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and the impossibility of traditional forms of struggle, but this is not.
the end of the story. As the old sites and forms of struggle declme;.}_l
new and more powerful ones arise. The spectacle of imperal order
is not an ironclad world, but actually opens up the real pc:-ss1b1ht5r

of its overturning and new potentials for revolution.

As long a5 society is founded on money we won't have enough
of it.

Leaflat, Paris strike, December 19385

This is the abolition of the capitalist mode of production within the
capitalist mode of production imelf, and hence a self-abolishing con-
tradiction, which presents itself prima facie as a mere point of transi-
tion to 4 new form of production.

Karl harx

Capital and sovereignty might well appear to be a contra-
ictory coupling. Modern sovereignty relies fundamentally on the
anscendence of the soverelgn—Dbe it the Prince, the state, the
Hition, or even the People—over the social plane. Hobbes estab-
:':’hed the spatial metaphor of sovereignty for all modern political
g '_?E:-ught in his unitary Leviathan that rises above and overarches
ﬁciety and the multitude. The sovereign is the surplus of power
hat serves to resolve or defer the crisis of modemnity. Furthermore,
'indern sovereignty operates, as we have seen in detail, through
'e creation and maintenance of fixed boundaries among territores,
1 E'pulatmus social functions, and so forth. Severeignty is thus also
o surp]us of code, an overcoding of social flows and functions.

3 1 other words, sovereignty operates through the stration of the
E-cm] field.
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Capital, on the contrary, operates on the plane of immanence, varous terrains without reference to prior and fixed definitions or

o terms.” The primary characteristic of such an axiomatic 5 that
S relations are prior to their terms. In other wotds, within an axiomatic
% gystem, postulates “are not propositions that can be true or false,
¥ since they contain relatively indeterminate variables. Only when we
give these variables particular values, or in other words, when we
substitute constants for them, do the postulates become propoesitions,
true or false, according to the constants chosen. "3 Capital operates
¢through just such an axiomatic of propositional functions. The
 general equivalence of money brings all elements together in quanti-
- flable, commensurable relations, and then the immanernt laws or
equations of capital determine their deployment and relation ac cord-
. ing to the particular constants that are substituted for the variables
~ of the equations. Just a5 an axiomanc destabilizes any terms and
: " definitions prior to the relations of logical deduction, so too capital
G sweeps clear the fixed barrers of precapitalist society—and even
1 ' the boundaries of the nation-state tend to fade into the background
as capital realizes itself in the world market. Capital tends toward
% 2 smooth space defined by uncoded flows, fexibility, conunual

modulation, and tendential equalization.*
The transcendence of modern soversignty thus conflicts with
 the immanence of capital. Historically, capital has relied on sover-
eignty and the support of its structures of right and force, but those
same structures continually contradict in principle and obstruct in
‘practice the operation of capital, finally obstructing its development.
“The entire history of modernity that we have traced thus far might
¢ be seen as the evolution of the attempts to negotate and mediate

“this contradiction. The historical process of mediation has been not
an equal give and take, but rather a one-sided movement from
-_3:l__-.$0vereignt5r’s transcendent position toward capital’s plane of 1mma-
¢ nence. Foucault traces this movement in his analysis of the passage
segrented social terrain—are progressively replaced by an axiomatic. . in European rule between the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries
that is, a set of equations and relationships that determines and g1 from “sovereignty” (an absolute form of sovereignty centralized in
combines variables and coefficients immediately and equally acros % the will and person of the Prince} and © governmentality” (a form

through relays and netwotks of relationships of domination, without
reliance on a transcendent center of power. It tends historically to
destroy traditional social boundaries, expanding across territories
and enveloping always new populations within its processes. Capital
Ginctions, according to the terminology of Deleuze and Guattari,
through 2 generalized decoding of fluxes, a massive deterritorializa-
tion, and then through conjuncaons of these deterritorialized and .=
decoded fuxes.! We can understand the functioming of capital as

deterritorializing and immanent in three pnimary aspects that Marx

himself analyzed. Fitst, in the processes of primitive accurnulation, -
capital separates populations from specifically coded territories and
sets thern in motion. It clears the Estates and createsa “free” proletar-
iat. Traditional cultures and social organizations are destroyed in i
capital’s tireless march through the world to create the networks
and pathways of a single cultural and economic system of production
1nd circulation. Second, capital brings all forms of value together
on one commeon plane and links them all through money, their %
general equivalent. Capital tends to reduce all previously established. %

that is, to quantitarive and cnmmensurable econcmic terms. Third,
the laws by which capital functions are not separate and fixed laws i
that stand above and direct capital’s operations from on high, but:
historically variable laws that are immanent €0 the very ﬁ.lllﬂtil:llliﬂg:l:g_r
of capital: the laws of the rate of profit, the rate of explnitatinn;-.’
the realization of surptus value, and so forth. |

Capital therefore demands not a transcendent power but 2
mechanism of control that resides on the plane of immanence.
Through the social development of capital, the mechanisms of
modern sovereignty—the processes of coding, overcoding, and::
recoding that imposed a transcendent order over 2 bounded and

2y
2,
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of sovereignty expressed through a decentralized economy of mle
and management of goods and populations).’ This passage between
forms of sovereignty coincides importantly with the early develop-
ment and expansion of capital. Each of the modern paradigms of
sovereignty indeed supports capital’s operation for a specific histori-
cal period, but at the same time they pose obstacles to capital’s
development that eventually have to be overcome. This evolving
relationship is perhaps the central problematic to be confronted by
any theory of the capitalist state. LR

Civil society served for one historical period as mediator be- - 5%
tween the immanent forces of capital and the transcendent power -
of modern sovereignty. Hegel adopted the term “civil society” from
his reading of British economists, and he understood it as a mediation
between the seif-interested endeavors of a plurality of economic
mdividuals and the unified interest of the state. Civil society mediates
between the (immanent) Many and the {transcendent) One, The -
nsticutions that constitute civil society functioned as passageways

i tion.* The withering of civil society might also be recognized as
‘concormitant with the passage from disciplinary society to the society
"of control (see Section 2.6). Today the social institutions that consti-
=1 tute disciplinary society (the school, the family, the hospital, the
) - factory), which are in large part the same as or closely related to
- those understood as civil soclety, are everywhere in crisis. As the
-walls of these institutions break down, the logics of subjectification
‘that previously operated within their limited spaces now spread
out, generalized across the social field. The breakdown of the institu~
tions, the withering of civil society, and the decline of disciplinary
society all involve a smoothing of the stration of modern social
:'sapace. Here anse the networks of the society of control.’
_ With respect to disciplinary society and civil society, the so clety
nf control marks a step toward the plane of immanence. The disci-
4 plinary institutions, the boundaries of the effectivity of their logics,
and their striation of social space all constitute instances of verticality
or ranscendence over the social plane. We should be careful, how-
ever, to locate where exactly this transcendence of diseiplinary
society resides. Foucault was insistent on the fact, and this was the
_ ;briHjant core of his analysis, that the exercise of discipline is abso-
0 lutely immanent to the subjectivities under its command. In other
words, discipline is not an external voice that dictates our practices
from on high, overarching us, as Hobbes would say, but rather
something like an inner compulsion indistinguishable from our
will, immanent to and inseparable from our subjectivity itself. The
! institutions that are the condition of possibility and that define
lspaually the zones of effectivity of the exercise of discipline, how-
ever, do maintain a certain separation from the social forces pro-
duced and organized. They are in effect an instance of sovereignty,
or rather a point of mediation with sovereignty. The walls of the
poson both enable and limit the exercise of carceral logics. They
differentiate social space.
" Foucault négotiates with enormous subtlety this distance be-
tween the transcendent walls of the institutions and the immanent
exercise of discipline through his theorties of the dispositif and the

that channel flows of social and economic forces, raising them up *
toward a coherent unity and, Aowing back, like an irTigation net-
wotk, distribute the command of the unity throughout the imma- -
nent social field. These non-state institutions, in other words, orga- 29
nized capitalist society under the order of the state and in turn.
spread state rule throughout society. In the terms of our conceptual 7
framework, we might say that civil society was the terrain of l:he
becoming-immanent of modemn state sovereignty (down to capitalist: :;
soclety) and at the same time inversely the becoming-transcendent: 2
of capitalist society (up to the state).

In our times, however, civil society no longer serves as the /8
adequate point of mediation between capital and sovereignty. The .7
structures and insttutions that constitute it are today progressively
withering away. We have argued elsewhere that this withering can
be grasped clearly in terms of the decline of the dialectic between %
the capitalist state and laber, that i, in the decline of the effectiveness
and role of labor unions, the decline of collective bargaining with: 33
labor, and the decline of the representation of labor in the constitu-
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diagram, which articulate a series of stages of abstraction.? In some-
what simplified terms, we can say that the dispositif (which is trans-
lated as either mechanisim, apparatus, or deployment) is the general
strategy that stands behind the immanent and actual exercise of
discipline. Carceral logic, for example, is the unified dispositif that
oversees or subtends—-and is thus abstracted and distinct from—the
multiplicity of prison practices. At a second level of abstraction, the
diggram enables the deployments of the disciplinary dispositif. For

example, the carceral architecture of the panopticon, which makes -

inmates constantly visible to a central point of pawer, is the diagram
or virtual design that 15 actualized in the varous disciplinary dispos-
itifs. Finally, the institutions themselves instandate the diagram in

particular and concrete social forms as well. The prson (its walls, -

adnrinistrators, guards, laws, and so forth} does not rule its inmates
the way a sovereign comrnands its subjects. It creates a space in
which inmates, through the strategies of carceral dispositifs and

through actual practices, discipline themselves. It would be more
precise to say, then, that the disciplinary institution is not itself ~.
sovereign, but its abstraction from or transcendence above the social:

field of the production of subjectivity constitutes the key element
in the exercise of sovereignty in disciplinary society. Sovereignty

has become virtual (but it is for that no less real), and it is actualized _;;

always and everywhere through the exercise of discipline.

Today the collapse of the walls that delimited the institutions
and the smoothing of social striation are symptoms of the flattening.
of these vertical instances toward the horzontality of the circuits -7~
of control. The passage to the society of conirel does not in any: |
way mean the end of discipline. In fact, the immanent exercise of -
discipline—that is, the self-disciplining of subjects, the incessant .
whisperings of disciplinary logics within subjectivities them-
selves——-1s extended even more generally in the society of control. -
What has changed i5 that, along with the collapse of the institutions,
the disciplinary dispositifs have become less limited and bounded
spatially in the social field. Carceral discipline, school discipline,
factory discipline, and so forth interweave in 2 hybrid production
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of subjectivity. In effect, in the passage to the society of control,
the elements of transcendence of disciplinary society decline while

- the iImmanent aspects are accentuated and generalized,

The immanent production of subjectivity in the society of

. control corresponds to the axiomatic logic of capital, and their
;. resemblance indicates a new and more complete compatibility be-
. tween sovereignty and capital. The production of subjectivity in
civil society and disciplinary society did in a certain period further
* the rule and facilitate the expansion of capital. The modemn social
¢ institutions produced social identities that were much more mobile
* and flexible than the previous subjective figures. The subjectivities
- produced in the modern institutions were like the standardized
S _.;::}: machine parts produced in the mass factory: the inmmate, the mother,
-the worker, the student, and so forth. Each part played a specific
role in the assembled machine, but it was standardized, produced
en masse, and thus replaceable with any part of its type. At a certain
- point, however, the fixity of these standardized parts, of the identities
- produced by the institutions, came to pose an obstacle to the further
Pt progression toward 11':1-*::-1:ri]it}I and flexibility. The passage toward the

= o society of control involves a production of subjectivity that is not
 fixed in identity but hybrid and mo dulating. As the walls that defined
and isolated the effects of the modern institutions progressively
- break down, subjectivities tend to be produced simultaneously by
% numerous institutions in different combinations and doses, Certainly
- in disciplinary society each individual had many identities, but to
a certain extent the different identities were defined by different
places and different times of life: one was mother or father at home,

worker in the factory, student at school, inmate in prison, and
mental patient in the asylum. In the society of control, it is precisely
these places, these discrete sites of applicability, that tend to lose
their definition and delimitations. A hybrd subjectivity produced
in the society of control may not carry the identity of a prison
intnate or a mental patient or a factory worker, but may still be
constituted simultacously by all of their logics. It is factory worker
outside the factory, student outside school, inmate outside prisortt,
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insane ouiside the asylum-—all at the same time. It belongs to no
identity and all of them—outside the institutions but even more
intensely ruled by their disciplinary logics.® Just like imperial sover-.
eignty, the subjectivitdes of the society of control have mixed consti-
tutions. '

¢~ and facilitating others. The world market, in contrast, requires a
: smooth space of uncoded and deterritorialized flows. This conflict
between the striation of imperalism. and the smooth space of the
" capitalist world market gives us a new perspective that allows us
" to reconsider Rosa Luxemburg’s prediction of capitalist collapse:
. “Though imperialism is the historical method for prolonging the
- career of capitalism, it is also the sure means of bringing it to a
5 swift conclusion.”® The international order and striated space of
. imperialism did indeed serve to further capitalism, but it eventually
* hecame a fetter to the deterritorializing flows and smooth space of
capitalist development, and ultimately it had to be cast aside. Rosa
Luxemburg was essentially ight: imperialism would have been the death
of capital had it not been overcome. The full realization of the world

A Smooth World

In the passage of sovercignty toward the plane of immanence, the
collapse of boundaries has taken place both within each national
context and on a global scale. The withering of civil society and- . 3
the general crisis of the disciplinary institutions coincide with the
decline of mation-states as boundaries that mark and organize the -
divisions in global rule. The establishment of a global society r.}f
control that smooths over the strae of national boundaries goes
hand in hand with the realization of the world market and the real 2
subsumption of global society under capital. | "
In the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, imperialisnj:";;f_’f
contributed to capital’s survival and expansion (see SECtiDHSJIJ'.:_:':: ;
The partition of the world among the dominant nation-states, the
establishment of cclonial administrations, the imposition of trade®
exclusives and tariffs, the creation of monopolies and cartels, diﬂ'ef-:’_._-'
entiated 2ones of raw material extraction and industrial production, 8
and so forth all aided capital in its period of global expansion:: &5
Imperialism was a systern designed to serve the needs and further:i
the interests of capital in its phase of global conquest. And yet, 2§
most of the (communist, socialist, and capitalist) critics of imperialism 3
have noted, imperialism also from its inception conflicted withi:s:
capital. It was a medicine that itself threatened the life of the patient:
Although impedalism provided avenues and mechanisms for capitali':'-'i-:-_ﬁ
to pervade new territories and spread the capitalist mode of producs::
tion, it also created and reinforced rigid boundaries among the::
various global spaces, strict notions of inside and outside that effec 3
tively blocked the free flow of capital, labor, and goods—thus::
necessarily precluding the full realization of the world market. - 4
Imperialism is 2 machine of global stdation, channeling, cod- i3
ing, and temitorializing the flows of capital, blocking certain ﬂnws . ;:1'_

% 'market 1§ necessarily the end of impernalism.

The decline of the power of nation-states and the dissolution
of the international order bring with them the definitive end of
the effectiveness of the term “Third World.” One could tell this story
as a very sinple narrative. The term was coined as the complement to
the bipolar cold war division between the dominant capitalist nations
and the major socialist nations, such that the Third World was
conceived as what was outside this primary conilict, the free space
or frontier over which the first two worlds would compete. Since
the cold war is now over, the logic of this division is no longer
effective. This is true, but the neat closure of this simple narrative
fails to account for the real history of the term in its important uses
and effects.

Many argued, beginning at least as early as the 1970s, that the
F"‘Th.ltd World never really exasted, in the sense that the conception
{j?;;tttmpts to pose as 2 homogeneous unit an essentially diverse set
of nations, failing to grasp and even negating the significant social,
5%1:-::«1:101111::, anid cultural differences between Paraguay and Pakistan,
Morocco and Mozambique. Recognizing this real multplicity,
however, should not blind us to the fact that, from the peint of
view of capital in its march of global conguest, such a unitary and
omogenizing conception did have a certain validity. For example,
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Rosa Luxemburg clearly takes the standpoint of capital when she
divides the world into the capitalist domain and the noncapitalist
environment. The various zones of that environment are undoubi-
edly radically different from one another, but from the standpoint
of capital it is all the outside: potential terrain for its expanded
accumulation and its future conquest. During the cold war, when
the regions of the Second World were effectively closed, Third
World meant to the dominant capitalist nations the remalning open
space, the terrain of possibility, The diverse cultural, social, and ﬁ
economic forms could all potentially be subsumed formally under -
the dynamic of capitalist production and the capitalist markets. From i
the standpoint. of this potential subsumption, despite the real
and substantial differences among nations, the Third World was -
really one. g
It1s sumilarly logical when Samir Amin, Immanuel Wallerstein, -5
and others differentiate within the capitalist domain among central, -
peripheral, and semi-peripheral countries." Center, periphery, and#3%
semi-periphery are distinguished by different social, political, and 4
bureaucratic forms, different productive processes, and diﬁ'ere:nt:"“-' wthat between them are no differences of nature, only differences of
forms of accumulation, (The more recent conceptual division be- &_"f:gree. The various nations and regions contain different propor-
tween MNorth and South is not significantly different in this regard.}f-‘bgfl_ ions of what was thought of a5 First World and Third, center and
Like the First—Second—Third World conception, the division of i ériphery, North and South. The geography of uneven develop-
the capitalist sphere into center, periphery, and serni-periphery; ;3 ent and the lines of division and hierarchy will no longer be
homogenizes and eclipses real differences among nations and f:ul- . :_,und along stable national or international boundaries, but in fluid
tures, but does so in the interest of highlighting a tendential unit'j,gj i~ and supranational borders.
of political, social, and economic forms that emerge in the Inn’é;; - Seme may protest, with a certain justification, that the domi-
unperalist processes of formal subsumption. In other ward_s,_Thir;f_ fant voices of the clobal order are proclaiming the nation-state
World, South, and periphery all homogenize real differences fif{ i '.d Just when “the nation” has emerged as a revolutionary weapon
highlight the unifying processes of capitalist development, but also : ﬁnr the subordinated, for the wretched of the earth. Afier the VICTOTY
and more important, they name the potential unity of an intemafianﬂf ;:;'_-naiinnal liberation struggies and after the emergence of potentaliy
opposttion, the potential confluence of anticapitalist countries and Jorces. - estabilizing international alliances, which matured for decades after

iae Bandung Conference, what better way to undermine the power

£ Third World nationalista and internationalism than to deprive

- :,fgf 1is central and guiding support, the nation-state! In other words,
dccording to this view, which provides at least one plausible narrative

Through the decentralization of production and the consolidaton
of the world market, the international divisions and flows of labor
and capital have fractured and multplied so that it is no longer
Pgssible to demarcate large geographical zones as center and periph-
5 ery, North and South. In geographical regions such as the Southern
“'Cone of Latin America or Southeast Asia, all levels of production
can exist simultaneously and side by side, from the highest levels
of technology, productivity and accumulation to the lowrest, with
a complex social mechanism maintaining their differentiaton and
meeraction. In the metropolises, too, labor spans the continuum
from the heights to the depths of capitalist production: the sweat-
hops of New York and Paris can rival those of Hong Kong and
¢ Manila. If the First World and the Third World, center and periph-
2iery, North and South were ever really separated along national
L lines, today they clearly infuse one another, distributing inequalities
ind bartiers along multiple and fractured lines. This is not to say
2 that the United States and Brazil, Britain and India are now identical
erritories in terms of capitalist production and ctrculation, but rather

tween ceniral and peripheral, northem and southem clusters of':y
nation-states are no longer sufficient to grasp the global divisions
and distribution of production, accumulation, and social forms.
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for this complex history, the naton-state, which had been the

guaranitor of international order and the keystone to mmpernalisy -

conquest and sovereignty, became through the rise and organization
of anti-imperialist forces the element that most endangered the
international order. Thus imperialism in retreat was forced to aban-

don and destroy the prize of its own armory before the weapon
could be wielded against it.

We believe, however, that it 15 a grave mistake to harbor a,ny- .

nostalgia for the powers of the nation-state or to resurrect any

politics that celebrates the nation. First of all, these efforts are in .

vain because the decline of the nation-state is not simply the result

of an ideological position that might be reversed by an act of political
will: it is a structural and irreversible process. The nation was not -
only a cultural formulation, a feeling of belonging, and a shared -
heritage, but also and perhaps pnmarily a juridico-economic struc-
ture. The declining effectiveness of this structure can be traced
clearly through the evolution of a whole series of global juridico-
economic bodies, such as GATT, the World Trade Organization, *
the World Bank, and the IMF. The globalization of production i
and circulation, supported by this supranational juridical scaffolding; 3

supersedes the effectiveness of national juridical structures. Second; :
and more important, even if the nation were still to be an effective
weapon, the nation carries with it a whole series of repressive
structures and ideologies {as we argued in Section 2.2), and any

strategy that relies on it should be rejected on that basis.

The New Segmentations
The general equalization or smoothing of social space, however,

in both the withering of civil society and the decline of national
boundaries, daes not indicate that social inequalities and segmenta-

tions have disappeared. On the contrary, they have in many respects
become more severe, but under a different form. It might be more

accurate to say that center and periphery, North and South no
longer define an international order but rather have moved closer
to one another. Empire is characterized by the close proximity of

CAPITALIST SOVYEREIGNTY

337

extremely unequal populations, which creates a situation of perma-
nent social danger and requires the powerful apparatuses of the
society of control to ensure separation and guarantee the new man-
agement of social space.
o Trends in urban architecture in the world’s megalopolises
% demonstrate one aspect of these new segmentations. Where the
extremes of wealth and poverty have increased and the physical
distance between rich and poor has decreased in global cities such
‘as Los Angeles, Sio Paulo, and Singapore, elaborate measures have
o be taken to maintain their separation. Los Angeles is perhaps
the leader in the trend toward what Mike Davis calls “forrress
archatecture,” 1n which not only private homes but also commercial
" centers and government buildings create open and free environ-
"ments internally by creating a closed and impenetrable exterior.!?
Th15 tendency in urban planning and architecture has established
f: in concrete, physical terms what we called carlier the end of the
..'-:;3".'.outsid'e, or rather the decline of public space that had allowed for
 open and unprogrammed social interaction.
] Architectural analysis, however, can give only a first introduc-
i:.ti{)ﬂ to the problematic of the new separations and segmentations.
'-3-:'._The new lines of division are more cleatly defined by the politics
e of labor. The compuier and informational revoiution that has made
Y it possible to link together different groups of labor power in real
.. time across the world has led to fadous and unrestrained competition
i among workers. [nformation technologies have been used to
¥ weaken the structural resistances of labor power, in terms of both the
ngidity of wage structures and cultural and geographical differences.
£ - Capital has thus been able to impose both temporal flexibility and
-;ff':_spat:ial mobility. [t should be clear that this process of weakening
f-';-the resistances and rigidities of labor power has become a completely
' political process oriented toward a form of management that maxi-
muzes econormic profit. This is where the theory of imperial adminis-
* trative action becomes central.
The imperal politics of labor is designed primarily to lower
the price of laber. This is, in effect, something like a process of
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primitive accumulation, 2 process of reproletarianization. The regu-
lation of the working day, which was the real keystone to socialise

politics throughout the Past two centuries, has been completely el f:ﬁnew segmentations. What stands behind the various politics of the
overturned. Working days are often twelve, fourteen, sixteen hours B new segmentations is a politics of communication. As we argued
long without weekends orvacations; there is work for men, womern, i earlier, the fundamental content of the information that the enor.

and children alike, and for the old and the handicapped, Empire : “mous communication corporations present is fear. The constant

has work for everyone! The more unregulated the regime of expioi- B ' "_;;t-g:.].]'_‘ of poverty and anxiety over the future are the keys to creating
tation, the more work there is. Thas is the basis on which the new

struggle among the poor for work and maintaining conflict Among
segmentations of work are created, They are determined f(in the =

‘the imperial proletariat. Fear is the ultimate guarantee of the new
language of the ¢conomists) by the different levels of productivity, -'

but we could summarize the change sinply by saying that there is.
more work and lower wages. Like God’s broom sweeping aCross _.;.Irn perial Administration
society (this is how Hegel described the imposition of barbarian’ /4 '-.:"':ﬂfrer we have seen how traditonal social barriers are lowered in
law, princip ally at the hands of Avila the Hun), the new norms of i thﬂ formation of Empire and how at the same time new segmenta-
productivity differentiate and segment the workers. There are sgl] -3

tions are created, we must also Investigate the administrative modal-
places in the world where poverty allows for the reproduction of ities through which these varous developments unfold. It is easy
labor power at a lower cost, and there are still places in the mMetropo- - -'

to see that these processes are full of contradictions. When power
lises where differences of consumption force a lower class to sell-- o |

; is made immanent and soverelgnty transforms into governmentality,
itself for less, or really to submit itself to a more brutal regime of 1% the functions of rule and regitnes of control have to develop on 2
capitalist exploitation.

inan continuum that flattens differences to a common plane. We have
Financial and monetary flows follow more or less the same .

i seen, however, that differences are, on the COTMErary, accentuated
global patterns as the fexible organization of labor power. On th‘-? : in this process, in such a way that imperial integration determines
one hand, speculative and finance capital goes where the price “f ‘ew mechanisms of the separation and segmentation of different
labor power is lowest and where the administrative force to guaran- 5 ;trgta of the population. The problem of unperial administration is
tee exploitation is highest. On the other hand, the countres thar._'_:'_:'g_:? thus to manage this process of integration and therefore to pacify,
stll maintain the rigidities of labor and oppose its firl flexaibiliy mobilize, and control the separated and segmented social forces.
and mobility are punished, tormented, and finally destroyed by |

L In these terms, however, the problem is still not clearly posed.
global monetary mechanisms, The stock marker drops when the X The segmentation of the multitude has in fact been the condition
unemployment rate goes down, or really when the bercentage of:

G of political administration throughout history. The difference today
workers who are not tmmediately flexible and mobile rises. The - lies in the fact that, whereas in modern regimes of national sover-
same happens when the social policies in a country do not com--.

o ignty, administration worked toward a linear integration of conflicts
Pletely accommodate the imperial mandate of flexibility and mobil- A and toward a coherent apparatus that could repress them, that is,
ity—or better, when some elements of the welfare state are pre-; ik

e P toward the rational normalization of social life with respect to both
served as a sign of the pemsistence of the nation-state. Monetary -

policies enforce the segmentations dictated by labor policies.

¥ the administrative goal of equilibrium and the development of
B dministrative reforms, in the imperial framework administration
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becomes fractal and aims to integrate conflicts not by imposing 5 -
coherent social apparatus but by controlling differences. Tt is no - -
longer possible to understand impenal administration in the terms
of 2 Hegelian definition of administration, which is grounded on
the mediations of bourgeois society that constitute the spatial center
of soctal life; but it is equally impossible to understand it according -
to a Weberian definition, that 18, a rational definition that is based
on continuous temporal mediation and an emerging principle of le- "

gitimacy.

bureaucratic means with its political ends. In the imperial regime,

bureaucracies (and administrative means in general) are comnsidered

not according to the linear logics of their functionality to goals, h
but according to differential and multiple instrumental logics, The . iiges
problem of administration is not a probiem of unity but one of
mstrumental multifunctionality. Whereas for the legitimation and
administration of the modern state the universality and equality of
adrninistrative actions were paramount, ic the imperial regime what
18 fundamental is the singularity and adequacy of the actions to..”

specific ends.

From this first principle, however, there arises what seems to 3
be a paradox. Precisely to the extent that administration is singular- #574]
1zed and no longer functions simply as the actor for centralized
political and deliberative organs, it becormes increasingly autono-.

mous and engages more closely with various social groups: business

and labor groups, ethnic and religions groups, legal and criminal 2

groups, and so forth. Instead of contributing to social Integration,
imperial administration acts rather as 4 disseminating and differentiating
mechanism. This is the second prnciple of imperial administration.
Administration will thus tend to present specific procedures that
allow the regime to engage directly with the various social singulari-

A first principle that defines imperial administration is that in.
it the tanagement of political ends tends io be separate from the managemeng
of bureaucratic means. The new paradigm is thus not oniy different: -
from but opposed to the old public administration mode! of the
modem state, which continually strove to coordinate its system of :
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: ties, and the administration will be more effective the more direct
1ty contact with the different elements of social reality. Hence admin-

~and more difficult to recognize a continuous line of administrative
- action across the set of relays and networks of the imperial regime.
In short, the old administrative principle of universality, treating

'prm:edures, treating each differently.
:' Even though it 1s difficult now to trace a coherent and universal
2 line of procedure, such as the one that characterized modem sover—
‘eign systems, this does not mean that the imperial apparatus is
.- not unified. The autonomy and unity of administrative action is
" constructed in other ways, by means neither of the normative
" deduction of continental European juridical systems nor of the
procedural formalism of Anglo-Saxon systems. Rather, it is created
by conforming to the structural logics that are active in the construce—
% tion of Empire, such as the police and military logics (ot really the
3 repressinn of potential subversive forces in the context of imperial
peace), the econornic logics (the imposition of the market, which
= 1n turmn 15 niled by the monetary regime), and the ideological and
commumicative logics. The only way that administrative action
: gains its autonomy and legitimate authority in the imperial regime
> is by following along the differentiating lines of these logics. This
authorization, however, is not direct. Administration is not strategi-
cally oriented toward the realization of the mperial logics. It submits
. to them, insofar as they animate the great military, monetary, and
¢ communicative means that authorize administration itself. Adminis-
¥ trative action has become fundamentally ton-srategic, and thus it is legiti-
" mated through heterogeneous and indirect means. This is the third princi-
- ple of administrative action in the imperial regime.
: Once we have recognized these three “negative” principles
of imperial administrative action—its instrumental character, its
Procedural autonomy, and its heterogeneity—we have to ask what
allows it to function without continually opening violent social

‘all equally, is replaced by the differentiation and singularization of

T
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antagonisms. What virtue affords this disarticulated system of con-

trol, inequality, and segmentation a sufficient measure of consent -

and legitimation? This leads to the fourth principle, the “positive”
characteristic of imperial administration. The unifying matrix and
the most dominant value of imperial admindstration lie in its local effec-
tivettess.

To understand how this fourth prnciple can support the ad-

ministrative system as a whole, consider the kind of administrative

relationships that were formed between thr_: feudal territorial organi-

zations and the monarchic power structures in Europe in the Middle

Ages, or between mafia organizations and state structures in the

modermn period. In both cases the procedural autonomy, differential

application, and territorialized links to various segments of the popu-
lation, together with the specific and limited exercise of legitimate

violence, were not generally in contradiction with the principle of
a coherent and unified ordering. These systems of the distribution -
of adrmimistrative power were held together by the local effectiveness- -
of a series of specific deployments of milifary, financial, and ideclogi~ B
cal powers. In the European medieval system, the vassal was required: .
to contribute armed men and money when the monarch needed ':'1
them (whereas ideology and communication were controlled in
large part by the church). In the mafia system, the admimstrative -

autonomy of the extended family and the deployment of police-like

violence throughout the social territory guaranteed the adherence to

the primary principles of the capitalist system and supported the %
ruling political class. As in these medieval and mafia examples, the .
autonomy of localized administrative bodies does not contradict :;__: :
imperial administration—on the contrary, it aids and expands its

global effectiveness.
Local autonomy is a fundamental condition, the sine qua non

of the development of the imperial regime. In fact, given the mobil- -

ity of populations in Empire, it would not be possible to claim a
principle of legitimate administration if its autonomy did not also
march a nomad path with the populations. It would likewise be

impossible to order the segments of the multitude through processes .
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that force it to be more mobile and flexible in hybrid cultural forms
and in multicolored ghettos if this administration were not equally
' Aexible and capable of specific and conunuous procedural revisions
and differentiations. Consent to the imperial regime 1s not something
'_':5:_ that descends from the transcendentals of good administration,
4 W‘ruch were defined in the nmdem rights states. Cnnsent, rather,

i We have sketched here only the most general Dut]mes of
imperial administration. A definition of imperial administration that
S focuses only on the antonemous local effectiveness of administrative
' f’.—_ sction cannot in itself guar:antee the system against evenmal threats

: mnﬂl-:ts among 1{3{:31 segments of thﬂ administrations, This argu-
~ ment, however, does manage to transform the discussion into one

-:.-.-.-..:_‘;;-have established the principle that the regulation of conflict and
. the recourse to the exercise of legitimate violence must be resolved
“in terms of self-regulation (of production, money, and communica-
f.:"_iftiun} and by the intemal police forces of Empire. This 1s where
f:;;the question of administration is transformed into a question of
ﬁf_ﬁi;cnmmand.

"'Imperial Command

:'éig_.‘?ﬂhereas modern regimes tended to bring administracion mcreas-
* ingly in line with command to the point of making the two indistin-
' guishable, imperial command remains separate from administration.
‘[nboth the modern and the imperial regimes, the internal contradic-
“tions along with the risks and possible deviations ofa non-centralized
administration demand the guarantee of a supreme command. The
eatly theorists of the juridical foundations of the modern state con-

theory of imperial command has no need for such fables about its
genealogy. It is not the appeals of a multitude perpetually at war
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administzation functions; it does not manage to put its hands on
the singularities and their activity. What imperial command seeks
substantially to invest and protect, and what it guarantees for capital-
ist development, are rather the general equilibra of the globa]

(as in Locke and Hume). Imperial command is rather the result of -
3 soctal eruption that has overtumed zl] the old relationships thy -
constituted sovereignty. . g
Imperial command is exercised no longer through the disc;.
Plinary modalities of the modern state but rather through the modal. 43
ities of biopolitical control. These modalities have a3 their basis ang 7%
their object a productive multicude that cannot be regimented |
and normalized, but munst nonetheless he govemed, even in ik
autonomy. The concept of the People no longer functions as the .
orgamized subject of the system of command, and consequently the _;;.7
identity of the People is replaced by the mobility, flexibility, and
perpetual differentiation of the multiqzde. This shift demystifies and 43
destroys the circular modem ides of the legitimacy of power by
which power constructs from the mulbtude a single subject that
could then in turn legitimate that same power. That snphjstic tautol-
ogy no longer works, e
The multitude is governed with the instruments of the post-
modern capitalist system and within the social relations of the reql
subsumption. The multitude can only be ruled along internal lines,
In production, in exchanges, in culture—in other words, in the "
biopolitical context of its existence. In its deterritorialized auton-
omy, however, this biopolitical existence of the multitude has the
potential to be transformed into an autonomous mass of intel]igenﬁ
productivity, into an absolute democratic power, as Spinoza wuuld'.'-'-'i_.,.
say. If that were to happen, capitalist domination of production; -+
exchange, and communication would be overthrown. Praventing-g
this is the first and primary task of imperial government. We sh-::rulc'l_‘; 3
keep in mind, however, that the constitution of Ernpire depends for .
1ts Own existence on the forces that pose this threat, the autonomous.
forces of productive cooperation. Their powers must be controlled -
but not destroyed.

The guarantee that Empire offers to globalized capital does not *.

tem.
v Imperial control operates through three global and absolute
means: the bomb, money, and ether. The panoply of thermenuclear
weapons, effectively gathered at the pinnacle of Empire, represents
-'the continuous possibility of the destruction of life itself This is an
i operation of absolute violence, 2 new metaphysical horizon, which
' completely changes the conception whereby the sovereign state
D hada monepoly of legitimate physical force. At one ame, in moder-
¢ nity, this monopoly was legitimated either as the exproprzation of
- weapons from the violent and anarchic mob, the disordered mass
" of individuals who tend to slaughter one another, or as the instru-
; __"ment of defense against the enemy, that is, against other peoples

' organized in states. Both these means of legitimation were oriented
ﬁna]ly toward the survival of the population. Today they are no
-longer effective. The expropriation of the means of violence from
-a supposedly self-destructive populaton tends to become merely
::adminjstrative and police operations aimed at mamtaining the seg-
.- mentations of productive territories. The second Justification be-
.. comes less effective too as nuclear war between state powers be-
‘comes increasingly unthinkable. The development of nuclear
technologies and their imperial concentration have limited the 50V~
¢ ereignty of most of the countries of the world insofar as it has taken
away from them the power to make decisions over war and peace,
which is a primary element of the traditional definition of sover-
eignty, Furthemmore, the ultimate threat of the unpefial bomb has
teduced every war to a limited conflict, a civil war, a dirty war,
~and so forth. It has made every war the exchusive domain of adminis-
. trative and police power. From no other standpoint is the passage
mvolve a micropolitical and/ or microadministrative management of 'f':: - from modernity to postmodemity and ffom. modem sovereignty
Populations. The apparatus of commmand has no access to the local ok N to Empire more evident than it is from the standpoint of the bomb.
Spaces and the determinate temporal sequences of life where the 53 -‘:'j-'.'Empire is defined here in the final instance as the “non-place” of
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life, or, in other words, as the absolute capacity for destruction
Empire is the ultimate form of biopower insofar as it is the absolute
inversion of the power of life. :

termitorial sovereignty; rather it attacks the very possibility of linking
an order to a space. It imposes a continuous and complete circulation
‘of signs. Deterrtorialization is the primary force and circulation
the form through which social communication manifests itself. In
.- this way and in this ether, languages become functional to circulation
. and dissolve every sovereign relationship. Education and culture
i too cannot help submitting to the circulating society of the spectacle.
e Hlere we reach an extreme limit of the process of the dissolution
| *ea of the relationship between order and space. At this polnt we cannot
- -conceive this relaionship except in another space, an elsewhere that
%" cannot in ponciple be contained m the articulation of sovereign acts.
The space of communication is completely deterritoralized.

It is absolutely other with respect to the residual spaces that e
i have been analyzing in terms of the monopoly of physical force
-and the definition of monetary measure. Here it is 2 question not
. of residue but of metamorphosis: a metamorphosis of all the elements
=« of political economy and state theory. Communication is the form
' of capitalist production in which capital has succeeded in submitting
iisoclety entirely and globally to its regime, suppressing all alternative

§ . paths. If ever an alternative is to be proposed, it will have to arise
productive functions, measures of value, and allocations of Wealth'i Lﬁ'om within the society of the real subsumption and demonstrate
that constitute the world market. Monetary mechanisms are the:

it all the contradictions at the heart of it.
' 13 e
primary means to control the market.

. _ e These three means of control refer us again to the three tiers
Ether is the third and final fundamental medimm of imperiali i:-of the imperial pyrarnid of power. The bomb is a monarchic power,
control, The management of communication, the structuring of '

: 7 money aristocratic, and ether democratic. It mught appear in each
the education system, and the regulation of culture appear today: 7 of these cases as though the reins of these mechanisms were held
more than ever as sovereign prerogatives. All of this, however,’

2 by the United States. It mught appear as if the United States were
dissolves in the ether. The contemporary systems of communication ;4

monetary deconstruction of national markets, the dissolution of
national and/or regional regimes of monetary regulation, and the :_'_:f;
subordination of those markets to the needs of financial pnwe:s_"f-}'
As national monetary structures tend to lose any characteristics of
sovereignty, we can see emerging through them the shadows of 5 E:
new unilateral monetary reterritorialization that is concentrated st -
the political and financial centers of Empire, the global cities. This. 7%
1s not the construction of a universal monetary regime on the basis *
of new productive localities, new local circuits of circulation, and’
thus new values; instead, itis a monetary construction based purely. -

on the political necessities of Empire. Money is the imperial arbiter

but just as in the case of the imperial nuclear threat, this arbiter has 2
neither a determinate location nor a transcendent status. Just as the:
nuclear threat authorizes the generalized power of the police, SQ

too the monetary arbiter is continually articulated in relation to the;

00, S the new Rome, or a cluster of new Romes: Washington (the
are not subordinated to sovereignty; on the contrary, sc:-vermgntg{}'& ““bomb), New York (money), and Los Angeles (ether). Any such
seems to be subordinated to communication—or actually, sover-:

‘eignty 1s articulated through communications systems. In the field:
of communication, the paradoxes that bring about the dissc:lutinnzé'-_
of tetritorial and/ or national sovereignty are more clear than ever.’
The deterntoralizing capacities of communication are unique:

7= terntorial conception of imperial space, however, is continually
ﬁ:éi'i:lcstahilized by the fundamental flexability, mobility, and detertitori-
E?'J‘nlliz;tt:'u:nr:l at the core of the imperial apparatus. Perhaps the monopoly
of force and theé regulation of money can be given partal territorial

| _ f:dttermjnatinns, but comimunication cannot. Communication has
commumnication Is not satisfied by limiting or weakening moder: “:become the central element that establishes the relations of produc-
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tion, guiding capitalist development and alsc transforming produc-
an extremely open situation: :

tive forces. This dynamic produces

here the centralized locus of power has to confront the power of

productive subjectivities, the power of all those who contribute 1o

the interactive production of communication. Here in this circulat.

ing domuain of imperial domination over the new forms of produg-.~
tion, communication is most widely disserminated in capillary forms, '

Bigc GoOvERNMENT Is Oven!

“Big government is over” is the battle ry of conservatives and neoliberals.

throughout Empire. The Republican Congress of the Uniied States, led :
by Newt Gingrich, fought to demystify the fetish of big government by %

calling it “totalitarian” and “fascist” (in a session of Congress that w::ﬂfed

fo be imperial but ended up being camivalesque). It appeared as though

we had returned to the times of the great diatribes of Henry Ford against . '.
Franklin D Rﬂﬂsevefﬂ Or rather to the much Iess grand times cy" ﬂ‘rfmg;::ret _
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made if work for centuries in its exclusive interest? And today where would
imperial capital be if big government were not big enough to wield the poiver
of life and death over the entire global multitude? Where would capital be
: :_I}.-..aith-::rut a big government capable of printing money to produce and reproduce
55 global order that guarantees capitalist power and wealth? Or without the
':mmmumcanﬂﬂs networks that expropriate the cooperation of the productive
5 mulnmdﬁ-? Every torning when they wake up, capitalists and their represen-
tatives across the world, instead of reading the curses against big government

" 2in the Wall Street Journal, ought to get down on their knees and praise it!

i

j_ Now that the most radical conservative opponents of big government

hm«'E collapsed under the weight of the paradox of their position, we want
5 ra pick up their banners where they left them in the mud. It is our turn
" now to cry “Big government is over!” Why should that slegan be the
g@xcfuswe property of the conservatives? Certainly, having been educated in
}';Iass struggle, we know well that big government has also been an instrument

however, the representatives of the most avid comservative wing finally weut{.
foo far, and in the end everyone recognized it. The bottom line and bruial: 5%

frony was that they sounded the attack on big government just when the; s

development of the postmodern informational revolution most needed big.. 308

government to support its efforts—for the construction of information hight
ways, the control of the equilibria of the stock exchanges despite the wild

,...1_'.:'_

Sfuctuations of speculation, the firm maintenance of monetary values, public 5
tnvestment tn the military-industrial system to help transform the mode ﬂf

production, the reform of the educational system to adapt to these new
productive networks, and so forth. Precisely at this time, after the Soviet
Union had collapsed, the imperial tasks facing the U.S. government were
most urgent and big government was most needed, "

When the proponents of the globalization of capital cry out agafﬂs_f?l_;f-

big government, they are being not only hypocritical but also ungratefidl,
Where would capital be if it had not put its hands on big government atul

ﬁmp:m establish the new division of labor across the global horizon, in

Lhe tntevest of reproducing the power to exploit and subjugate, We, on the
i;ﬂﬂrmr}g struggle because desire has no limit and (since the desire to exist
ir_:lmd the desire to produce are one and the same thing) because life can be

:_? Fﬂﬂﬁﬂuﬂmi}ﬁ Jreely, and equally enjoyed and reproduced.

= Somme might obfect that the productive biopolitical universe still requires
i)

tiome _form of command over it, and that realistically we should atm not at

-~.E§Estmymg big government but at putting our hands on its controls. We
.ﬁuw: to put an end to such illusions that have plagued the socialist and

Be communist traditions for so long! On the contrary, from the standpoint of

the multitude and its quest for autonomous self- -government, we have to
P_Ht an end to the continuous repetition of the same that Marx lamented
1‘5 O years ago when he said that all revolutions have only perfected the
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state tnsiead of destroying it. That repetition has only become dearer in 7
our century, when the great compromise (in its liberal, socialist, and fascisp
Jorms) among big governmeni, hig business, and big labor has forced the
state fo produce horvible new fraits: concentration camps, gulags, ghettos, |
and the like. s

You are just a bunch of anarchists, the new Plato on the block wilt %
finally yell at us. That is not true. We would be anarchists if we were nyt ]
to speak (as did Thrasymacus and Callicles, Plato’s immortal interlocutors)
Jrom the standpoint of a materiality constituted in the networks of productive
cooperation, in other words, from the perspective of a humanity that is ;
constructed productively, that is constituted through the “common name” .5
of freedom. No, we are not anarchists but communists who have seen hoiy ".
much repression and destruction of humanity have beews wrought by Iiberal
and socialist big governments, We have seen how all this is being re-created
ini imperial government, just when the creuits of productive cooperation have
made labor power as a whole capable of constituting itself in government.




