ses, no pacts (and no consent): this is an
uncertain world of treachery and deceit.

The multitude is always therefore essentially
untrustworthy, an unknown and unknowabl e force, exercising
what Spi noza sees as its unshakeable natural right "to act

deceitfully, and to break [. . .] conpacts” (A Theol ogi co-

Political Treatise 204). Throughout nodernity, the state's

aimand function has been to convert the nultitude into the

people--to remind themof their prom ses and to establish
consent to consent. W see the apogee of this stratagemin
populism one of the state's nost effective discourses.

But latent distrust always surrounds the concept of the
popul ar, revealing that behind the people still lurks the
multitude. The risk of representation is that the

mul titude m ght overwhelmthe state. For the first, and

primary, characteristic of the nultitude is its

expansi veness.

292



The invocation and suppression of the nmultitude (and the risks
i nvol ved) can be seen clearly for classical populism |In Cctober

1950, at Peronism s height, an anonynous article in Mindo Argentino

entitled "The Multitude is the People" rehearses this very gesture:
Until a short while ago [. . .] we Argentines did not know what
the nmultitude was. We would tal k about the people, and others
woul d tal k about the people, wthout anyone having seen its face
[. . .]. But in October 1945 the nultitude in the street took
us by surprise--a multitude that was the people--and we saw its

face. And a few nonths later, in February 1946, we saw it act
inthe elections. ("La nultitud es el pueblo" 27)

The popular, then, is constituted in a retroactive act of nam ng that
puts the nultitude in a relation with the state. The Peroni st

nmul titude can be equated with the people once put into a relation with
Per6n and re-franed within a hegenonic process, here the 1946

el ections. The nultitude comes as if fromnowhere, but its arrival is
articulated as though it were |ong expected, predestined. Except it

is the peopl e who have been expected, and the nultitude is invoked

only to provide evidence for popular will and agency--as the body to
which the people will put a face. The nmultitude threatens persona
identity--the sane witer states "I too forgot nyself, confused anpng
the multitude"--until identity can be recast in terns of the nation-

state, formng a nexus of individualism patriotism and the popul ar,
bound by the lowintensity affect provided by contentnent: "at
nightfall | escaped back hone, very content with nyself, with ny
fatherland, and with its people" (27).

Populismis a neditation upon the nmultitude's power: it identifies,
appropri ates, and then di savows the nultitude in the name of the
peopl e, anxiously aware that it may always return. Peronisms anxiety
centers around the Cctober 17th denobnstration mentioned above, as

though in recognition that the regi me's founding nonent did not,
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itself, accord with Peronisms own inmaginary. Peronisms prinmal scene
was gradually, retroactively, brought into |ine with Peronist self-
representation by being re-inmagined and recast in the yearly

anni versaries recreating the 1945 events (for which see Plotkin's

Maflana es San Perén). Annual cel ebrations produced a succession of

copi es ever closer to the original as it was--as it had to be--

i magi ned by Peronism But the effort of recreation threatens to
reveal the anxious realization that the initial denobnstration--and
thus Peronismitself--belonged less to the people than to the

nmul titude. Peronisnms reading and portrayal of COctober 17th, and its
subsequent anniversaries, cast the multitude as unrepresentabl e,
overwhel mi ng, and fanatical, but by channeling these attributes

t hrough the figures of Juan and Evita attenpted to represent, subsune,
and pacify these energies as, now, belonging to a people celebrating
what cane to be called a "day of loyalty."

Hence Mundo Argentino's account of the 1948 cel ebration invokes a

"huge nultitude" that the nmmgazi ne's photographic spread can only fail
to represent, as its captions nmake clear: "the photograph shows only a
partial aspect of the multitude" taking part in "scenes of

i ndescri babl e enthusi asn' (27th October 1948). Any attenpt to convey
t he experience of the event ends up as a trope of subline awe before a
power that could overwhel mthe political and geographical |andscape of
the state: the nultitude is everywhere, picnicking on the grass and
stopping traffic, its waves of energy and affect |apping at the walls
of the presidential palace. To prevent the multitude from swanping
the state's own position of enunciation, it has to be put into a
determ nabl e (representable, reproducible) relation with the state.

Popul i sm's "bal cony effect" insinuates a linit between nultitude and
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state, substituting a social contract for the social contact that the
nmul titude desires and threatens, and so reconstituting the nultitude
as the people.

The bal cony effect consists in applying the classic cinematic
device of pairing shot and reverse shot to public spectacle: the
nmul titude and the Peréns are not to be represented together; rather, a
(partial, inadequate) representation of the multitude is followed by a
representation of the bal cony fromwhich Juan and Evita address them
The cut fromnultitude to bal cony (and vice versa) presents each as in
meani ngful (Il ogical rather than accidental) relation with the other.
These are the classic images of populism the nedium shot view (from
in front and slightly below) of Evita on the bal cony, her arns raised
in salute, coupled with the |long shot from above of the people crowded

into the plaza. Mindo Argentino and ot her contenporary print

publications mmc the cinematic effect in photographic spreads
j uxtaposing these two shots, nmking al nost redundant the acconpanyi ng
comrentary: the nultitude are gathered "to listen attentively to what
the president of the republic and his lady wife have to say"; Evita's
speech is reported as provoki ng "repeated denpnstrati ons of warm
enthusiasm" Enthusiasmis given nmeaning (i s now descri bable and
qual ified, and so donesticated) by Evita's speech. Wat exactly she
sai d goes unreported; it is enough that affect should be subordinated
to the word. Pairing the eminently representable Peréns with the
ot herwi se unrepresentable nultitude gives neaning and visibility to
what had been unintelligible: the nultitude becones the people.

The cut established in the sequence taking us fromthe square to
t he bal cony (and back again) both joins and separates: the nultitude's

het erogeneity beconmes honbgeneity as its various partial aspects (al
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that can be represented conventionally) are joined in what Laclau and
Mouffe terma "chain of equival ence" (127) dependent upon their
relation with those on the bal cony. Contenporary newsreel footage
presents a narrative in which, first, the multitude gathers and buil ds
fromgroups originating in the nost diverse locations--fromthe hidden
recesses of the city and its suburbs--only, later, to be represented
(literally, presented again) as the people whose gathering is
retroactively intelligible by reference to the balcony, and to the
state. Mreover, as this relation is established, and the multitude
are retrospectively reduced to a honbgenous (hegenonic) bl oc,
properties of the multitude can be transferred to the figures of those
on the bal cony: the Peréns acquire their own sublimty as, now, |arger
than life, they domnate the frane with a presence borrowed fromthe

t housands throngi ng the square who give their presence neaning.

When t he bal cony effect is derailed, populismthreatens to coll apse
as the multitude re-energes as an insurrectionary presence. This is
the risk populismtakes, as is nowhere nore apparent than in the
trauma of Evita Perén's renunciation on 22nd August 1951. At this
turmul t uous open neeting, in front of a cromd two mllion strong, Evita
tried to fend off the demand that she stand for el ection as vice-
president. Tonas Eloy Martinez narrates this episode as a filmscript
pi eced together from newsreel depictions. |ndeed, the denpbnstration's
stagi ng was perhaps the nost fully cinematic of all of Peronisns set
pi eces. Scaffolding set up in the broad Avenida 9 de Julio held a
fal se bal cony flanked by two enornous phot ographs of Juan and Evita.
The newsreel caneras cut fromthis huge screen to the nultitude
frantically wavi ng handkerchi efs below. El oy Martinez describes "the

ebb and flow of the nultitude, dangerous surges to get closer to the
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idol" (Santa Evita 85; translation nodified); newsreels show the
bal cony effect nmintained for sone tinme, then increasing agitation,
until there are fewer real cuts and nore pans as the canera darts from
crowd to balcony. Eloy Martinez wites that "Perén | ooks dwarfed"
(87), but it is when, as daylight fades, Evita comes out onto the
bal cony that the spectacle truly disintegrates.

Juan Schrdeder's docunentary Evita shows Evita's image conpressed
into one corner of the frane as the canera tries sinmultaneously to
take in as much of the nultitude as possible.® Evita seems |ost,

about to disappear fromthe nise en scéne. Peronisnms nmechanisns of

control fail, as the crowds demand that Evita accept her nom nation
Evita can only defer a decision, but her attenpts to nake a contract
with the crowd (asking themto wait four days, twenty-four hours, a
few hours) are overwhel med by their demands for inmedi acy and contact.
Through Evita, Peronismoperates a particularly powerful mechanism
of conversion, converting nultitude into people and thereby setting
bounds and establishing transcendence and so the state in its double

constitution. But Peronismenters into crisis, at the very nonent of

its greatest success: populism promn ses inmredi acy, and wel cones

af fective investnent, but so long as a line always be drawn, a limt
establ i shing the peopl e as the body whose representability depends
upon their distance fromtheir |eaders. Wthout this distance,
populismfinds its "own" people strictly inconprehensible. Alive,
Evita fails finally to maintain that separation and has to renounce

and be renounced: the bal cony beconmes "the altar on which she [is]

' My thanks to Gabriela Nouzeilles for bringing this aspect of the film
to ny attention
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sacrificed" (Eloy Martinez 98). (Dead, of course, Evita is another

matter; dead, she ensures Peronism s continued neani ngful ness.)

fromcontact to resonance

Seeki ng contact over contract, the nultitude searches out
other forms of social organization. Contact invokes the

i mredi ate social ties generated in and through affective
relations, rather than the deferred satisfaction prom sed
by the contract. Wereas a contract refers to the future
and requires "adequate consideration” (an unconditional
prom se is unenforceable in law), contact is the nonent of
the encounter, the brush or grip of body upon body.

Contact cones fromcontiguity and contingency (words
sharing the sane Latin root). Contract, on the other hand,
presunes di stance and difference, and the preneditated
attenpt to bring those differences together. Contact, in
short, concerns affect; contract, effect. |If the

mul titude's expansiveness breaks down the boundary between

inside and outside, its affective tactility reconfigures

social relations between its constituent el ements.

Contracts formali ze and encode, and so abstract from
affect. This is true as nuch of juridical contracts as of

the social contract itself. Contracts undertaken within
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the framework of a juridical systemrely for their
effectivity on the fact that they are backed by the force
of law. They obey a series of predeterm ned rules
governi ng which contracts are enforceabl e--or rather, which
agreenents are, by virtue of their |legal enforceability,
contracts, and which are not. In their dependence upon the
possibility of legal intervention should the prom se they
encode be unfulfilled, contracts abstract fromthe contact
and affective investnent that first notivates the parties
entering into the undertaking so contracted. Thus,
paradigmatically, marriage is a legal contract formalizing
an affective relation. Marriage is often regarded as an
exceptional type of contract given that the contracting
parties are legally prevented fromdissolving their
obligations of their own accord--a marriage can only be
dissolved in a court of law. But the fact that the state
is thereby a "third party" to the marriage contract only
reveals all the nore clearly the way in which civi
contracts always inply the potential intervention of the
st at e.

The social contract is |ikew se presented as doi ng
away With the contingency of affective encounter. For

Hobbes, the social contract protects citizens fromthe
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"continuall feare, and danger of violent death" to which
they woul d otherw se be subjected in the state of nature
(Leviathan 186). Yet it is not as though fear is dispelled
al together by the constitution of the Commonweal th. Fear
founds the state, and perneates civil society: as befits
the conparison with the God of the A d Testanent, the state
i magi ned by Hobbes is an object of fear and awe, a "common
power to feare" (187), "to keep [nen] all in awe" (185).
In other words, affect is redistributed and focused in the
construction of an overarching relationship between citizen
and state: nen and wonen no | onger fear each other, but
their industrious activity is facilitated by a common fear
of the state. Reqgulated, lowintensity affect encourages
habi ts of nei ghborliness and productivity. The soci al
contract presents this affect as enotion (anxiety,
anbi tion) possessed by individuals in the shadow of a
state. Just as the contract constructs individuals to
possess private property, so it also gives us subjects who
can own their private (interiorized) enotions.

Yet juridical contracts al so depend upon as nmuch as
they encode affective contact to produce a distinct social
order. The handshake that traditionally seals the

agreenent indicates at |east one way in which the contract
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is premsed on the contact that it purports to supersede.
| ndeed, the very notion that a contract needs to be signed
and sealed with the inprint of contact signals that
contract can never fully escape its dependence on the
tactile. A contract depends on contact, but inposes
conditionality. It constructs difference as a distance
that requires nediation, rather than as the contiguity of
the encounter. At stake in the distinction between
contract and contact, then, are two fornms of difference: an
i mmanent and substantial difference of the encounter versus
the formal difference between juridical equals nedi ated by
a transcendent state. Beyond converting the nultitude into
t he people, as a bounded unity, the contract also
(re)presents individuals as distinct and distant; their
di stance di stingui shes themfromeach other, as they are
formally equal before the | aw.

By contrast, the internal organization of the
mul titude accords with a conception of difference as
i mmnent and tactile. For Spinoza, the nultitude is
constituted as nultiple bodies cone into contact,
reinforcing and anplifying their nmutual powers to affect
and be affected, to incarnate a conpound body greater than

but not transcendent to the bodies that conpose it:
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When a nunber of bodies of the sane or different size
are driven so together that they remain united one
with the other, or if they are noved by the sane or
different rapidity so that they communi cate their
notions one to the other in a certain ratio, those
bodi es are called reciprocally united bodies (corpora
invicemunita), and we say that they all form one body
or individual, which is distinguished fromthe rest by
this union of bodies. (Spinoza, Ethics 50)

Thus bodi es which are thensel ves di stingui shed not
intrinsically or formally but "nerely by novenent or rest,
by swi ftness or slowness" (50) are bound to each other and
constitute a new body when they establish a nutual
resonance by "conmunicat[ing] their notions one to the
other." The multitude is a conpound body nmade up of a
multiplicity of bodies (some conpound, sone sinple) whose
principle of union is immnent rather than transcendent.
The mul titude conprehends difference, but this is the

di fference between singularities rather than of units.
Refusing internal division or separation, the multitude is
constituted through felicitous encounter.

For Negri this affirmation, and the proposition within
which it is enbedded, is perhaps the key nonment of the
Ethics: "The entire thematic of idealistic thought [. . .]
is denied. The materialismof the node is foundational |

.] . Corporeality, therefore, is foundational" (The

Savage Anonmly 65). Negri sees "a terrible storm now on
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the verge of explosion” (67). For Spinoza now has to
outline a theory of encounter that will explain how and why
resonance i s sonetines achi eved, and sonetines destroyed.

It is in the theory of the encounter that we see the
anbi val ence enbedded in the concept of the nultitude: there
are two forns of contact, two fornms of encounter, the good
and the bad. Wen bodies neet, they either increase or
di m ni sh each other's power of existence, their nutual
powers to affect and be affected. Spinoza's theory of the
encounter contrasts with Hobbes's pessim stic conception of
the war of all against all. Spinoza is neither optimstic
nor pessimstic. The encounter enconpasses the possibility
of war, but also of union and alliance; it is profoundly
anbi val ent. Spinoza outlines his theory as foll ows:

What ever brings it to pass that the proportion of

nmotion and rest which the parts of the human body hol d

one to the other is preserved, is good; and

contrariwi se, that is bad which brings it about that

the parts of the human body have another proportion
mutual Iy of notion and rest. (Ethics 169)

Encounter | eads either to dissonance, and so the

di ssol ution of bodies, or resonance, and their
constitution. Dissonance is death: "the body suffer[s]
death when its parts are so disposed that they assune one
with the other another proportion of notion and rest”
(170).

303



We have here what Negri terns "a physics of society”

(The Savage Anonmly 109; el sewhere he will call such an

approach "a veritable thernodynam cs of society" [Tine for

Revol ution 50; enphasis in original]), "a nechanics of

i ndi vi dual pressures and a dynam cs of associative
rel ati onshi ps, which characteristically are never closed in
t he absol ute but, rather, proceed by ontol ogi cal

di sl ocations" (The Savage Anomaly 109). This is no

di sinterested science. Analysis of the social physics of
the encounter, and the bodies that cone into being as a
result, is the heart of Spinoza's ethical system resonance
is good because it is the key to enpowernent, and "by

VI RTUE (virtus) and POAER (potentia) | understand the sane
thing" (Ethics 145). It is only by exercising all a body's
power that it can be led "truly to a greater state of
perfection" (155). Enpowernent can only be ensured
socially, in union and communi cation--in other words, in
contact. Potentia is not "power over," it is "power to,"
and potentia increases the nore bodies are in contact and
communi cation. The power of the nultitude, in other words,
is constituent and positive rather than constituted and
negative. The dissolution of formal characteristics of

identity into a | arger body or individual ensures the
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preservation of the characteristics of the bodies
constituting that greater body:

It is above all things useful to nen that they unite
their habits of life (consuetudi nes) and bind

t hensel ves together with such bonds by which they can
nmost easily make one individual of themall. (193)

Habit, therefore, beconmes a principle of union that needs
no medi ati ng transcendent instance. The imuanent positive
feedback it provides enables "a process that sees the human
individuality construct itself as a collective entity" (The

Savage Anonmly 135). The nultitude takes shape.

In that "the order and connection of ideas is the sanme
as the order and connection of things" (Ethics 41), the
t her rodynam cs of power governing the |ogic of the
encounter finds its counterpart in thought and feeling.
Resonance corresponds to pl easure, and di ssonance to pain:
"pl easure is an enotion by which the power of acting of the
body is increased or aided; but pain contrariwise is an
enoti on whereby the body's power of acting is dimnished or
hi ndered" (171). Pleasure indicates good encounters; pain
acconpani es bad encounters. The strategic, political
question therefore is how to maxi m ze the nunber of good
encounters (and so pleasure) and to reduce the nunber of
bad encounters (and so pain). As the nmultitude expands and
tends towards nmaxi mum nmutual enpowernent, it will tend
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towards joy. Wiatever dissolves, divides, or regulates the
multitude is associated with pain.

We see now how the nmultitude cones into being, and
also its principle of union. The nultitude pervades
nodernity as a virtual presence, a potential inherent in
the possibilities for contact and comruni cation that the
nmodern worl d provides. Again, a feedback | oop: pressing
for contact, demanding the conditions for its further
expansi on and becom ng to be made real, the nultitude
drives nodernity forwards. In this sense, the nultitude
pre-exists and calls forth the nodern. At the sane tine,
however, we see the nultitude constituted before our eyes.
A soci al physics opens the door to a physical sociol ogy,
wher eby the vicissitudes of social encounter, resonance,
and di ssonance are charted and (re)described, no longer in
ternms of hegenony or consent or the nediating pretensions
of the state, but on their own terns.

We shoul d expect, however, to find bl ockages,
set backs, and reverses. Though the process by which the
multitude is constituted is expansive and tends toward the
absolute, the logic of the encounter is contingent,
enconpassing pain as well as pleasure, wth the ever-

present possibility of dissolution as nuch as of resonance.
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These are the grounds on which we should differentiate

bet ween i mmanent processes, between those that continue to
expand and find the conmmon grounds for joyful encounters
and those that hit alimt, however contingent such |imts
may be, and bring death rather than |ife.

For the theory of the encounter allows us to go beyond
sone of the nore sinplistic inplications of the dichotony
bet ween i nmanent and transcendent, between culture and
state. It would be useless to pretend that all pain can be
laid on the state. There are surely novenents and
processes that obey the logic of resonance until they hit a
wall, a precipitous Iimt of dissonance. Such, surely, is
the case for instance with al-Qaida. Fromall that one can
surm se, al-Qaida obeys the logic of the nultitude and its
formof organization to a very great extent. | nmanent,
unrepresentable, fluid, active, this is surely a novenent
that is nultitudinous, but that in the attack on the twn
towers hit sonme limt, sone failure to achieve commonality.
Al -Qaida is the multitude nonstrous, which is why it
demands our attention as nuch as it calls the attention of
the neoliberal state. Perhaps, as with a suspension
bridge, there is a point of such extrenme resonance that the

whol e structure col |l apses. Perhaps there are conbi nati ons
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of bodies that prove singularly ineffective at maintaining
their expansive tendency, however nuch their internal
operations correspond to the logic of the good encounter.
A soci al thernodynam cs nust surely be able to account for
such non-linearity.

W are left with a self-constituting nmultitude whose
only limt is contingent. The refusal of all internal
limts constitutes a fundanentalism but this is a
pragmati c fundanmentalism A politics of the encounter, in
which all interactions nmay either constitute a new and nore
power ful social body, or may spell death and destruction
for constituted bodies, is a politics of experinentation.
There are no norns or principles that can be deduced from
outside the system only a series of events defined by the
particul ar set of bodies in conjunction, which may result
in either pleasure or pain. |In Warren Montag's words, we
have "a politics of permanent revolution, a politics
utterly wi thout guarantees of any kind, in which social
stability much always be re-created through a constant

reorgani zati on of corporeal |ife" (Bodies, Masses, Power

84). The multitude prom ses joy; but the |lack of any
guarantees neans that the nultitude may al so end up as

nmonstrous as its enem es suggest.
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Attenpts at a sociol ogy of Sendero Lum noso have sel dom been
convincing. Efforts to account for the novenent's conposition and
support have been hanpered, of course, by the difficulty in gaining
access to mlitants, and by their reluctance to be interviewed. But
there is nore to it than that. It is clear that Sendero's interna
organi zation differs markedly fromthat of conparable guerrilla or
terrorist groups. Many have commented on the fact that an unusually
hi gh nunber of the organization's cadres (up to 40%of its mlitants
according to Kirk [14]) are or were wonen. |Indeed, this has been a
particul ar source of shock for those attenpting to conprehend the
group, a shock paradigmatically seen in the assassination of barrio
activist Maria Elena Moyano by a wonan militant in 1992. Robin Kirk's

short but fascinating book, Grabado en piedra, as well as Gonzal o

Portocarrero's Razones de sangre begin to outline the i mmanent |ogic

of the Sendero organi zation, both its openness and expansi veness t hat
enabled it to incorporate newmlitants with such speed and such
success, and the brick wall that also caused its inplosion.

Per haps the nucl eus around whi ch Sendero grew nonstrous was its
i nsistence on purification, a near-obsession with cleanliness. On the
one hand, the category of the unclean was not fixed in advance--
Sender o showed no obvi ous raci smor prejudice agai nst any pre-
constituted group--thus allowi ng any individual to enter, subnerge
t hensel ves, and be purified. On the other hand, whatever was taken to
be an obstacle, whatever body produced a bad encounter, was vilified
incessantly for its inpurity and filthiness. As Kirk coments:

GQuzman has an anbi guous fascination regarding dirt (the best

grades that he obtained in college were in hygi ene and
deportnent), and this fixation has been translated into the
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suggestive style that is Sendero Luminoso's trademark: its

enem es are reptiles, cretins, nonsters fromthe sewer depths

who will be crushed, pulverized, annihilated, hurled into

oblivion. (33)
In the same vein, Portocarrero enphasizes Sendero's quasi-religious
character, and quotes one of the noverment's tracts: "Enough of the
putrid sewage of individuals, the manure |left behind. A new stage: we
cl eanse our soul, we cleanse ourselves thoroughly" (58). Wthits
fixation on dirt, Sendero becones unival ent rather than polyval ent.

Further investigation would show, | think, Sendero as a prine

exanple of a nultitude that has gone wong. In other words, an
expansi ve non-contractual body whose internal arrangement accords with
the principle of resonance and indifference, but which hit a bl ockage,

failed to connect, and turned nonstrous (uncomon, corrupt, and

hateful) in a stormof bad encounters.

mul titude and enpire

As a corollary to the principles of expansiveness and

i mmnent contact, we can add that the nultitude's

pol yval ence neans that it has the maxi nrum anount of

connectivity. W could take as a instance of the

historical nmultitude the "many-headed Hydra" of Atlantic
prol etari ani sm descri bed by Peter Linebaugh and Marcus
Redi ker, a "notley crew' of disparate difference and
singularity
expanded by novenent [. . .] banished or dispersed in
di aspora, carried by the winds and the waves beyond

t he boundaries of the nation-state. Sailors, pilots,
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felons, lovers, translators, mnusicians, nobile workers
of all kinds [who] nade new and unexpected
connections, which variously appeared to be

acci dental, contingent, transient, even mracul ous.
(The Many- headed Hydra 6)

Prom scuous and perverse, the nultitude's pol yval ence
inplies not only a refusal of the obstacles and boundari es
i nposed by the state, through transcendence, but also the
opportunity and will to overcone bl ockages that energe
i mmanently, on what Del euze and Cuattari termthe plane of
consi stency or i nmanence.

Pol yval ence and connectivity are the principles by
whi ch we can distinguish a "good" nmultitude froma
mul titude that has gone bad, that has been corrupted. This
principle can be rephrased in ternms of commnality, and
| ove. Commonality facilitates encounters: the greater the
degree of commonality, the greater the possibility for
encounters (good and bad). Love, defined as "pleasure |
.] acconpani ed by the idea of an external cause" (Spinoza,
Ethics 172), provides the inpetus for maxi m zi ng good
encounters on the plane of comonality. Hence a good
mul titude has the greatest anount in common with the
great est nunber of bodies, and, characterized by |ove, is
nmotivated to enlarge further the scope of commnality

available to it by seeking nore good encounters. "Love is
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the desire of the common" (Negri, Tine for Revolution 209);

it is "an i mmanence that generates" (213). Love ani nates
the comon (223).

But there is a thin line between |ove and hate. And
there is also a thin |line between | ove and noney, as George

Owell remnds us in Keep the Aspidistra Flying with his

adaptation of 1 Corinthians 13: "Though | speak with the
tongues of nen and of angels, and have not noney, | am
becone as a sounding brass, or a tinkling cynbal" (5).
There is a thin line, in other words, between a good
(loving) multitude and a bad (hateful) one, just as
i kewise there is a thin |ine between the nultitude and
capital in its current phase.

In Enpire, Hardt and Negri describe the workings of

capital in its contenporary incarnation, in the epoch of

the real subsunption of society by capital. "Capital,"
they argue, follow ng Del euze and Guattari, "operates on
the plane of inmmanence [. . .] without reliance on a

transcendent center of power" (327). Capital, therefore,
is always in tension with the state. It is only now,
however, that this tension is becom ng resolved, and in
favor of capital's inmanence rather than the state's

transcendence. d obalization marks the end of the nation-
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state, but also the end of nodern fornms of sovereignty tout
court. If "the transcendence of nodern sovereignty [. . .]
conflicts with the i mmnence of capital” (327), wth the
arrival of postnodernity "the absol uteness of inperial
power is the conplenentary termto its conplete i nmanence
to the ontol ogi cal machi ne of production and reproduction”
(41). Hardt and Negri's termfor the world order that
energes is "Enpire": this is the postnodern, neoliberal,
gl obali zed form of power that succeeds the nation-state and
its associated inperialism Enpire therefore approaches
the condition of the multitude while retaining, however
tenuously, the privilege of constituted over constituent
power. Indeed, it is because of the growing congruity
between Enpire and nultitude that Hardt and Negri argue
that "we nmust push through Enpire to conme out the other
side. [. . .] we have to accelerate the process" (206).
|f, therefore, sociologically and historically the
di stinction between nultitude and Enpire tends to blur as
the multitude enmerges fromthe other side of capitali st
gl obalization, it should be all the nore inportant to
mai ntai n sone ki nd of conceptual distinction between them
Yet given Enpire's decentered, immanent, flexible form it

becones all the nore difficult to distinguish its node of
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organi zation fromthat of the nultitude, and thus
constituted fromconstituent power. Alberto Mrreiras
argues, in fact, that the two concepts ultinmately becone

i ndi stingui shable. "Wat would keep us," he asks, "from
suspecting that there is finally no difference between
Enpire and counter-Enpire, once inmanentization has run
full course?" ("A Line of Shadow' n.p.). Moreover, the
probl em becones all the nore acute when one considers a
movenent such as al-Qaida. After the Septenber 11 attacks
on New York and Washi ngton DC, there was no shortage of
critics of Enpire who were quick to junp to the idea that
Hardt and Negri's book offered sone kind of apol ogy--or
even inspiration--for the attacks. These criticisnms were
of ten sonewhat hysterical, but their inpact was if anything
exacerbated by the rather incoherent reaction to and
unconvi nci ng anal ysis of the events that Negri especially
di splayed in a nunber of interviews--as for instance when
he suggested that bin Laden and the hijackers were
representatives of a global oil elite ("Terrorismis an
Essential Sickness of the Systemi') or when he commented to
Le Monde "I would have been a |lot nore pleased if, on 11th
Septenber, the Pentagon had been razed and they had not

m ssed the White House" ("Interview with Toni Negri").
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Mor eover, the controversy hel ped rekindle the story that
Negri had been sone kind of terrorist masterm nd behind
Italy's Red Brigades in the 1970s. Though this accusation
is as tenuous as is the notion that Hardt and Negri are
sonehow to blane for 9/11, it does also point to a

t heoretical problemthat marrs Enpire. This is the under-
t heori zed status of the concept of "corruption.”

For it is corruption that is to distinguish Enpire
fromnmultitude. Corruption is the "sinple negation" of the
mul titude's "power of generation” (389, 388). "In Enpire,
corruption is everywhere. It is the cornerstone and
keystone of dom nation" (389). Indeed, "corruption

itself,"” they argue, "is the substance and totality of
Empire” (391). It is "not an aberration of inperial
sovereignty but its very essence and nodus operandi " (202).
Yet, given the inportance of the concept for an

under standing of Enpire, it is used in a surprisingly |oose
and broad manner. Sonetines corruption seens to be
understood in its ordinary usage, as for instance el sewhere
when Negri is discussing Italian prine mnister Silvio

Berl usconi: "He is the nost corrupt, and he has nade use of
corrupt instrunents in the fight against corruption” (I

ritorno 74).
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Enpi re, however, contains a list of slightly nore
ri gorously-defined i nstances of corruption. Thus it is
al so akin to psychol ogi cal egoism "corruption as
i ndi vidual choice that is opposed to and viol ates the
fundanental conmunity and solidarity defined by
bi opolitical production” (390). It is the extraction of
surplus value: "corruption of the productive order, or
really exploitation. This includes the fact that the
val ues that derive fromthe collective cooperation of |abor
are expropriated" (390). Ideological distortion is also
corruption: "corruption [. . .] in the functioning of
i deol ogy, or rather in the perversion of the biopolitical
realm (391). Corruption is also political and mlitary,
"when in the practices of inperial governnent the threat of
terror becones a weapon to resolve |imted or regional
conflicts" (391). 1Indeed, a little later it is al nost
anot her nanme for constituted power per se: "corruption is
the pure exercise of conmand, w thout proportion or
adequate reference to the world of life" (391). Elsewhere,
however, and when the concept is first introduced, there
seens to be nore anbival ence attached to the idea:
corruption is "omi-crisis" (201); it describes Enpire's

hybridity and the fact "that inperial rule functions by
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breaki ng down. (Here the Latin etynology is precise: com.
runpere, to break.)" (202). Corruption is both the sign of
an "ontol ogi cal vacuum (202) and a process, "a reverse
process of generation and conposition, a nonent of

met anor phosi s" that as such presents an opportunity in that
it "potentially frees spaces for change" (201).

In this multiplicity of uses of the term it is no
wonder that "the forms in which corruption appears are so
nunmerous that trying to list themis |ike pouring the sea
into a teacup" (Enpire 390). But, along with the sea whose
fluidity it seenms to share, what al so di sappears is much
sense of the concept's definition. Hence | propose to
redefine corruption as the presence of an immnent l[imt, a
bl ockage within the nexus of commonality and | ove that
therefore reduces pol yval ence to unival ence and transforns
| ove into what we mght termhatred. Corruption therefore
is no longer unique to Enpire: it can also affect a
multitude. A nmultitude that is (becone) corrupt nmay share
the characteristics of expansiveness, nultiplicity, and
internal de-differentiation, but its cutting edge consists
ei ther of non-encounter or of bad encounters that are
destructive and tend to dissolve rather than anplify the

i manent connections that bond the nultitude's constituent
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parts. W mght perhaps think of corruption in terns of a
resonance so extrene that, just as a suspension bridge
swaying in the wwnd may reach a certain pitch that signals
its immnent collapse, it tends towards death and

di ssolution rather than towards |ife and constitution.
Though Enpire is always corrupt, a nultitude too may be
corrupted: the nore relevant and urgent distinction,
therefore, is not between nultitude and Enpire but between
corruption and connection. This is the distinction between

affirmati on and negation, |ove and hatred, joy and despair.

Let us return to Orar Cabezas's La nontafia es al go mas que una

i nnensa estepa verde. Despite its publication context of Sandinista

triunph, the book is suffused with dissatisfaction. W have seen (in
chapter three) Cabezas realize that clandestinity entails absolute
separation fromhis past life. He feels profound disorientation as a
result: he "had lost [his] bearings in space and tinme" (214) believing
"we were living in a society of the absurd and our life was the life
of the absurd" (216). This is the nadir of despair.

But the very next norning, Cabezas encounters an aged canpesi no,
Don Leandro, who, it transpires, had fought with Augusto Sandino forty
years earlier. Listening to the old man's stories, Cabezas is now
suddenly able to relocate hinself within an i nmagi ned history of
revol utionary Nicaragua. Cabezas imagines hinself heir to this
nati onal history, with Don Leandro as hitherto absent father: "when

met that nman, when he told ne all of that, | felt | really was his
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son, the son of Sandino, the son of history. | understood nmy own
past; | knew where | stood; | had a country, a historical identity"
(221). Anonmie is replaced by entitlenent and enpowernent. At
preci sely this nonment, however, the book ends.

Cabezas's own narrative proves insufficient. The narrator's voice
has to be supplenented by that of the peasant informant, who wll
finally give nmeaning to the struggle of the intellectual turned
guerrilla. Lost in the despair of non-bel ongi ng, Cabezas invokes
anot her genre that would, he inagines, provide full representation of
"the essence of Nicaragua" (221). As Don Leandro speaks, Cabezas
says: "how | wished | had a tape recorder right then, because what he
was telling ne was so wonderful" (218). The tape recorder indicates
that the novel, in this final scene, is cast as prelude to testinonio,
one of whose distinguishing features is that it is a collaborative
text "involv[ing] the recording and/or transcription and editing of an
oral account by an interlocutor"” (Beverley and Zi nrerman 173).

Its collaborative structure nmeans that testinonio is represented as
a genre of solidarity: it exenplifies solidarity, and calls for
solidarity fromits readers. Yet when Cabezas's narrator transforns
hinself into a woul d-be editor of a testinonio, the process whereby a
singl e individual (Don Leandro) accidentally encountered stands in for
an entire people cones retrospectively to justify the hierarchica
structures (intellectual/peasant, city/countryside, and so on) that it
all egedly displaces. In its very appeal to authenticity, testinonio
constructs the fiction of an organic |ink between historical tradition
and political project, between national culture and nation-state.
Though testinmnio is presented as the cri de coeur of the oppressed,

Cabezas shows it is equally the neans by which a commtted

319



intelligentsia seeks to resolve its own sense of isolation and
affliction. Testinopnio consolidates a revolutionary state's claimto
| egitimacy by appealing to the nediation of subaltern interlocution
Testinonio reinvents Latin American populism constructing a
peopl e, and so also the effect of a state, not in the mass
nobi | i zati on beneath the bal cony, but through a narrativization of the
exenpl ary individual interlocutor. For the Sal vadoran case, Roque

Dalton's M guel Marnol corresponds nost closely to Cabezas's idea

type, but it is by no neans alone. Consider the subtitle of Alegria's

No ne agarran viva: La nujer salvadorefia en la |lucha again posits the

exenplary figure as the basis on which to construct a national type.
No wonder Beverley and Zimerman |ink testinonio to so closely to
count er - hegenony: the genre rehearses the articul atory strategies
characteristic of classical populism but as narrative strategy
founded on the encounter. This narrativization of the encounter is
testinonio's key trope--think of Elizabeth Burgos's description of
neeting Ri goberta Menchl or the opening of Rodolfo Wal sh's Operaci 6n
masacre. The accidental contact paves the way for the invention of a
peopl e. Testinbnio becones unival ent--here, fixated on the fantasy of
a revolutionary state.

But we coul d redescribe the testinonial encounter not in terns of
the representativity of the exenplary, but as the singular opening out

to the coombn. Pace Cabezas, Beverley, Zinmrernman et. al., is it

really readi ng against the grain to suggest that testinonio does
anything but lead to the national -popular? Testinonio touches
directly on the global. After all, nuch of testinpnio's inportance
lies outside its original national or Latin Anerican context.

Testinonio was read nore by US university students than by Centra
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Anerican canpesinos. Wile the genre was cel ebrated for contributing
to a national -popular rebellion within Latin Anerica, in fact it was
above all a prinme avenue for the construction of international contact
in the US and el sewhere. Far from condeming the genre, such a
redescripti on opens up new nodes of reading testinonio no |onger
within the straightjacket of the desire for organic tradition. Rather
than reading testinonio as the authentic voice of a particular Latin
Anerican people, we can now see how it connects with a nuch nore
di sparate, global network with cultural effects that cannot so easily
be mapped onto any individual state formation.

Testinonio has transfornmed the conditions of its own production as

mapped out by Cabezas, Alegria, or Burgos. Las ml y una historias de

Radi o Vencerenos is perhaps a better figure for the genre than

Menchd's purported claimto speak for "all poor Guatenalans.” As the
genre has devel oped and diversified, a territorializing desire for
| i neage such as Cabezas's has given way to the self-consciously
gl obal i zing use of the internet by a figure such as subcomandante
Marcos of the zapatistas, who wel cones identity |oss and pol yval ence
Marcos is gay in San Francisco, black in South Africa [. . .]
i ndi genous on the streets of San Cristébal [. . .] artist

wi thout gallery or portfolio, housewife on a Saturday night in
what ever barrio of whatever city in whatever Mexico, guerrilla

in Mexico at the end of the twentieth century [. . .] wonan
alone in the netro at ten at night [. . .] landl ess canpesino
mar gi nal publisher, unenployed worker [. . .]. In short, Marcos

is a whatever human being [un ser humano cual quiera] in this
world. ("La ternura insurgente" 54)

The very figure of the "whatever," Marcos is indefinite, singular (a
nmul titude of singularities), and universal all at the sane tine.
Testi noni o now energes as one vehicle for the nultitude's pursuit of

mul tiple, singular, good encounters.
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t he subject of history

Seeking commonality, the nultitude continually extends its
sphere of influence and contact. Expansive, tactile,
pol yvalent, the nultitude also forces a response and

reconposition fromconstituted power. The nultitude, in

short, is active while the state is reactive. W can

therefore analyze its effects diachronically and
historically, rather than sinply in its synchronic and
structural opposition to the state. Indeed, we can anal yze
t he succession of state formations in terns of a series of
attenpts to contain the nultitude. Hence the history of
the state is discontinuous--a series of revolutions and
coups--while the history of the nultitude is an unbroken
thread of constituent power. |In all the various scenari os
that result fromthis antagoni sm between nultitude and
state, however, the state remains on the back foot.

This proposition is perhaps the single nost innovative
contribution of the Italian operai sno and aut onom a
traditions fromwhich Negri derives. One of its nost
significant early expositions can be found in Mario
Tronti's analysis that capitalist transformation is al ways
the reaction to working-class demands or subversion ("Lenin
in England”). 1In other words, capital retrofits and
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i nproves its neans and control of production in response to
| abor strategies that nake the existing regi ne untenabl e.
In response, then, to demands for a shorter working day,
capital inproves the efficiency of the production process
and turns fromthe formal subsunption of pre-capitali st
wor ki ng practices to the real subsunption of |abor through
the introduction of working practices that are capitalisnis
own. In this manner, capital responds to working class
demands with revol utionary change, but not on the terns of
the working class: exploitation increases. Yet this is a
Pyrrhic victory for capital, in so far as the sphere of
struggl e has broadened, so advanci ng the expansive
al I i ances sought by the working class. Cass struggle is
foll owed by class reconposition, which in turn provides the
basis for further struggle, on a different basis.

A nunber of consequences follow. First, the
i nportance of working class subjectivity is established.
Second, however, that subject is continually nmutating, as
are its demands. As the cycle of struggle and
reconposition devel ops, the subject becones broader and its
demands increasingly, directly, political. Thus operaisno
theorized a transformation at the turn of the twentieth

century, fromskilled | abor as the subject of struggle (in
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the establishnment of unions) to the mass worker who cane to
the fore within the context of Fordism As Steve Wi ght
puts it in his indispensable history of autonom st Marxism

Struggle [. . .] was seen as the great educator of the
wor ki ng cl ass, binding the various |ayers of the
wor kf orce together, turning the ensenble of individual
| abour-powers into a social nmass, a nass worker.
(Storm ng Heaven 77)

What is nore, however, capital endlessly if inadvertently
colludes in this process. As Fordismresponded to the
demands of the skilled workers through their union
organi zations by relying increasingly on unskilled |abor
and the assenbly |line, so new opportunities arose for
contact and commruni cation within the expanded cl ass subj ect
that arose accordingly. Contact and comrunication led to
new forns of struggle, and new responses from capital.
Fromthe skilled worker to the mass worker in the
Fordi st factory, and then with Keynesianismfromthe nmass
worker to the social factory. For Negri, the Keynesian
wel fare state was a direct response to the Russian
revolution, and it expanded the terrain of struggle from
the shopfloor to society as a whole. The state becane a
"social state," its anbit of control extended throughout
society, but in response to a broader and nore expansive

threat frombelow. "Thus," he wote in 1968, "the only way
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to understand our present state-formis to highlight the
dramatic i npact of the working class on the structures of

capitalism' (Revolution Retrieved 30). By 1982, however,

Negri was arguing that a new cycle had commenced: in the
transition to post-Fordismwe had noved fromthe nass

worker to the "social worker." "The nass worker," he

wites, "the sem -skilled worker (whatever his subjective

consciousness) is not so nuch the final figure of the

skilled worker, but rather the first inpetuous

prefiguration of the conpletely socialized worker" (217;

enphasis in original). Negri's parenthetical remark on the
uni mportance of consciousness is indicative: this whole
process takes place i manently, beneath the |evel of
i deol ogy or representation. Meanwhile, the term nol ogy of
wor k and "workerisni would conme to seemincreasingly a
hol dover irrel evant now that the wage was social and the
constituent elenents of the social worker included many who
woul d not traditionally be recogni zed as part of the
productive process. As Negri put it in a reflection on the
soci al upheavals in Italy of 1968 and 1969:
The only possible answer [to the changes associ at ed
Wi th post-Fordism, fromthe working-class viewoint,
was to insist on and fight for the broadest definition
of class unity, to nodify and extend the concept of
wor ki ng-cl ass productive labour. [. . .] there was a

grow ng awareness of the interconnection between
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productive | abour and the | abour of reproduction,

whi ch was expressed in a wi de range of behaviours in
soci al struggles, above all in the mass novenents of
wonen and youth, affirmng all these activities
collectively as |abour. (Revolution Retrieved 208-9)

The socialized worker, in other words, would prefigure the
energence of the nultitude.

Paol 0 Virno updates and refines this narrative with
his concept of "counter-revolution": this is "an inpetuous
i nnovation of nodes of production, fornms of life, and
social relations that, however, consolidate and set again
in nmotion capitalist command” ("Do You Renenber
Counterrevol ution?" 241). On this basis, Virno anal yzes
the neoliberal transformation of Italy, effected through
state repression in the 1970s. Virno sees Italian
neol i beralismas a response to demands nmade by the
generation of 1968. |If the 1960s counter-cul ture demanded
freedomfromthe strictures of the factory or the office,
freedomto | eave work or change jobs at will, and freedom
of lifestyle choice and recreation, neoliberalismresponded
to all these demands by restructuring capitalist production
techni ques and work practices but not on the ternms in which
the demands had originally been nade, as these freedons
were translated into the strictures and insecurity of high

unenpl oynment, the abolishing of long-termcontracts and job
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security, and consuner products designed for built-in
obsol escence and forced i npermanence.

We can recontextualize this history in a global frane.
As the other side of a history of the Latin Anerican
mul ti tude, we can then understand the succession of
attenpts to construct and reconstruct the fiction of a pact
that would bind culture to politics, constituent to
constituted power. In Latin Anmerica, from colonial power
relations to the wars of independence, fromliberalismto
state-sponsored indigenism and (in the twentieth-century)
frompopulismto neoliberalism the vicissitudes of the
state can be reinterpreted in the |ight of a series of
responses to an expansive multitude. Populismis perhaps
the limt of the attenpt to convert nultitude into people.
As populismcrunbles, failing in its attenpt to i nvoke and
contain through the construct of the people, broken on the
back of the multitude's overwhel mng desire for contact, so
neol i beral i sm shoul d be seen as a further advance in the
reactive force of constituted power. But neoliberalism may
al so be the first sign of the state's defeat, inits
abandonnent of hegenony as hitherto nost effective tool to

ensure soci al order.
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Ret hi nki ng neoli beralismand the globalization it
clains to enbrace |l eads to a new conception of the way in
whi ch neol i beralism structures or manages contenporary
soci eties, and of globalization's genesis and history. In
sone senses, however, this would be a first description:
neoliberalismfails to offer a self-description, or any
sel f-explanation. It is a regine that seens to function
w t hout the need of ideology, for which it substitutes
practices of technical managenent which do not offer
thensel ves up for interrogation. This ideological deficit
is neoliberalisms strength, in that it allows for a sort
of invisibility, a resistance to description given that its
rul e depends on a set of nore or |ess unconscious
presuppositions; but this sane ideological deficit is also
its weakness. In contrast to populisms endless vocality,
in which the state endl essly states, produci ng di scourses
and constructing its own legitimation, in neoliberalismthe
state is curiously silent and for this reason if no other
can be imgined to have di sappeared. This, however, is not
necessarily to say it lacks legitimation: its silent
inscrutability, the fact that it goes w thout saying,
provides rather a new formof legitimacy. Even so, it is

no nore than a silent response to the nultitude.
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The current relative qui escence of the social novenents that were
much renmarked upon and studied in the final years of Pinochet's
di ctatorship has variously been taken to indicate either consensus and
support for the post-dictatorship reginme, or depoliticization and
apathy. For a relatively celebratory wite-up of the soci al
novenents, see inter alia, and especially within the context of civil

society theory, Philip Oxhorn's Organizing Gvil Society; for a nore

j aded subsequent account, see the same author's co-edited collection,

What Kind of Denpbcracy. But the unprecedented success in Chile of

Tomas Moulian's Chile actual suggests sonme desire to penetrate
neol i beralisms inscrutable silence. As the Chilean right's response
to Pinochet's detention in London al so suggests, neoliberalismis
entering a new phase of relative exposure if we are all to be
soci ol ogi sts now.

Moul i an's book is witten to counter the "compul sion to forget™
that he sees as characteristic of contenporary Chile (31). Mbre

recently, Moulian's Conversaci 6n interrunpida con Al ende, whose

framing fiction is, as the title suggests, a dialogue with Sal vador

Al | ende about the state of post-dictatorship society, is also an
attenpt to recover historical nenory. The functional inportance of
forgetful ness within neoliberalismdenands therefore not sinply a
soci ol ogy but also a historical perspective that understands the
denocratic transition not as the new start or blank slate that its
architects propose, but within the context of at least the last thirty
years of Chilean history. The fact that so many of those who
denmonstrated in Santiago in favor of Pinochet during the House of

Lords trial were too young to renmenber properly Pinochet's regine, |et
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al one Allende's Uni dad Popul ar that allegedly justified pinochetisno,

can only be understood by reference to what the denonstrators
t hensel ves were not in a position to renenber

The sem -conscious repetition or perpetuation of apparently
forgotten positions recalls Javier Martinez and Alvaro Diaz's argunent
about Chile's long-termtransformation over the past thirty-five years

(Chile: The Great Transformation). Martinez and Diaz argue that what

is nost striking about Chile's recent history is the continuity that
it exhibits rather than any abrupt sw tches between extrenes or the
new and evernore radi cal beginnings or contrasts that each of the
various regines since the 1960s have clained to institute. The
successive regi nes since the md-sixties have been Eduardo Frei
Mont al va' s progressive Christian Denocracy (1964-1970), Allende's

soci al i st Uni dad Popul ar (1970-1973), Pinochet's dictatorship (1973-

1989), and the Concertaci 6n (1989-present), whose presidents have been
Patricio Aylwin, Eduardo Frei Ruiz-Tagle (son of the fornmer
president), and Ricardo Lagos. Each regine is characterized by a
claimto a sel f-foundation, a new beginning and erasure of the past.
By contrast, Martinez and Diaz argue for an overall continuity
rather than a series of ruptures for two reasons. First, they suggest
that Frei Mntavla' s and Allende's center-left and | eft regines
prepared the way for the transformati on towards neoliberalismin that
each weakened the traditional, |anded oligarchy and finally left a
vacuum anong the niddl e-class, comercial elite into which (under
Pi nochet) could step the new, managerial -technical elite who
i ntroduced and applied neoliberal economic and social policies.
Second, they show how Pi nochet--again contra the neoliberal mantra of

rolling back the state in favor of globalization--relied upon the
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econom c power of the state, not sinply its repressive apparatuses,
benefiting from (and refusing to reverse) Allende's nationalization of
the copper industry to intervene in the econony, nobst notably during
the banking crisis of the early 1980s. They conclude that the Chil ean
experience "indicates that the opportunities for a successful and
radi cal capitalist transfornmation are better in those societies that
have experienced a previous process of advanced socialization" (135).
The great transformation is a |l engthy but integrated process whereby
soci al i zation precedes reactive, capitalist transformation

Yet Martinez and Diaz see this as the consequence of sinple
functionalismor as political opportunismon the part of the Pinochet
regi me (which, famously, cane to power with no clear econonic or
political plan, and handed over economc control to the so-called
"Chi cago Boys," Chilean former students of MIton Friedman). Further,
Martinez and Diaz overstress the sociol ogi cal and econonic
continuities without taking sufficient account of political
di scontinuities between these four widely different types of regine,
and without trying to exam ne the causes of either continuity or
discontinuity. Howis it that in the transition between Al lende and
Pi nochet, the sane (socially constituent) process was continued, but
on other (political) terns?

Wereas the notion of a sharply differentiating transition from
di ctatorship was once the social scientific consensus, now we can see
a rather nore significant agreenent between leftist critics of the
transition (Muliéan, Thayer and others) on the one hand and Pi nochet
and his defenders on the other. The current (cynical) consensus,
di ametrically opposed to the previous (nystificatory) one, enphasizes

the continuities between dictatorship and post-dictatorship. However,
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what is nore difficult to explain--and nore difficult to admit, for
right or left--are the continuities observed by Martinez and Diaz in
the transition to dictatorship (from Al ende to Pinochet), a
transition which conbi nes sociological continuity and politica
reversal. Overall, then, the period 1964 to the present (the "great
transfornmation") is characterized by a social continuity at the sane
time as it contains a sharp discontinuity (the shift from
socialization to capitalist transformation) narked by the coup of
1973. Martinez and Diaz's enphasis is on state policy and the
continuity of the policies initiated fromabove; but the continuity
itself remains unexplained, as does its coexistence with the coup

To understand not only the continuity of the social processes
descri bed above, but also their radically distinct political val ences,
we will have to | ook el sewhere: the state does not explain its own
transformations, though it does still have to be explained. But if,
by pointing again to the general's role as "head of state," the
Pi nochet affair denpbnstrates that we cannot take the state for
granted, the British Law Lords' difficulties as they tried to
establish the state's foundation in their exam nation of the
extradition evidence, and to define the state's all egedly foundationa
role, indicate that the state itself may be an alibi for sone other
social force, not yet represented in this scenario.

Rat her than Martinez and Diaz's top-down account, or their neutra

di scussion of a "great transformation,” let us take up Mouulian's
term nol ogy of revolution and counter-revolution. Mulian calls the

"capitalist revolution" initiated by Pinochet a counter-revolution in

that it was "a reaction agai nst an ascendant popul ar novenent, it was

a novenent that at first |acked any positivity being rather overl oaded
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with negativity" (Chile actual 25). Moulian undoes the concept of
denocratic transition, bringing together Pinochet's regine and the so-
called transition under the rubric of counter-revolution. WIlly
Thayer goes further when he argues that if we are |looking for a
transition then it is to the dictatorship that we should | ook, in that
the Pinochet regime constituted a transition fromstate to Market (La

crisis no noderna). O rather, we night say, the dictatorship

constituted a nonent of the state's extrene visibility during which
its logic, however, becane inscrutable and hence invisible--a

conbi nati on of total presence and apparently di aphanous irreality
performed alnost literally in the state tactic of di sappearances.
Wth Pinochet's extradition hearings, however, the state returns to
visibility, if briefly (and el sewhere--di splaced to a Surrey housing
estate).

We need to conbine the notions of counter-revol ution and of
transition, recogni zing the Pinochet regine's constructive part in the
capitalist revolution and in the formation of a new state-form For
if the social novenents of the 1960s and 1970s sought freedom from
patriarchal |andlords, social mobility, the end of nationa
insularity, a sense of regional integration, nore and better-quality
consuner goods to be available, and so on, as Martinez and Diaz inply,
the Pinochet-led counter-revolution fulfilled these demands but
through a protracted restructuring that enabled capital and the state
to maintain their command. Likew se, if the 1980s social novenents
demanded an end to dictatorship and an opening to the gl obal, the
Concertaci 6n responded but at the price of inmpunity for the fornmer
regi me and historical amesia. To put it sinply: all Chilean regines

since the 1960s have been responding to, and attenpting to
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acconmodat e, a very consistent set of demands from below. The state
has had to bend backwards, and in the end to revol utionize soci al
relations, in response to the unbearabl e pressures exerted by a

nmul titude that consistently threatens to over-run it.

The neoliberalismin train today, extending narketization to al
areas of everyday life, is the real subsunption of society by capita
in response to the denmands of two generations of social novenents. It
has not been a process that the political and econonic elite entered
into lightly or even of their own accord, as is clear fromthe
sacrifices that were required of the mddle classes in terns of the
destruction of capital resources, the bankruptcy or closure of firns
that, however inefficient, were still profitable within the old
regi ne, and the trenendous social re-engineering that the elite
t hensel ves al so had to undergo to reproduce thenselves in technocratic
nmoul d. The Pinochet reginme can be described as an attenpt to
di sci pline the dom nant sectors in Chilean society; its econonic
savagery was equal ly directed agai nst the conpl acency of the Chilean
| and-owni ng class and its industrial national bourgeoisie, who were no
longer in a position to hold back the growi ng pressures that
threatened themfrombelow. Here is the other side of the joke that
in nationalizing much of the banking industry after the financial
crisis of 1981 Pinochet sinply continued along the Chilean road to
socialism the great transformation has indeed |l ed to an increasing
soci al i zation of the econony, albeit above all in the formof the
soci alization of debt. Hence, again, it was a realization of the

denands of the Chilean nultitude, if on other terns.
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the end of politics?

We m ght speculate as to why the transformations effected
by neoliberalismare not represented as a response to
demands from below-as finally the nost efficient of al

the state's responses to demands for reform-but are rather
i magi ned to be a necessary correction inposed by a
soverei gn necessity arriving fromoutside. Wy, in other
words, are neoliberalismand, on a global scale,

gl obal i zati on al ways seen as i nhuman, quasi-natural, and
abstract, but nonetheless irresistible and inevitable,
forces that take over the nation-state fromw thout? Wy
do neol i beral technocrats suggest that they are the willing
if helpless agents of a shift fromstate sovereignty to the
soverei gnty of inpersonal international econom c forces,
when the Pinochet affair denonstrates that nationa
sovereignty and national self-determnation renmain as
inalienable a principle for neoliberals as ever? Wy,
finally, does neoliberalismnot represent its concessions
to the pressure for globalization and noderni zati on that
cones frombelowin a style--and a |legitimting maneuver - -
that traditional |iberalism always eager to show a human
face, would have done? Perhaps it is because were these
demands and their satisfaction, however distorted,
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acknow edged, then it would al so be that nmuch easier to
recogni ze the liberating possibilities, the new
internationalismand the potential elimnation of work or
of the | aw of value, that neoliberal gl obalization
contains, if ininverted form

In Negri's conception, the nultitude exists on two
pl anes. On the one hand, transhistorically, it is the
ever-present constituent power within nodernity, identified
first in early-nodern Europe, but a red thread through al
revol utions and soci al novenents since. On the other hand,
the multitude has still to enmerge, and is only beginning to
assune its place as neoliberalismand Enpire fray. For

Negri, the multitude is now energent as the unalienated

subject with the potential to bring about the Comruni st

revolution. Neither neoliberalismnor Enpire are the end

of history, though they are the last ditch defense of
constituted power. They nust continue to deny the
mul titude, because the nmultitude threatens to do away with
t hem once and for all.

The various technol ogies of containnent--the cinematic
scenography of populism testinonio as |ast gasp of the
hegenoni ¢ project, the tel evisual ubiquity of

neoliberalism-are effectively bankrupt. Nothing
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denonstrates the end of the tel evisual node of
neol i beralismnore than the Venezuel an coup and counter -
coup of April 2002 (for which see ny postface). W see
(or, rather, sense) the nmultitude breaki ng down such
reginmes of visibility and nmechani sns of representation.
What, then, follows? For Negri, we enter onto the terrain
of an imm nent Comruni sm

Wth the announcenent that Communismis or could be
i mm nent, anal ysis becones project. Posthegenony as
project is a revolutionary undertaking. Moreover, the
prom se of Conmmunismis not nerely contingent for Negri: it
is that prom se that notivates the call to pass through
Enmpire. For without it, there would be no notivation to go
further through and into Enpire, a formof rule nore
vicious and arbitrary than any seen before. It would seem
to be the case that without a belief in the viability of
revol uti on, posthegenony as project is groundless. |Its
ground, therefore, lies in a future that Negri takes to be
certain. Neither cultural studies nor civil society theory
have pretensions to revolution. Neither can inmagine either
a habitable outside (for both, exteriority is nute
subalternity), or still less the breakdown of barrier

bet ween i nsi de and outside, and as such al so the breakdown
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of a social pact co-coordinated by and through a
transcendent center. The best that cultural studies can
call for is nore hegenony. And what kind of slogan is
that? Negri's posthegenonic postulation of a multitudi nous
liberation is the sole revolutionary project with any
credence remaining. And it depends fully on credence, on
sonething |like faith.

For Negri posits the nultitude as a nodern god, a

divinity here on earth. The poor," he and Hardt claim

"is god on earth"” (Enpire 157; enphasis in original). 1In

the best tradition of fundanentalism they call for the

ki ngdom of God on earth to start here and now. This belief
fits also with Spinoza's phil osophy--Spinoza the great

at heist, but also the great (if heretic) theist. Spinoza
can and does imagine a fully-achieved i nrmanence, but this

is only the perspective of the divinity. Sub specie

aeternitatis all differences are perfectly resol ved, and

harmony and know edge are all. The ultinmate ai m of
Spinoza's ethical systemis to achieve bl essedness, the
third kind of know edge (after know edge reveal ed through
signs and know edge revealed in the joyful ness of
comonality). The achi evenent of bl essedness is comruni on

wth God in eternity; it is the end of history. "The w se
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man," for Spinoza, "is scarcely noved in spirit: he is
conscious of hinself, of god, and things by a certain
eternal necessity, he never ceases to be, and al ways enjoys
sati sfaction of mnd" (Ethics 224).

But the achi evenent of absol ute i nmanence woul d be not
only the end of history, but also the end of the play of
encounter, the series of events that give rise to either
pl easure or pain. All contingency and acci dent woul d be
abolished in favor of absolute necessity (albeit for
Spi noza, a necessity understood as freedon). There would
be no encounter because everything would be already inits
place. Pure intensity, outside of tine--or of tinme, not in
time. Should the nmultitude cone into its own, then, and
transcendence di sappear, there would be no objectivity,
only the pure subjectivity of the divine presence and
power. Not hing woul d happen. It would be perfect, but it

woul d be dead.
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