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INTRODUCTION

It is the last moment to save our Planet. To carate that warning Al
Gore pronounced a challenging thought: the politigd is a renewable
resource. However, what that statement could readign in the context of
a fatal collision between the dominant civilizatiamd the ecological
system of the Earth, it is less clear. This bookjclw consists of nine
essays, unintentionally offers some insights inke tmost relevant
dimensions of urgently needed reflection on humestidy. Dealing with
the current topics through an interdisciplinary my@gh able to synthesize
more than analyze many partial views from differéetds, it opens a
crucial question: what is our endeavour as a speend what are we
really looking for?

The multiple processes that constitute economibajipation inhabit
and shape specific structurations of the econotimécpolitical, the cultural,
and the subjective. New spatialities and tempaealiare produced. They
are partly inserted in the national and hence eviomamplex imbrications
with the latter (Sassen). For economics to functiogay it has to be
formed around the common, the global, and sociapemation; it must
become aiopoalitical science. Just as we must understand the production
of value in terms of common, so too must we trgaaceive exploitation
asthe expropriation of the common (Hardt and Negri).

How to identify the extent to which labour is cdntd within capital
(and hence capital’'s power over labour), and also éxtent to which
labour exists as an internal contradiction withapital (and hence labour’s
power over capital) is the key question to compnelirey both processes
that have led to developments within the globaltizal economy, and the
potential for its transformation (Trott). This wiee final point in the first
essayGeopolitics undermined.

We are still far from even mapping out the kindgtdbal culture and
cosmopolitan ideal that can truly supersede a waofidhations, each
cultivating its distinctive historical character.ndrmative global revolution
is underway, but its sustainability and outcome faghly uncertain and
beset by contradictory evidence and trends. Becthsalimensions of
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globalization are co-dependent, financial and cateoglobalizations are
now more advanced than political and social fornfisglobalization.
Neoliberalism is heading for the existing imbalabetween market, state
and society that favours market forces. Contesting transforming this
imbalance is one of the major struggles of our time

There are clearly two meanings of the word “sociéfe first one is
taken to be a domain among other non-social ores;second one
establishes connections, associations, collectiovivatever the name,
between all sort of heterogeneous domains, notigeaf being “social” in
the first meaning of the word. The “society’/’natlidivide says nothing
at all about what really happened. We are stillggiting to find apositive
narrative, one fitting for the newly redefined Edirtgs. Bruno Latour is
guoted at the end of the esgalypbalizing norms.

The ontology behind the science/value split familia modernism is
one in which mind and matter are considered toepamate ‘things’. There
is a given reality ‘out there,’ it is assumed, Wwajtto be known. While
values and purposes are something that humansamaveometimes try to
impose, external reality is bereft of intrinsic waJ subjectivity, or
purpose. Our attempts to find religious, moral, aedthetic meaning in
the universe, in this view, are epiphenomenal amikatgic, if not
downright delusional (Julie Nelson).

The real subsumption of traditional culture by talst relations of
production almost immediately creates an imperioeied to invent new
forms of non-monetary exchange, so as to escapetfie constrictive and
sterile realm of pure commaodity relations. Brianltdes believes that the
continuing imposition of networked capitalism isckad up increasingly
by military force as the symbolic language of moneses its ability to
integrate the world system. This is going to brimy waves of violent
resistance whose nature we cannot really underdtand our positions
here in the Western world, it is argued in the dhéissayValues and
capabilities.

If there is "eschatology" by Marx, it is not in heblogical sense,
therefore, not sacred, of a generic survival etiian end of prehistory
that would be the beginning of the man becoming dunTheCapital,
despite being unfinished, is the most developeticati judgment on
philosophies of history where the future of humaaippears as performing
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in line with the progress of increasing efficienaythe fields of science
and technology.

The disasters that also emerged from the greatsindimpose the
need to recognize the work varied and, the largestlopment possible of
various abilities to work, as an act of modern picitbn. This is a matter
of life or death to replace individual fragmenteg,full individual.

The earlier master concept of “alternative futtirds now being
compressed into one or another variant of the tslwveot and collapse”
perspective. One of the burdens of being a futisitte foreknowledge of
species suffering. The fact is that the global faaiions of the culture
and dynamic leave humanity ill prepared for thesutiamis of change”
coming its way, as Richard A. Slaughter remarkds ltime to re-direct
that culture and dynamic toward more constructorgglterm ends before
the implacable dynamics of natural systems forectoany of the options
that remain. These are the main points in the lfoessayloward the real
history.

What capital (not capitalism) does is that it ag¢snto create life
worlds in its own image (like the factory) or colem existing ones, to put
them to work for its priorities and drives. It iogsible to identify
enclosures as an external limit, posed by capitalthe production of
commons. It is this barrier that political and sbainovements need to
overcome through the production of commons, anenofthis production
is the result of practices of civil disobediencel airect action, rather than
traditional party politics. How to politically invecapital's strategies and
identify enclosures as limits for non-market sodrgkractions and as a
strategic space for new commons? This is a tragegfic challenge faced
by the many articulations of today's global justiemd solidarity
movement (Massimo De Angelis).

Capitalism as Jacques Bidet says, cannot be redocegploitation,
accumulation and extortion. It also entails, just @anportantly,
abstraction, real abstraction. Its logic is logigmfit, of abstract wealth,
no matter what the consequences may be for humiags)efor nature
and for cultures. Its first contradiction is indeéd contradiction between
capital and labour.
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But the second contradiction, which impinges onfitst, lies between
capital and society as a whole, the multitude onckvtihis abstraction
bears, and which is life itself that gives risatul invents concrete wealth,
and enables common life to resist. This is an ingmtrclarification in the
fifth essay under the titl& planetary citizenship.

Mainstream economics is “autistic” in its deficits communication
and social interaction with other disciplines. Thigellectual impairment
has led to its inability to address many importaal world problems. Our
‘pre-analytic vision’ of both how the human econoamd society relate to
the rest of nature and of the economy itself isnghey. The human
economy has passed from an ‘empty world’ era inctvtiuman-made
capital was the limiting factor in economic devetemt to the current
‘full world’ era in which remaining natural capitahs become the limiting
factor.

Social complexity emphasizes the complexity thatades all areas of
knowledge to the point of paroxysms. That which a@ms is founded on
the logic of utilitarianism and suggests to us mgtother than the “end of
history”. The conflict between individual life asdcial life grows with an
accelerating rhythm. How can one dream of a sd@aihony based on the
annihilation of the interior being? - Basarab Naswu puts this
provocative question.

But still more provocative is a suggestion of Nie®oRuiz quoted at
the end of the essdyconomics and worldview. A metaphysics of Capital,
derived from the preponderance of a capitalizinge Hde, supports the
idea that Capital has no birth, but is eternallynpticit with life, the only
variance being, the way in which we define Capital.

Uncertainty of the notion is the title of the next essay dealing with a

theological-biblical term, which has unquestionathkeo-political function

in the text of the Gospel according to Mark. Asdditizal term multitude
was used by Machiavelli and later also by Spin@sdy recently it gained

a prominent significance thanks to its conceptaditin in works of
Michael Hardt and Toni Negri as a model of resistamo the global
capitalistic system. The repercussion of their deepnd continual
theoretical elaboration and large historical contakzation of its meaning
is becoming more evident although the time of imiaedrealization of
programmatic revolutionary ideas they are annouynseems still far.
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The current world crisis the so-called pocket Mems did not foresee,
still less have the apologists of neoliberalismtddnon it. The present
theoretical disorientation is not permitting to reamme crisis exactly let
alone to measure its historical significance. Tpgearance of Dag Stg%
bookKarl Marx and palitical economy of Modernity, should be appreciated
at least for its reminding us of the desperatelgdeel critical thought
today and for the hope that a consistent histotigaking is still possible.

The last essaysubjectivity of the Common, following some incentives
from Badiou's new manifest for philosophy, triesltscern what distances
the epochs from each other, what borders them.






CHAPTERONE

GEOPOLITICSUNDERMINED

Despite the diversity of the approaches, most sehobf political
science and international relations still shareommon assumption: that
the division of the world into sovereign statesaigpermanent trait of
politics, and not historically transitory. But asidio Levi (Web) argues
the state-centric paradigm must not only be viewsdthe theory of
politics of a given historical epoch — that of thavereign states — it has
also ceased being a guide for political researauirtime.

There is no valid model

The state-centric paradigm rests on two axiomsstipremacy of the
state over civil society and the predominance efdfates in the sphere of
international politics. These axioms, as Levi olesr no longer
correspond to the reality of our times. Globaliaathas questioned these
two postulates of the state-centric paradigm, wipch the state at the
centre of political thought and action. In fact tlmeost significant
consequence at the political level of globalizatisrthe erosion of state
sovereignty. He suggests that the era of the siowestates is passing.

With the formation of the global civil society, @glalization puts in a
critical position the principle of state supremaxer civil society, whose
dynamic escapes state control. On the other hateknational relations
are conditioned in an increasingly glaring way loyn4state actors, among
them Levi mentions multinational corporations andnks, non-
governmental organizations, criminal and terrogistups, which threaten
the control that the states used to exert exclisieger international
relations and compete with the states for the detcisiaking power on the
great issues of international politics.

The institutions of the European Union are an esgiom of a general
tendency towards constitutionalizing internationaklations. The
constitutional construction site of the Europeanaddris the laboratory of
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a new form of statehood. It should be pointed bat this process creates
a new level of government in Europe, which doessodistitute but rather
joins those existing nationally, regionally anddtyg.

If we want to govern globalization, it is obvioust like powers must
be instituted at the international level. Lucio Lbeas no other models then
already existing ones exemplified by World Tradeg&nization or
International Criminal Court. Such internationalganizations govern
what were once considered the domestic affairhefstates. The unique
remark that he has is that they do so without deatizdegitimation.

If the idea is to globalize democracy democratjcadhould we not
allow for other, non-European experiences, aspmatand perspectives as
well? - seems to be the most relevant questiohignconsideration, Heikki
Patoméki is asking (Held and Patomaki, 2006: 118 are limited
historical beings, he argues. When we enter intdiadogue, we are
preformed, complex, intra- and inter-related systemhose capacity for
learning and trans-contextual judgements is stradtuhrough our geo-
historical experiences. We also know from the histif colonialism what
it might mean to posit the superiority of Westemderstandings and
political theories (119).

There is a split between the world of impartial gnate morality and
the real world of geo-historical determination, dhadiki continues. This
split is both ontologically untenable and ethicalysign of unhappy
consciousness, which cannot locate and resolve Inpoohlems in this
world. Thus tends to turn to otherworldly solutionsearch for rationality
and morality (120).

Instead of assuming that global political space tnfimsn a hierarchy
of territorial layers, like within the modern Euegn nation-states, and a
linear upwards movement from the European Middle #igough the era
of centralized nation-states to the era of cosmtgoldemocracy like in
typical modern European world historical narratjive® should rethink,
dialogically, the nature of time, space and the r@fogatory process,
Patoméki emphasizes (121).

An unbundling of the national

The multiple processes that constitute economibajipation inhabit
and shape specific structurations of the econorthie, political, the
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cultural, and the subjective. In so doing, new igfiies and temporalities
are produced; these do not stand outside the étidmey are partly
inserted in the national and hence evince compigbications with the
latter, Saskia Sassen explains (1999).

A crucial conceptual issue is the analytic congtomcof the dynamics
of interaction and overlap within each the globat ahe national and
between them, Sassen says. In the domain of thealgleconomic,
transnational corporations, financial markets, anohigrant workers, are
emblematic subjects, as are, at a greater levebwiplexity, the question
of sovereignty in the context of globalization atite formation of a
cross-border network of global cities.

What the mainstream accounts tend to leave outeofihalysis is the
fact that hyper mobility and time-space compressieed to be produced,
and that this requires vast concentrations of wegterial and not so
mobile facilities and infrastructures. The globdtlycSassen argues, is
emblematic here, with its vast capacities for adltihg hyper mobile
dematerialized financial instruments and the enasnooncentrations of
material and human, mostly place-bound resourastttakes to have the
former circulating around the globe in a second.

There is a specific kind of materiality underlyitige world of new
business activities even if they take place partlglectronic space. Even
the most digitalized, globalized and dematerializedtor, notably global
finance, inhabits both physical and digital spaddsese firms' activities
are simultaneously partly deterritorialized andtlgadeeply territorialized,
they span the globe yet they are highly concerdrate very specific
places.

This produces a strategic geography that cuts adroslers and across
spaces Yyet installs itself also in specific citiee spatiality thus produced
can be thought of as a cross border network ofipesites embedded
partly in the national but constituted through gdand temporal practices
that distinguishes these from others, notably thofehe national as
historically constructed. It is a geography thapleges the boundaries of
contextuality and the traditional hierarchies ofalsc In so doing it
contributes to a partial unbundling of nationalritery, Saskia Sassen
observes lucidly.



4 Chapter One

We can then think of the global economy as maieng in a
worldwide grid of strategic places, uppermost amaevigch are major
international business and financial centres. We tbink of this global
grid as constituting a new economic geography afraéity, one that cuts
across national boundaries and across the old fmtith divide.

The growth of global markets for finance and spexgd services, the
need for transnational servicing networks due tarphincreases in
international investment, the reduced role of thevegnment in the
regulation of international economic activity antet corresponding
ascendance of other institutional arenas, notaldbpay markets and
corporate headquarters, for the governance of khigabeconomy -- all
these point to the existence of transnational ewwmqrocesses with
multiple locations in more than one country.

One of the tasks here has to do with rethinkindiabhierarchies that
are usually taken as a given: local/national/glpBakkia Sassen continues
arguing. For example, both the new internationabfgssionals and
immigrant workers operate in contexts which aréhat same time local
and global, thereby overriding these conventionaaichies of scale. As
financial centres, London, New York, Zurich, Amstam, Frankfurt, are
all part of an international yet very localized waub-culture. We see
here "proximity" but not embedded in territorial age; rather, a
deterritorialized form of proximity.

This type of analysis, which Saskia Sassen is giong, points to a
space economy for major new, transnational econgunicesses that
diverges in significant ways from the duality glthational presupposed
in much analysis of the global economy. Economigbglization does
indeed extend the economy beyond the boundaridseafation-state and
hence reduces the state's sovereignty over its oeopn But these
boundaries are not simply geographic; they are aistitutional and
located inside the national rather than at its ggaigic borders. It is not
simply the push by global firms and markets thaghiaping the dynamics
of interaction as is implied in much of the litena on the declining
significance of the national state under globailirat States are also
shaping the dynamics of interaction and are domgat merely in the
form of resistance. Their reconfiguring is shapethtby trends towards
standardization, and by national particularitieg, the different responses.
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Economic globalization entails a set of practicdsictv destabilize
another set of practices, i.e. some of the praxtibat came to constitute
national state sovereignty. In their enactment eéhpgactices produce
distinctive and complex spatialities which cannwmh@y be subsumend
under the national. Thus we cannot simply assuna because a
transaction takes place in national territory amd inational institutional
setting it is ipso facto national. The imbricatioh global actors and
national institutions is far more ambiguous. Certaomponents of the
national state operate as necessary instrumeesaidr the implementation
of a global economic system.

In terms of research this means, among other tagding what is
national today in what has historically been cargrd as national, and
establishing what are the new territorial and tositnal conditionalities
of national states. Transnational processes suelc@smic globalization
or the global disjuncture specified by Appaduraiwthom Sassen refers,
confront the social sciences with a series of thiémal and methodological
challenges.

The paradigm of immaterial production

Contemporary geopolitics demonstrate the same dbgichema that
defines the contemporary theory of sovereignty ahd reality of
economic activity: it has two sides that are cam$gan contradiction and
conflict. Following Hardt and Negri, these internaonflicts or
contradictions within the concept of geopoliticosll be recognized as
the conflict between the multitude (that is, thecés of social production)
and imperial sovereignty (that is, the global ordsfr power and
exploitation), between biopolitics and biopower.

As they argue, the contemporary global order canlorger be
understood adequately in terms of imperialism agai$ practiced by the
modern powers, based primarily on the sovereigritghe nation-state
extended over foreign territory. A new form of smignty is emerging, a
"network power" which Hardt and Negri claim is "ieq@ml" not
"imperialist”. Empire rules over a global orderttisanot only fractured by
internal divisions and hierarchies but also plagoggerpetual war which
functions as an instrument of rule. Their recenbkbdocuses on the
multitude, the living alternative that grows withtmpire. Globalization is
not a matter of everyone in the world becoming Haene; rather it
provides the possibility that, while remaining di#nt, we discover the
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commonality that enables us to communicate and tegéther. The
multitude too might thus be conceived as a netwopen and expansive,
in which all differences can be expressed freety equally (xii-xiii).

This inclusive concept tries to capture the impurta of the recent
shifts of the global economy. The industrial workiclass no longer plays
a hegemonic role in the global economy, and thelystion today has to
be conceived more generally as social productimeiuding the production
of communications, relationships, and forms of.lifa so far as the
multitude is neither an identity (like the peoplepr uniform (like the
masses), the internal differences of the multitudaest discoverthe
commonthat allows them to communicate and act togethiardt and
Negri believes. Our communication, collaboratiomj @ooperation are not
only based on the common, but they in turn prodheecommon in an
expanding spiral relationship. Labour itself tendbrough the
transformation of the economy to create and be dddxt in cooperative
and communicative network. This is especially tfae all labour that
creates immaterial projects, including ideas, insagaffects and
relationships. Hard and Negri call this newly doamhmodel "biopolitical
production” to highlight that it not only involvéise production of material
goods in strictly economic sense but also touchesamd produces all
facets of social life, economic, cultural, and podl (xv-xvi).

Trying to understand the nature of the emergingalalass formation,
the multitude, they point out this important obsgion: "Where the
nascent bourgeoisie needed to call on a sover@gm®pto guarantee its
interests, the multitude emerges from within the mmperial sovereignty
and points beyond it. The multitude is working thgh Empire to create
an alternative global society" (xvii).

There are several insights that make this asseptewmsible. Networks
are the form of organization of the cooperative ar@mmunicative
relationships dictated by immaterial paradigm obdurction. Whereas
material production creates theeans of social lifemmaterial production
is biopolitical, it tends to create thsocial life itself In immaterial
production the creation of cooperation has becamerral to labour and
thus external to capital. Labour and value havefmecbiopolitical in the
sense that living and producing tend to be indigtishable. The real
wealth, which is an end in itself, resides in tloenenon; it is the sum of
the pleasures, desires, capacities, and needs|vehaak. The common
wealth is the real and proper object of producfibi2; 146; 147; 149).
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In the paradigm of immaterial production, the theof value cannot
be conceived in terms of measured quantities oé.tidust as we must
understand the production of value in terms of cemnso too must we
try to conceive exploitation ahe expropriation of the commonhrough
financial markets money tends to represent not timdypresent but also
the future value of the common. The profits of fioa capital are probably
in its purest form the expropriation of the commbdtanaging the global
divisions of labour and power is one weapon at telipi disposal for
maintaining command over global production and tiedlThe poor" is
excluded from wealth and yet included in its citswf social production.
The double character of poverty and possibilityirdesf the subjectivity of
labour increasingly clearly in the immaterial pagamd. The wealth it
creates is taken away, and this is the sourcesoaiitagonism. Yet it
retains its capacity to produce wealth, and thissipower. For economics
to function today it has to be formed around thengmn, the global, and
social cooperation; it must become kiopolitical science Global
anthropology must overcome the fundamental Euroisemt cultural
difference must be conceived in itself, as sindgiyldl51-153; 157; 125).

The common social being the powerful matrix that is central in the
production and reproduction of contemporary socétgt has the potential
to create a new society. We should regard this comsacial being as an
amorphous flesh that as yet forms no body, HardtNegri remark. This
new social flesh may be formed into the productivgans of the global
social body of capital. Another possibility is thahese common
singularities organize themselves autonomously. fideent process of
globalization and the declining sovereignty of oatstates have
undermined the conditions that made possible théemmoconstruction of
a political body. The global political body is naterely a national body
grown overlarge. It has a ngaysiology(161-162)

The global political body is defined not only byoghl divisions of
labour but also by closely related global divisicofspower. It is not
possible to determine in fixed way the degree of development and
exploitation but one has to recognize instead thiftirsg status of the
divisions among geographical areas and among piqnsa The global
divisions are the results and the objects of patreiggles (164-165).

In the contemporary interregnum, in which the maderational
paradigm of political bodies is passing towardew® global form, there is
an abundance of new structures of power. The invemtf new science of
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democracy for the multitude is certainly an enorm¢ask. What Hardt
and Negri propose today is calling on ourselveggtasp the present
biopolitical needs and imaging the possible coadgiof a new life. They
recognize the need for it in the real and urgei@vgnces and demands
from so many throughout the world. From where wotlld power to
realize such a project come if not from the desifethe multitude? Their
attitude implies an ethical and cognitive immersinghe movements of
history and the anthropological transformationsudfjectivity (312).

The neoliberal agenda

Obituaries of the state are premature, even ifsitimperative to
relativise the state as the prime locus of authauitd sovereignty, Shalini
Randeria (2007: 26) argues. Although inadequate, dtate remains
indispensable as its laws and policies play a kdgy in transposing neo-
liberal agendas to the national and local levefs.inl the age of
globalization and economic Empire, political viadenhas been replaced
by legal violence, resistance to it is also artted in the language of law.

Contrary to Hard and Negri's sceptical view of ign@ and the state as
sites for the pursuit of justice in Empire, the en&tl Randeria's exposis on
the case of India indicates that the national jgalitarena and judicial fora
have not been rendered marginal, and that, contoatheir assertion, civil
society has not declined either (27). In the newhitecture of global
governance, power is diffuse and elusive, just asereignties are
scattered according to the specific issue and ypolarritorial area or the
section of the population under study, is Randegaheral remark. Or, as
Appadurai puts it, thinking beyond the nation meaesognizing that
everyone today has a picture of the whole andwieation’t know enough
about the ways in which people in other placesns¢@nly themselves but
the whole (Rantanen 2006: 18). We have to allowthéanalysis of any
process of social development, a much greateudiifor people's mental
make-up and ideas as they are shaped by compradtibns between the
dominant mode of production and the historical pescby which distinct
social groups of widely varying backgrounds becantegrated into the
expanding 'Western' world of capital, suggests dan Pijl (2005). The
unique trajectory of each ethno-national entitylssaaption into this
expanding capitalist world is what truly makes pinecess of globalization
global, he argues (273-274). Globalization can drdyunderstood if the
analysis of the capitalist market discipline isaeged by an awareness of
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the materiality of ethnic and cultural diversity,hiesh includes the
realization that the 'state' has different connoteg¢verywhere (276).

Programmes of economic deregulation, privatisatibe, principles of
macroeconomic austerity and the ideologies of iddilism and
consumerism have undoubtedly made deep inroad theoold social
democratic amalgams of the West as well as intwuarsystems of state-
led capitalism and predatory populism that predagésewhere. But the
consequences have, in critical instances, been bo#xpected and
seemingly counter-intuitive, Richard Robinson (2066serves. While it
has been relatively easy to roll back entrenchgdmes and enact market
reforms, building neoliberal agenda has proved @oabmore difficult
matter. In Western industrial economies, the teetmanagerial mode of
protecting markets from politics, even where itdlwed the enhancement
of state power, was to be a favoured neoliberal enofl governance.
Attempt to force reforms through episodes of 'shtwrapy’, in Russia
and Indonesia, have produced powerful social afitiqgad oligarchies as
the apparent heirs to the old centralised auth@iigolitical regimes. In
Africa, Robinson resumes, three decades of stralctnjustment seem
only to have consolidated predatory elites whichehlijacked the reform
process to consolidate the clientelist networks thmalerpin their power.
In Latin America the advance of markets is now fedriven more
effectively by neopopulist regimes, than previousyytechnocratic rulers
riding on the backs of structural adjustment progrees.

Recognition of the proposition that neoliberal refois about power
and conflict means an admission that the neolibegehda itself is not an
abstraction of efficiency standing above vestearagt, but a political
phenomenon no less than any other agenda for tegbc#l change, is
Robinson's realistic conclusion (256).

But, if the central problem seems to be who wilildthe systems of
social and political governance required by thelibewal revolution and
what interests will it accommodate, a more crugigstion remains: What
makes a market economy? That is constitutive probte political
economy as much as of moral philosophy (Watson 005

The geopolitics of knowledge

Still today the studies of globalisation and theapliggms of political
economy continue to produce knowledge from the dzeoint”
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perspective. This leads to serious difficultiescionceptualising global
capitalism Ramon Grosfoguel (2006: 54) argues. FtbenEuro centre
point of view the capitalist world-system is pripally an economic
system, the economic and work relations are pgeitkin comparison
with an overall view of the power relations. Theref the production
relations that the European capitalist/colonial amgion produces in the
world and the new class structures specific totaipim and contrary to
the social systems and power relations existingprieethe arrival of
Europeans are also privileged.

In the application of the notion geopolitics of kviedge and body-
politics of knowledge, the “coloniality of powerds Grosfoguel explains,
appears as a system made up of multiple forms astdrdgenous
hierarchies/dispositives sexual, political, epidtgneconomic, spiritual,
linguistic and racial of domination and exploitation the world scale
(57).

Contrary to what the Eurocentric perspective isppsing, these
relations are not the elements to be added to ¢hacenic and political
structures of the capitalist world-system, but mtegrand and constitutive
part of the packet of the interwoven power relajone points out (58).
The perspective of the “coloniality of power” makesface the challenge
of thinking the alternatives of change and a naiuocgionist social
transformation.

One of the strongest myths of the™2€entury was the idea that the
elimination of the colonial administrations has télee equivalent of the
world decolonisation. In the same way the myth gfoatcolonial world
has been created, Grosfoguel retains. The coloni@i related to a
continuity of the forms of domination and exploibat after the
disappearance of colonial administrations produbgdthe hegemonic
structures and cultures of the capitalist / pathiat / modern / colonial
world system. Accordingly, the coloniality of powepresents the crucial
processes of structuration in that world-systemjciwhinterweave the
peripheral localisations of the international watikision and the global
ethno-racial hierarchies. The peripheral natiotestdive today under a
regime of global coloniality imposed by US with th&l of IMF, World
Bank, Pentagon and NATO (61).

By “colonial situation” or “coloniality of power” Bmén Grosfoguel
denotes the political and economic oppression efstibordinated ethno-
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social groups by the dominant ethno-social groupth wor without
colonial administration. The 453 years of Europeafonial domination
and expansion have produced an international divisif work between
Europeans / Euro-North-American and non-Europedanishwcontinue to
reproduce it-self in the current phase called “mudbnial”, of the world-
system (62).

The idea that we are living in a time and a wongstcolonial” and
that the world and the metropolitan centres done#d a decolonisation
makes part of the same Euro-centric myth. Troudthal history of the
world-system until today the culture, the knowledysd epistemology
produced in West were constantly privileged. Naurel could maintain
itself in the absolute outside in relation to thedcentred modernity. The
global monolinguistique and monotopique Westerrceptions build their
relations with other cultures and other peopletisigjrwith a position of
superiority and remain totally deaf to the cosm@egnd epistemologies
of the non-Western world (63). If the non-Europeg@apulation do not
accept the terms of the liberal democracy, théniihposed them by force
and in the name of the progress and civilisationmstaguel says bitterly.

The democracy needs a re-conceptualisation und&arsmodern
form, to be able to decolonise itself of its Westhiberal form, that is of
its form racist, patriarchal and capitalist, heasivinced (67).

A general anthropological transition

How experience can function as a generative pri@dip the creation
of new institutional forms immanent to the dynamadssocial-technical
networks? In asking this question Brett Neilson &l Rossiter (2006)
maintain that the existing institutions have tendedrely to adapt to
prevailing global circumstances, rather than tavabt innovate in ways
that seek to intervene upon or change these condif393).

The notion of experience calls our attention to ement modes of
sociality whose significance derives not from reprgation or interpretation
but from phenomenal life itself. Movement individes form from the
distribution of experience. It is this doublingmbvement — individuation
coupled with distribution — that comprises ‘theipodl’ that attends the
invention of new institutional forms. As a term witmmediate political
resonance movement describes nongovernmental fofntgganization
often associated with activist networks and th&implex practices of
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horizontal connection and multiscalar engagemesi|shin and Rossiter
theorize (394).

The tendency to attribute political status to thativities of social
movements but to understand actual physical movemgrapolitical is
one that has received criticism from those who wstdad the mobility of
migrants, particularly undocumented migrants, tsep@ challenge to
modern forms of political organization, these aushobserve. In such
movement, the moment of self-valorisation or seffresentation is
subtracted, the new institutional forms that mighterge in and through
the experience of movement involve ‘organizationthaiit ends’. Such
formulation signals the real challenges faced bljtipal creativity in an
institutional environment still dominated by thenket and state (396).

Obviously, the situation we face is one that canlorger be fully
analyzed using concepts like hegemony or governatigntWe are in the
midst of a general anthropological transition whtre species-being of
human beings, which is without any function andajsvopen to change,
is appropriated and subordinated to the specifetkstaand aims of a
particular historical period. What is at stake & an attempt to censor
individuals or deprive them of a voice, but rattlee establishment of
power over minds and the collaboration of mindsijld¢@ and Rossiter
underscore (398).

Power no longer seeks its justification from pautic institutions and
their functions. Rather it operates on the bareditimms of action or the
possibilities of life in general. Ethics and pubbpinion replace formal
law and its institutions as the basis of legitimaépd thus power has no
fixed point of reference. Rather it seems to chdnga day to day.

The question then becomes how to create new itistis) new
political spaces and concepts, rather than simmferdling the old
institutions or, as some would have it, defendinglitigs. Such
institutions, Neilson and Rossiter believe, woudgah to arise in the social
forms that networks and other forms of cooperatiewelop as part of
their daily life. They would have to remain open the brute
precariousness of human potentiality while simdtarsly recognizing
that this potentiality is necessarily installedhie world (400).

The creative action then is not simply one thatakse rules
(simultaneously affirming them in the act of traresgion) but an action
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that changes the grammatical system itself, opeyati a space where the
grammatical rule cannot be distinguished from timpieical event.

The seemingly impossible tension between distriutnd decision
can never be overcome. There is no dialecticalgg®that might resolve
this conflict in a higher order of sovereign ruledemocratic consensus.
This is why it is so mistaken to conceive of netkgorms democratic
institutions. Networks do not apportion membershipcitizenship. They
cannot be hijacked to the legislative model of theliament or the
representative model of the election. This is wotlisavow the complex
problem of network governance, Neilson and Rosgsr. But it is to
recognize that, in conceiving the potentialitiekdrent in networks, we
must heed the difference between law and institat{@04).

The networked multitude questioned

Network cultures come into being as a ‘productikietibn’ between
inter-human dynamics and the given framework otvgafe. The social
dynamics that develop within networks is not ‘gaabut essence. The
aim of networks is not transportation of data bantestation of systems,
says Geert Lovink (2005: 6)

The notion that networks are not random but haveletying
structures, can be a ground-breaking insight f@nsists, but should not
come as a surprise for critical Internet schol&ts.is very clear in his
judgement. Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri userihgtitude concept to
describe today’s social formations in a globalinextld (7). Yes, networks
constantly undermine the stable boundaries betvirgide and outside,
but provoking a sense of liberation they instadiitiselves into everyday
life as ideal machines for control. This is Loviakfundamental insight

(9).

Networks are complex techno-social environments diséy simplistic
reductions. They are large-scale power transfoomatnechanisms in
place. If networks were to dissolve power as stioh,first such network
has yet to be built. What defines the Internetsssocial architecture. It's
the living environment that counts, the live intgi@n, not just the storage
and retrieval procedure (11).

Collaboration itself is not generating issues ttet be translated into
(political) campaigns, Lovink continues with histical comments. Key to
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our effort to theorize individual and collective pexiences, is the
recognition that there must be a freedom to refoseollaborate. There
must be a constitutive exit strategy. The questibtiree cooperation’ is,
in essence, one of organization and comes up #fercrisis of the
(Fordist) factory model and its political mirrohet political party. The
focus on ‘new social movements’ may already be atewd, and should
perhaps be replaced with much more temporary rapt{(ir3).

Geert Lovink is ready to say that multitudes ardeighly problematic
category, not for capital or the ‘control societpyt for the multitudes
themselves. It will take a while to get used to fhet that there is no
consciousness in and for it-self (14). General petwtheory might be
useful for enlightenment purposes, but that doemmdwer the issues that
new media based social networks face. Does it fgates know that
molecules and DNA patterns also network? — Lovirkk asking
prudentially.

There are no networks outside of society. Like aliman techno
entities, they are infected by power. Their diag@hpower may operate
on a range of scales, traversing intra-local nete/@nd overlapping with
transnational insurgencies. No matter how harmiesg seem, networks
bring on differences (18).

It is time to abandon the illusion that the mytHsrepresentational
democracy might somehow be transferred and realiigdn networked
settings. The emerging theme of non-representdwveocracies places an
emphasis on process over its after-effect, consenSartainly, there’s
something attractive in process-oriented forms ofiegnance, Lovink
admits (23).

Networks are never hundred per cent virtual ancagéaconnected at
some point with the monetary economy. This is where story of
organized networks starts he clarifies. Ideallyljmenprojects are high on
communitarian spirits and are able to access thessary skills. But the
further we leave behind the moment of initiatidre more likely it will be
that work will have to be paid. Organized netwoteve to face this
economic reality or find themselves marginalizedy matter how
advanced their dialogues and network use might be.

Roughly speaking, Lovink says, one can witness @avergence’
between the informality of virtual networks and fhemality of institutions.
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This process, however, is anything but harmonidDkshes between
networks and organizations are occurring before weny own eyes.
Debris spreads in every possible direction, depgndn the locality. The
networked multitude is constituted — and crusheds—a part of this
process. It is naive to believe that, under theremir circumstances,
networks will win this battle (21).

An actual understanding we are lacking

Many of the criticisms made of Hardt and Negri'sriwdave been
based, to a large extent, upon a failure to congnéhhetendentialnature
of their argument. However, it should also be matkar that there
nevertheless exist a number of real and importaatkwesses in Hardt and
Negri's work, related in particular to their claims to the possibilities for
radical social change opened up by the processestransformations
taking place through the global political econoBgn Trott (2007: 207)
finds out.

Hardt and Negri describe the multitude as ‘legiaat’;onceone and
many composed of a set of singularities all of whica aevertheless said
to produce within an increasingly common conditite. boundaries are
“indefinite and open”, and are said to include @flthose involved in
social production/reproduction today. The multituderthermore, Trott
remarks, is said to be the only social subject blpaf realizing
democracy. Whilst it constitutes the creative anobpctive force, which
called the current order into being, it neverthgelesmains a political
project as yet to be fully realised.

Trott believes Hardt and Negri's central argumehgt a series of
transformations have taken place, or are in theqe® of taking place,
within the realm of production, and that these d¢farmations correspond
to a large extent to changes taking place througkouiety and even
within the structures of international power itsatf be broadly correct.
That a networked form of power — in which natiotetess and a range of
non-state actors, including major corporationsnmational organisations,
NGOs and others, constitute a form of global goarce — has emerged
alongside post-Fordist forms of production seems himm almost
undeniable. But he refuses Hardt and Negri's clag®m to the
immeasurability of value in today’s global politieeconomy, furthermore
the grounds upon which they attempt to substantis# claim as to the
possibilities for liberation opened up in the adeEmpire, namely: the
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increasingly communicative and cooperative mannaxhich production
is understood as taking place today (221).

Contrary to them, Trott strongly emphasize the arothat capital is a
function of the working class upon which it depenfis its own
reproduction. How to identify the extent to whicibbur is contained
within capital (and hence capital’'s power over laf)pand also the extent
to which labour exists as an internal contradictigithin capital (and
hence labour's power over capital) surely is they lkguestion to
comprehending both processes that have led to @mwelnts within the
global political economy, and the potential for itansformation (223).
But we are lacking an actual understanding of lib#se aspects of the
global capital/labour relation of today.



