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Abstract

This dissertation theorises the depoliticised conditions of late capitalism
through what | call a ‘neoliberal and militarised post-politics.” It argues that
ours is a neoliberal and militarised post-political society that cannot
imagine disruptive revolutionary events. The dissertation addresses key
debates on governmental social regimes of neoliberal post-politics, the
inseparability of neoliberalism and  war/militarism, and the
historical/geographical unevenness of global capitalism. In so doing, it
offers an original topological analysis that makes the following critical
interventions: an exploration of how the much-discussed social regimes of
sovereignty, discipline and control relate to each other in the production of
neoliberal governmentality; an analysis of the affective logic each regime
entails and how they inter-relate; a proposal for a fourth regime,
‘terrorism’, and a theorisation of its associated affect, ‘spite.” Finally,
radical critique as divine violence is set against neoliberal and militarised

post-politics.
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Chapter One

1.1 Introduction

The possibility of properly political action is an ancient question that has
been continuously rearticulated through changing conditions. This question
of the political is still as urgent as ever in these neoliberal times. Often
dubbed ‘post-political’, current conditions have sparked incisive if
sometimes despairing analyses of how and why truly political collective
action seems so difficult in the current historical juncture of ever-spreading
marketisiation and militarisation (Badiou, 2012; Bauman, 2012; Diken,
2009; 2012; Harvey, 2005; Graham, 2010; Zizek, 2010; 2011; 2012). Much is
said of the debilitating and even violent effects of individualisation from
both Marxist and poststructuralist perspectives (Dean, 2010b; Dikeg, 2007;
Harvey, 2003; Mouffe, 2005; Ranciére, 2010; Zizek, 2008a; 2008b). But one
of the most tantalising but undeveloped aspects of this body of scholarship
has been the affective aspects of post-politics. In this dissertation | offer a
systematic theoretical analysis of not only some of the effects of post-
politics on political subjectification, but of how its affective logics are
integral to its regimes of power, regimes which help condition the field of
power in which political subjectification takes place. Furthermore,

discussions of these regimes have largely been confined to the triad of
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sovereignty-discipline-government familiar from Foucault (2007; 2008) and
the regime of control suggested by Deleuze (1995). Here | argue that these
regimes alone are insufficient to account for the peculiar violence of
neoliberalism. | propose an additional regime, ‘Terrorism’, with its
associated affect of spite, in order to theorise the special relationship

between neoliberalism and terrorism.

While this dissertation theorises neoliberal post-politics, many — but not all
— of neoliberalism’s characteristics are generic to capitalism, and so the
dissertation often makes use of the past to make sense of the present. As
Walter Benjamin (1969: 261) pointed out in the advent of fascism,
revolution “is a tiger’s leap into the past”, which enables human subjects to
fulfil some historic task by linking the present to the time of the virtual.
Simply put, in order to understand the present, the whole of the past has
to converge with the present. In the process, moment of the past and
moments of the present eventually coalesce meaningfully, disrupting the
continuum of history and thus providing the subject of history with a
theoretical and practical framework for altering the present. And so | put
relevant theoretical and cultural productions from the past century and
more in conversation with current intellectual and historical developments.
| say much more about the approach taken in structuring the argument
below. But first, why appeal to cultural productions? They are key here,
given the centrality of affect to this project. They are the bridge between

the theoretical and the empirical, as they give sensible form to the



conceptual. Furthermore, while this is not an empirical study, they serve as
empirical ‘evidence’ of a particular sort to complement the current events
also discussed, as they are materially symptomatic and exemplary of the
logics being explored here, including those that are untimely or out of

place in terms of their original production.

Second, it is worth noting at the outset that many of the theories and
cultural productions used here specifically address the political within
urban life. Indeed this project was initially conceived as an exploration of
the logics of neoliberal urbanism. Yet it quickly became apparent that the
rationalities of post-politics jump scale, and that theorising neoliberalism
and its violence at the urban scale would be an additive factor that would
expand this project beyond manageable bounds. Instead, this study takes
its cue from a central insight of scholarship on modernity, that urban ways
of life have colonised multiple scales from the global to the intimate as
time-space compression has continued (Coaffee et al, 2009; De Cauter,
2004; Dikeg, 2007; Graham and Marvin, 2001; Graham, 2004; 2010;
Harvey, 1990; 2012). Thus many examples are urban, but theorising the
urban per se alongside affective rationalities and regimes of power will

have to be a separate project.

And so this dissertation theorises neoliberal and militarised post-politics
and historical social regimes and their affective structures. It argues that

ours is a post-political society in which lives inhabit a time all of their own,



unrelated and unbothered by disruptive ‘revolutionary’ events. As such, it
does not give us, “all of us, the space and time to become something else,
the right and opportunity to experiment, to enable lines of flight, to forge
solidarities” (Amin et al., 2000: 26). Neoliberal and militarised post-politics
- the institutionalised reaction, the systematic silence - is the clear logic

beneath this process.

The ideal of a world without conflict, antagonism and radical political
change is the problem of neoliberal and militarised post-politics. It is
precisely for this reason that confronting post-politics must be a political
question. For politics proper is always an intervention into a particular
situation, against specific agents. If conflict, antagonism and ‘the event’ are
invisible in our contemporary post-political condition, the challenge of
politics today is to make them appear. The task of politics is, in other
words, to shift conflict and antagonism to their proper place. But in what
form? At this point, let us focus on agonism as a common good that can

accommodate conflict, passions and creative destruction.

1.2 Agonism

Agonism is a political theory which, following the ancient Greeks, asserts
contest and struggle as the proper bases for politics. In doing so, it
challenges some of the fundamental commitments of liberal theory as

embodied in procedural/aggregative model (e.g. Schumpeter) and



consensualist/deliberative democracy (e.g. John Rawls and Jlrgen
Habermas). In both models, the primary aim is to achieve a ‘rational’
consensus by means of free discussion (Habermas, 1996; Rawls, 1996).
Theorists of agonism are, however, sceptical of the possibility of a
consensus-based liberal politics. Hence agonists specifically focus on what
Chantal Mouffe (1996: 247) calls the “ineradicable character” of “power

and antagonism.”

Before proceeding, it is worth noting that there are different versions of
agonism, such as the work of Ernesto Laclau, Chantal Mouffe and William
Connolly, but | want to exclusively refer to Mouffe’s and Connolly’s work

1 This is because their agonistic politics are

when | use the term “agonism.
based on the notion that politics proper cannot be thought of without
adversaries, that they are both inspired by Nietzsche’s agon, that politics is

based on affect and difference, and that conflict and antagonism are

fundamental ingredients of adversarial politics. In short, both of them aim

! Agonism is, after all, a classical concept used by more than one advocate. It is also
referred to as “strong democracy” (Barber, 1984); “virtu politics” (Honig, 1994) and
“deliberative neo-pluralism” (Mansbridge et al, 2010).
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to target consensual politics, which has a good deal in common with
neoliberal and militarised post-politics. Since we cannot and should not
eliminate conflict, antagonism and difference from the domain of politics,
both Mouffe and Connolly guide us to construct a politics of adversaries
rather than enemies, which would entail an ongoing process of conflict,

antagonism and affect.

In what follows, | refer to Mouffe’s recent work on The Political (2005) and
Connolly’s work on Identity/Difference (2002) and Pluralism (2005). Heavily
inspired by Nietzsche, Mouffe’s work on the political is an updated
extension of her earlier collaboration with Laclau (2001), but it
differentiates from that work in the sense that it focuses on post-political
politics, which is embodied in “Third Way politics” (Giddens, 1998).
Similarly, Connolly’s work on identity/difference guides us to aim toward a
politics of adversaries rather than enemies, which has also common
denominators with neoliberal post-politics. To articulate Mouffe and
Connolly’s work in the context of post-politics, | aim to build up a critical
approach, returning each to agonism via Nietzsche’s agon, thus showing
the weak sides of their agonistic politics. Conversely, | assert, radical
politics based on Nietzsche’s agon should accommodate struggle, as well as

affects and will.

Let us start with Chantal Mouffe. Mouffe argues that deliberative

democracy cannot accommodate deep difference; it does not produce



difference (in the sense of antagonism, dialectic) but rather a deliberation
which denies passion in favour of consensus. In this sense Mouffe (1996:
16; 2005: 14, 20-1) proposes “agonistic pluralism” as a fundamental
ingredient of public culture and politics that involves “a vibrant clash of
democratic political positions.” All of this brings us to the distinction
between ‘politics’ and the ‘political.” Whereas, according to Mouffe (2005:
9), ‘politics’ refers to “the set of practices and institutions through which an
order is created, organising human coexistence in the context of
conflictuality provided by the political”, the ‘political’ refers to the
potential emergence of new forms of antagonism, understood as a
distinctive political experience in which particular identities can be
constituted and refuted. While the political refers to the distinctive
experience of antagonism, politics necessarily involves an agonistic struggle
for hegemony. And, in so far as politics is politicisation, politics without
agonism is a depoliticised politics. The aim of an adequate democratic
theory is, in contrast, to defuse antagonism and affirm democracy, that is,
to provide the possibility for antagonism to be transformed into “agonism”,
so that conflict takes a form “that does not destroy the political
association” (ibid. 19-20). While antagonism designates a we/they relation
“in which the two sides are enemies who do not share any common
ground”, agonism designates a we/they relation “where the conflicting
parties, although acknowledging that there is no rational solution to their
conflict, nevertheless recognize the legitimacy of their opponents” (ibid.

20).



Another significant exponent of agonistic pluralism is William Connolly’s
work (2002) on identity/difference. Connolly, like Mouffe, follows a
Nietzschean tradition, suggesting that agonistic democracy is capable of
mediating the two poles of identity/difference. By both demonstrating the
centrality of identity and difference with regard to life while being aware of
the dangers of the identities getting dogmatized, Connolly also folds “care
for the protean diversity of human life into the strife and interdependence
of identity/difference” (2002: x). Connolly’s thesis can be divided into
three main propositions. He suggests as a first step that life requires
identity. Second, he argues that identities create and maintain differences.
Identities are formed by way of constitutive others; they refer themselves
to a “constitutive outside”? against which they define themselves. That is
to say, identities are structurally incomplete; they are always marked by a
constitutive outside which both constructs and deconstructs them. Third

proposition is what Connolly (ibid. ix) calls “the second problem of evil”,

%In Hegemony and Socialist Strategy Laclau and Mouffe (1985) also argue that the political
field and identities are constructed through the production of a determining outside. In
other words, the very domain of politics and identities establish themselves through the
naturalisation of the “pre-” or “non-" political. In Derridean terminology, this is called the
production of a “constitutive outside.”



which “emerges out of solutions to the first one.” The second problem of
evil, according to Connolly (ibid. x), “flows from diverse political tactics
through which doubts about self-identity are posed and resolved by the
constitution of an other against which that identity may define itself.” “To
explore this territory”, Connolly (ibid. x) writes, “is to struggle against the

evil done by attempts to secure the surety of self-identity.”

According to Connolly, the two evils of identity/difference must be
protected. Identity can be the source of “the second problem of evil”, but it
is also a defining dimension of life. In this respect, contemporary politics
does not seek to eliminate identity from the domain of life, for “to do so
would be to work against a public ethos of deep pluralism” (ibid. xxii). It is
in this respect that Connolly proposes agonistic respect as a constitutive
element of politics and society, which consolidates identity through the
constitution of difference. Agonistic democracy is based on agonistic
respect which “is a civic virtue that allows people to honor different final
sources, to cultivate reciprocal respect across difference, and to negotiate
larger assemblages to set general policies” (ibid. xxvi). Agonistic respect is a
fundamental political virtue in a society “in which partisans find themselves
in intensive relations of political interdependence” (ibid. xxvi). As such, it
seeks to combine tolerance with the possibility of “selective conflict” in its
practice. But how can agonistic respect flourish in contemporary society?
Agonistic respect “flourishes most when it becomes a reciprocal virtue

cultivated by interdependent partisans” (ibid. xxviii). However, agonistic



respect for the other is not enough to establish an ‘expansive ethos of
pluralism.” It also needs to involve the civic virtue of critical
responsiveness” (Connolly, 2005: 127). Whereas, according to Connolly
(ibid. xxviii), agonistic respect “speaks to relations between already
crystallized constituencies”, critical responsiveness “speaks to the relation
a crystallized constituency pursues to a disqualified minority struggling to
migrate from an obscure or negated place below the register of legitimate
identity to a place on that register.” To embrace critical responsiveness as a
civic virtue “exposes the extent to which a positive ethos of political
engagement exceeds the reach of any fixed code, austere set of
procedures, or settled interpretation of moral universals” (ibid. xxx).
Predicated upon the notion of agonistic respect and critical responsiveness,
agonistic democracy thus opens up political space for agonistic relations of

adversarial respect (ibid. x, 86).

Connolly’s work is a significant attempt at linking identity and difference.
His understanding of agonism, however, is not devoid of difficulties. In
order to clarify this point, we need to take a closer look at Nietzsche’s
agon. As is well known, God dies in Nietzsche’s world. But Nietzsche is
indeed far more interested in asking what happens when ‘God is dead.’
Nietzsche points out that if God is dead, then so is Man, or “at least the
conception of humanity favoured by the guardians of social order”
(Eagleton, 2012: 8). Hence his main concern is to create the Overman

whose life is full of passion for greatness in a world without Gods. The
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Overman is one who revolutionises the idea of himself without pretending
that God is still alive. For this to happen, however, the Overman should
engage in the art of the struggle because struggle is the essence of life. In
his early essay “Homer’s Contest”, it becomes obvious that Homer’s
contest occurs, for Nietzsche (1954: 34), in an “uninterrupted spectacle of
a world of struggle and cruelty.” Hence Nietzsche values the Greeks for
their embrace of cruelty, violence and destruction, the very affects that
made the Greeks’ accomplishments achievable. Nietzsche’s agon, too, is a
channel for our destructive affective capacities. In short, the Overman is
the agonal spirit incarnate (see Thiele, 1990: 12). As such, he bears a
“spiritualized enmity” that does not “stretch out languidly and long for
peace desire peace” (Nietzsche, 2005: 173). In his world, strife is not the
great-vote winner, but it is actually the best policy because from strife,

IH

from struggle “man emerges ... stronger for good and evil” (Nietzsche,
1986: 163). For life is a struggle, a conflict between two necessary aesthetic

elements: Dionysus and Apollo. As Apollo creates boundaries, Dionysus

transcends them; Apollo is life-preserving, Dionysus life-creating.

Dionysus never finishes his labours. And the agon provides the opportunity
for Dionysus to enjoy cruelty and transcend boundaries. In this sense the
formulations such as the “full release of ...hatred as a serious necessity”,
“the tiger charged out”, or “the cruelty of the victory” (Nietzsche, 1954: 34-
39) refer to will to power, the supreme immanent principle of Nietzsche’s

philosophy: “[a will to power] — when you speak of good and evil too, and
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of valuations. You still want to create the world before which you can
kneel: that is your ultimate hope and intoxication” (Nietzsche, 1961: 136).
Seen in this perspective, life for Nietzsche is will to power, which expresses
and seeks to expand itself. Life as will to power forces us to destroy old
values and set new ones. Values are, however, not there in nature, waiting
to be discovered, but instead are created, or willed. And it is through
interpretation that values can be authentically created. To engage in
competition requires us to view values from the perspective of a will to
power as an immanent principle. Significantly, will to power should not be
understood as success, for success can undermine the benefits derived
from the contest. How is victory, therefore, measured? Victory is
meaningful only when it “heightens the feeling of power, the will to power,
power itself in man” (Nietzsche, 1990: 127). Nietzsche asks: “What is
happiness?” He answers: “the feeling that power increases — that a

resistance is overcome” (ibid. 127). In this sense the struggle is permanent.

At this point, | seek to show that Nietzsche’s agon has an aesthetic
dimension with respect to life. Nietzsche (1967b: 20) tells us that art is “the
true metaphysical activity of his life.” Thus art and struggle are intimately
connected. For Nietzsche, intoxication is indispensable for the agonistic
struggle, and this applies to action as well. These points have been
remarkably neglected by Connolly. When it comes to politics, Nietzsche's
agon should be thought of as an exit point which the will to power may

take, be it the sublimation of passions, or creativity. As a common outlet
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for the will to power, a uniquely political agon does not desire power but
desires itself. That is, the political agon can only be satisfied in so far as the
subject desires something other than power. Thus, although Connolly and
Mouffe have made important contributions to the theorisation of
democratic politics, there is a fundamental difference between their
agonistic politics and the Nietzschean agonist. The key problem arises
when they attempt to transfer the ontological agon to a normative status.
For instance, they agree with Nietzsche that, ontologically speaking,
absolute truth is an impossible one. In agonists’ hands, however, this can
become a distinctly liberal-democratic and egalitarian normative claim.
Thus Connolly (2005: 123-4), for example, places the emphasis of

Nietzsche’s agon in entirely the wrong place, writing that:

“An ethos of agonistic respect grows out of mutual appreciation for the
ubiquity of faith to life and the inability of contending parties, to date, to
demonstrate the truth of one faith over other live candidates. It grows out
of reciprocal appreciation for the element of contestability in these
domains. The relation is agonistic in two senses: you absorb the agony of
having elements of your own faith called into question by others, and you
fold agonistic contestation of others into the respect that you convey
toward them.”

What this passage reveals is how Connolly attempts to institutionalise
Nietzsche’s agon which demands respect for others’ beliefs. My contention
is that any attempt to institutionalise and formalise agon is doomed to fail.
This is what Connolly’s agonism is about: the agon without the struggle.
The Nietzschean agon is an ability to interpret, that is, to construct a

perspective in which life, along with differences, is felt, experienced, lived.
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In this sense, the agon is not submission to an already established
institution; it is sustaining the struggle, the contest, while preparing the
stage for potential contingencies. Crucially, and contrary to Connolly, the
agon does not promote a conservative respect for institutions, for existing
differences; it itself is pure difference. Thus the agon emerges out of a
desire to think beyond the existing practices. As such, it demands its
warriors create their values against another’s with the aim of deciding
whose values are life-affirming and whose life-negating values must be
ruthlessly destroyed. In this very concrete sense, Connolly’s agonistic
pluralism predicated on conservative respect is insufficient to produce the
agony of the perfect struggle, or Dionysian fervour and intoxication. As a
consequence, Connolly’s agonism, and his emphasis on the opening of
more political space, becomes a pseudo-agonism which produces no
genuine political events, and no genuine political space, because it misses

the necessary ‘affective’ dimension of Nietzsche’s political agonism.

Converting difference into otherness, Connolly’s agonism, in short, seems
to skip the value of struggle and cruelty. Nietzsche, however, repeatedly
celebrates confrontation, struggle, cruelty and war. For Nietzsche, life
simply is will to power and the will to power is a struggle for mastery over
life. Paradoxically, however, Connolly (2002: 185) does not accept “the
reading of Nietzsche as the consummate philosopher of world mastery.” As

can clearly be seen from the following passage, he writes that:
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“While such a reading is possible, it is not the single or necessary reading to
be drawn from a thinker as protean as Nietzsche. It tends to be given by
those who endorse strong transcendental or teleological perspectives. They
presume that any ethic of care and self-limitation must flow from a
teleotranscendental perspective, and that since Nietzsche noisily repudiates
such a perspective, the coiner of the phrase ‘will to power’ must endorse a
ruthless philosophy in which a few exercise mastery over other humans and
nature.” (Connolly, 2002: 185)
| agree with Connolly that Nietzsche’s agonism is not about world
domination. And the same goes for will to power. Will to power as a
struggle for “mastery over life” does not entail domination over people.
Instead, it asserts confrontation, struggle and cruelty as fundamental
features of life. But, in Connolly’s agonistic democracy, they are seen as
positive, generative sources of potentiality. In contrast to Connolly, in his
notion of life as will to power, Nietzsche (2005: 213) writes: “The free man
is a warrior. — How is freedom measured? By the resistance which must be
overcome...” This crucial point has been repeatedly ignored by Connolly.
And despite that he is heavily influenced by Nietzsche, the insufficiencies of
Connolly’s ethics necessarily becomes indexed to a politics of liberal

tolerance in which antagonisms are reduced to agonism and agonistic

respect to a general political dialogue.

Let us now return to Mouffe. Though there are clear parallels between
Connolly’s and Mouffe’s agonistic model of democracy, there is also a
difference between the two approaches. While Connolly seems to think
that “the ethos of pluralisation” constitutes a fundamental basis for

democracy, Mouffe’s democratic politics is based on the idea of
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democratic community and citizenship. | largely agree with Mouffe’s
theorisation of post-political politics, which, according to her thesis,
imposes consensus and excludes the ‘passions’ from politics. In a neoliberal
post-political vision, as Mouffe suggests, the dimension of antagonism
based on affect vanishes. For this reason, the post-political vision leaves no
room for affective or passionate form of politics. Though Mouffe’s agonistic
democracy goes beyond Connolly by proposing the idea of democratic
citizenship, she seems to suggest a clean-cut distinction between
rationality and affect. For instance, Mouffe argues (2005: 28) that
democratic politics “needs to have a real purchase on people’s desires and
fantasies and that, instead of opposing interests to sentiments and reason
to passions, it should offer forms of identifications conducive to democratic
practices.” Mouffe seems to be saying that values are irrational and there
is an absolute distinction between reason and emotions, in the context of
the political. However, | would argue that reason and affect can be only

thought of together.

As argued in detail above, Mouffe’s (2005: 21) democratic politics aims to
sublimate antagonism and open up a space in which antagonism is
transformed into ‘agonism.” The process of sublimating or ‘taming’
antagonism brings to mind Nietzsche’s concept ‘transfiguration’, which is
also about organising and channelling passions against those who are
indifferent, which prevents one from going under because of one’s

passions. In short, then, both antagonisms and passions are inherent to
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political struggle “because there are passions, there are antagonisms, and
because there are antagonisms, there are passions in society” (Diken,

2009: 114).

To clarify this point, Nietzsche’s notion of “joyful wisdom” can be useful.
For Nietzsche (1960), joyful wisdom is a concept which conjoins the levity
of affect with the gravity of reason. The real force behind wisdom is an
immanent principle, the will to power. In other words, joyful wisdom is a
question of will and passions; it is thus the most powerful affect of all. Like
Nietzsche’s ‘perfect nihilism’, joyful wisdom refers to a practical activity
that does not separate reason, affect and will from one another, but to an
immanent principle which consists of reason and will in the same context.
Behind the rational context of any politics there is also an affective force,

an intensive desire.

To put it bluntly, reason is not a barrier to living passionately. Referring to
science, what Nietzsche wants, in short, is a will to power which is free-
spirited, joyful, and life-affirming. In Nietzsche’s formulation, if there is to
be any normativity in will to power it will have to be active will rather than
passive will: the joy felt in courageous wisdom. And, as | argue in a greater
detail in the last chapter, what we need is a radical politics that aims at
constructing a will to struggle, which will become the defining
characteristic and alternate will on the abyss of neoliberal and militarised

post-politics. The political, then, is created through affects as well as a will

17



to struggle. Hence, and contrary to Mouffe and Connolly, what we need is
a radical politics that is at the intersection of affect and a will to struggle, a
perpetual struggle which is constitutive of agonism in a radically political

framework.

If neoliberal and militarised post-politics is the impossibility of a real
change regarding the ‘given’ situations, then the challenge of radical
politics today is to disrupt that givenness. Neoliberal and militarised post-
politics is counterrevolutionary because its main task is to displace dissent,
rupture and resistance against the system. Its logic, of course, is political. It
is a determinate formation, a principled reaction with tendencies toward
the increasing neoliberalisation and militarisation of society. Post-politics
is, in short, a complex combination of different types of social regimes and
affective structures. This also explains why a radical politics of event should
delve into the complex linkages between historical social regimes and their
affective structures that constitute neoliberal post-politics. Because
neoliberal and militarised post-politics is a principled reaction against
revolutionary alternatives, and because radical politics is not simply a
politics of resistance, any discussion of how to rethink alternate social and
political imaginaries, cannot proceed without a proper understanding of
the established social regimes and the affective logics of neoliberal and
militarised post-politics that it seeks to emancipate itself from. Hence the
challenge of radical politics: to diagnose the depoliticised conditions of late

capitalism and better understand the relationships between historical
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social regimes that constitute it, and the affective logic each regime entails
and how they inter-relate. So what rationalities of power underlie the post-
political? How can one theorise the affective logics of the established social

regimes?

1.3 Social Regime

In this dissertation | use social regime to refer to a prevailing social system,
affects and emotions, pattern or the set of rules, both formal and informal
that discipline, control, manage, regulate the operation of a specific
‘governmentality’ and its interactions with society overall. A social regime
is, in short, constituted to make the existing social order function
effectively. A social regime assumes society is anarchic and that there is no
authority above the existing order capable of regulating, managing,
assaying its interactions and the corresponding characteristics such as
affects. Since the aim is to create a society without radical conflict and
antagonism, a social regime assumes that conflict should be shifted,
regulated and, if possible, eliminated through strategies and affects. In this
sense, a social regime maintains an intimate relationship between society

and the local and global insertion of particular norms and rules.

Even though a social regime may at first seem identical to the dispositif, it
is in fact a more complex concept. To get closer to an understanding of

social regime, we need to highlight the differences between the concept of
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dispositif and unpick its political logic in relation to ‘governmentality.” In
Deleuze’s reading of the dispositif, we observe remarkable similarities with
his own reading of assemblage. In “What is a Dispositif?”, Deleuze (2007)
argues that a dispositif can be analysed in terms of “lines” which enable
new forms of objects and subjects to appear. Dispositifs are then
composed of “lines of visibility, utterance, lines of force, lines of
subjectivation, lines of cracking, breaking and ruptures that all intertwine
and mix together and where some augment the others or elicit others
through variations and even mutations of the assemblage” (Deleuze, 2007:
347). Deleuze (1988), therefore, links dispositif to a complex network of
power relations in Foucault’s writing which enables human beings to “see

and speak” with regard to truth.

Thus the key to a dispositif is the valorisation of truth; indeed a dispositif is
a heterogeneous ensemble of power relations through which truth both
creates an ontological surety and a ‘grid of intelligibility’ in which truth

takes shape and functions. As with Deleuze and ‘assemblage’, a dispositif
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for Foucault is not to be confused with a technical device. Rather, it is a
heterogeneous system where the truth of any real is produced. Foucault
thus used the term dispositif to refer to multiple power relations, norms,

values and discourses that maintain the functioning of power.>

This dissertation discusses social regime as a more specific type of
dispositif. Rather than making a general claim that a social regime is
identical to the dispositif, or apparatus and assemblage, | suggest that a
social regime is a type of dispositif that, in brief, organises society in a
particular way in a specific time and place, according to a particular
rationality of power and affective logic. A social regime, by aiming to create
a society without conflict and antagonism, is self-transcending. From this

perspective, it is produced through counterrevolutionary principles and the

* “What I'm trying to pick out with this term is, firstly, a thoroughly heterogeneous

ensemble consisting of discourses, institutions, architectural forms, regulatory decisions,
laws, administrative measures, scientific statements, philosophical, moral and
philanthropic propositions—in short, the said as much as the unsaid. Secondly, what | am
trying to identify in this apparatus [dispositif] is precisely the nature of the connections
that can exist between these heterogeneous elements. Thirdly, | understand by the term
‘apparatus’ [dispositif] a sort of —shall we say—formation which has as its major function
at a given historical moment that of responding to an urgent need.” (Foucault, 1980: 194-
195)
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corresponding affects that shape human conduct and social and political

relations, with the aim of preventing and preempting disruptive events.

A social regime, then, is a specific form of dispositif that is enacted always
in response to an urgent threat: ‘the event.” By events, | mean revolts,
uprisings, riots, insurrections, revolutions — in short any relatively
unorganised individual or collective upheavals that threaten to overthrow
the existing social order as a whole. Since a social regime is essential to the
operation of the existing order, it should be seen as a more parallel
concept to ‘governmentality.” If governmentality organises ‘the conduct of
conduct’ - from the individual to the collective - that requires techniques,
rationalities, affects and above all, a way of countering the event, then the
social regime is the component that provides the conduct that organises
the social, and prevent disruptive events through counterrevolutionary
principles and affective logics. Thus, the power of social regimes has to do
with the preemptive and regulating strengths they inject into
governmentality (see Debrix and Barder, 2009: 407). Social regimes are
indeed machines for governmentality. If the event is the problem, and if
social regimes are the answer, the existing governmentality must ensure
that the conduct responsible for disruptive events is done away with
(before they take actual shape). It is indeed through techniques,
rationalities, affects and by way of organisational and counterrevolutionary
social regimes that governmentality takes charge of a population,

orchestrates the conduct of conducts, and represses all forms of disruptive
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resistance, ensuring that the event is an impossible one. The event is,

therefore, managed at the governmental level (through social regimes).

Further, a social regime implies not only principles, rationalities, norms and
affects that facilitate the functioning of existing governmentality, but a
form of interaction and cooperation that is more than short-term interests
or temporary arrangements. It facilitates regulation by organising ‘the
conduct of conduct’ and establishing standards of norms, rules and
generating affects in changing circumstances. Techniques, standards of
behaviour and the interventions that follow are, after all, conducted in
order to manage and organise society and life so that individuals will
behave in the desired way. In this way, potential events that threaten the
existing social order are neutralised and the probability of maintaining the

existing system is assured.

Indeed, a social regime is established on the presupposition that life is
characterised by pervasive uncertainty. Thus actions, threats and affects
that are considered potentially dangerous do not only interrupt the
present but also have future consequences and that it is therefore in the
interests of the social order to govern, manage, neutralise and eliminate
“unknown unknowns”, ensuring that the event does not take place. Since
the aim is to create a society based on order and certainty, a social regime
declares pervasive uncertainty to be the problem to be solved. Hobbes

(1651/2008), for instance, argues that our lives are characterised by
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pervasive uncertainty as we have conflicting interests. Yet, we are roughly
equal in strength so we cannot easily dominate others and thereby put an
end to conflict once and for all. Within this context, the social regime
facilitates the maintaining of the existing order so that conflict and
antagonism do not degenerate to disorder. It is in this sense that the social
regime should be approached in terms of an imposed governmentality. In
short, social regimes are deliberately established by dominant and
hegemonic governmentalities with the aim of getting populations to
conform to the existing norms, rules and requirements through
normalisation and regulation of human behaviours and their affects, as
well as a combination of war and violence. A social regime is the pursuit of
war and violence by corresponding characteristics and associated affects so

that the existing order remains intact.

Alongside this, social regimes and their associated affects are complex and
plural (Foucault, 2007; 2008), distinguished by their capacity to counter the
event. Social regimes are thus as plural and complex as neoliberal and
militarised post-politics. After all, neoliberal and militarised post-politics is
concerned to keep its own social regimes of governance under continuous
control and critical review (Dillon and Reid, 2001: 47; see also Dean, 1999;
Dillon and Reid, 2009; Rose, 1999). A social regime operates then as a
complex and heterogeneous network of rationalities, tendencies and
affects. Structuring the affects and the corresponding characteristics that

shape the operation of the existing order, of life, social regimes typically
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develop around a specific problematic: that of the event. In retaining the
idea that politics is an attempt to manage and control the ‘aleatory’
element implied in life, the social regime avoids, at all costs, the
unexpected ‘eventualities’ that would be the dissolution of the existing

system, of neoliberal governmentality.

The point of a regime, then, is a study of a particular aim of exercising
power and intervening upon particular problems: that of potential
disruptive events. This makes neoliberal and militarised post-politics more
effective, thus saving the system from the threat of political and moral
decline. It also makes struggle more difficult, for a social regime aims to
decrease subjectivities’ subversive affective capacities. In this view, a social
regime seeks to both manage and control social and political groups in the
pursuit of harmony; it organises human subjects by preventing individual
and collective action from occurring. The social regime is, in other words,
counterrevolutionary in that it aims to achieve certain outcomes in the
context of an art of governing. It is in this context that the properly
ideological function of neoliberal and militarised post-politics is directly
evident. Mobilising concrete social regimes, the cultivation of affects such
as ressentiment, fear, cynicism and spite are central tropes which the
integrity of the system is maintained while, at the same time, a
counterrevolutionary logic that accompanies the established social regimes
is one which aims to create a society without conflict, struggle and radical

systemic change. The social regime targets actual practices with the aim of
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minimising the possibilities for struggle, the event. As | will outline shortly,
it is as much about actual conduct as it is about virtual conduct. It is as
much about preventing actual practices as it is about repressing virtual
events. As | argue in detail in the following chapters, central, then, to social
regimes is the idea of event, which enables neoliberal and militarised post-
politics to touch the virtual within actual practices. Actual as well as virtual
conduct of (disruptive) event is all that is important; the actual as well as
the virtual (disruptive) event is what restructures the established social

regimes that constitute neoliberal post-politics.

As | elaborate further in the following chapters, proponents of the concept
of neoliberal and militarised post-politics have taken as their point of
departure two “rationalities of power” (sovereignty-discipline) discussed by
Foucault (1977) in Discipline and Punish and the regime of control by
Deleuze (1995) in his “Postscript on the Societies of Control.” However, the
links between these rationalities of power have only been hastily suggested
(see Diken and Laustsen, 2005; see also Collier 2009; Diken, 2009; Graham,
2010). In this dissertation, | reread sovereignty, discipline, control - along
with my own proposed regime of terrorism - as ‘social regimes’ in order to
illuminate the corresponding characteristics and the affective logics that
are either only implicit or else partially developed in Foucault’s and
Deleuze’s accounts, yet are essential to their operation. | focus on the

concept of neoliberal and militarised post-politics further by rigorously
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theorising the links between the four basic types of social regimes of

sovereignty, discipline, control and terrorism.

Furthermore, | link these social regimes (sovereignty-discipline-control-
terrorism) within the topology to four distinct affects, which have been
proposed as characterising neoliberal post-politics: ressentiment, fear,
cynicism and spite. Since affective modulation becomes an essential
function of contemporary society, affects such as ressentiment, fear,
cynicism and spite are necessary to impose neoliberal governmentality on
population. Thus the population is addressed affectively so that it can be
rendered governable and manageable for the stable unity of global
capitalism and the neoliberal order. In the process, therefore, the affective
logics become a generative principle of neoliberal and militarised post-
politics. A social regime cannot function without affects it brings into play.

For every social regime of governance generates its own particular affect.

Importantly, the aim is to analyse each affect independently so that their
effects can be studied within the established regimes. Thus ressentiment,
fear, cynicism and spite are explored as different affects without one
determining the others. Alongside this, social regimes open up new fields
of entry, so that it becomes possible to engage in life with more political
energy, to directly manipulate life purely at the level of its affective
relations. Thus, when one says sovereignty, one also says discipline, when

one says discipline one is also saying biopolitical control - or to be more
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specific, when one refers to neoliberal and militarised post-politics one is
effectively pointing towards an entire political economy of affect (Evans,
2010). In this sense, social regimes are inseparable from affective relations.
Nietzsche (1967a: 148) writes: “moral evaluation is an exegesis, a way of

interpreting. [...] Who interprets? — Our affects.”

1.4 Topologies of Power

Crucially, however, | propose that every social regime is connected with the
other social regimes in a specific way without one determining the others
(not even in the final instance). Rather than viewing sovereignty, discipline,
control and terrorism, for instance, in terms of a dialectical confrontation,
social regimes can be seen as inextricably connected and interdependent.
One should, therefore, note that this is not a straightforward linear
development; it is not, then, intended to argue that a new order is
emerging - that “sovereignty is replacing discipline” or that biopolitical
control is replacing terrorism (see Foucault, 2007: 143). Rather than there
being an implied redundancy or, a logic of temporal developmental
succession, there comes into being a dynamic interaction that is called

neoliberal governmentality.

The established social regimes and their associated affects are not pre-
given, lying there waiting to be revealed. The effect of such a perspectival

analysis is not, then, intended to be solely an ‘intellectual’ one. Rather,
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what is at stake is the production of a certain kind of experience, a
refiguring of truth itself. Each social regime “never functions in order to
represent a persisting world but produces a new kind of reality, a new
model of truth” (Deleuze, 2007: 30). Each social regime has its own
procedures for establishing truths and undoing the untruths, and its own
rhetorical devices for adjudicating and certifying truth claims. And we
cannot passively wait for the Messiah to come with the ability to recognise
the existence of such relations. The real problem we must confront,
therefore, is a political one: how to sustain a critical rationality with
political intent? How to find the events? The task is to find the events,

“where they are, at their time, and in their element” (Deleuze, 1983: 110).

Hegemonic social regimes aim at countering disruptive events that
threaten the dominant hegemony in order to bring about radical structural
change in the way they function. This strategy is composed of a diversity of
practices and interventions operating through multiple topologies of

III

power. Hence | employ a “topological” analysis of “the patterns of
correlation”, as Steve Collier (2009: 78) has put it, “in which heterogeneous
elements — techniques, material forms, institutional structures and
technologies of power — are configured, as well as the redeployments
through which these patterns are transformed.” By topology | refer to a
branch of mathematics that concerns not only “with the geometrical

properties of objects” but also with how society is organised (ibid. 80).

However, by topological analysis | am not aiming to pursue mathematical
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analyses. Instead, the primary aim is to show how the established social
regimes are configured in assemblies of neoliberal and militarised post-
politics, without implying that they follow a straightforward linear

development.

The key theoretical reference in this dissertation is Michel Foucault’s
concept of “governmentality” (Foucault, 1991; 2008). While
governmentality includes the repressive state apparatus’ of the police, it is
the way “in which one conducts the conduct of men, is no more than a
proposed analytical grid for these relations of power” (Foucault, 2008:
186). Thus, it is Foucauldian governmentality that enables us to name,
understand and analyse neoliberal and militarised post-politics,
imaginaries, and the established social regimes and their associated
affects. To be more precise, governmentality is seen by Foucault as the
model for social relations, as its “grid of intelligibility” (Foucault, 2007; see
also Protevi, 2010). The ‘grid of governmentality’ opens up new
possibilities in which relations of power and affects can be grasped and
analysed. It is these modern arts of governing that | endeavour to capture
in the notion of neoliberal governmentality. The present study therefore
examines neoliberal and militarised post-politics as a form of
governmentality, as complex combination of different types of knowledge,
subjectivities, political rationalities, techniques, affects and tendencies

aimed at governing society and human subjects. This specificity of
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governmentality, in other words, lies in the complex interweaving of social

regimes and affects.

The term topology seems preferable to me because it refers to a
multiplicity among diverse elements without providing a tendency to what
Rose et al. (2006) call “rigidification.” The combination of sovereign power,
disciplinary power, neoliberal control and terrorism is this definite principle
of relationality within which populations are managed and governed.
Neoliberal and militarised post-politics operates in practices of relationality
and uncertainty. To maintain its hegemony, it needs to permanently
mobilise multiple social regimes and affects in order to shape people’s
identities and the political/cultural terrain. We need new critical tools to

analyse it.

1.5 Research Questions

It is here that the question of neoliberal and militarised post-politics comes
up. The idea, then, is not that discipline-biopolitical control-terrorism
replace sovereignty, but that they develop alongside of it throughout
neoliberalism: which is why it is difficult to ‘distinguish’ one social regime
from another. Hence my research questions: If the established social

regimes operate in conjunction rather than opposition to each other,
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1) How should/can one theorise the relationship between neoliberal
and militarised post-politics and the established social regimes of
sovereignty, discipline and control?

2) How can one theorise the affective logics of these three social
regimes?

3) How can one account for terrorism as a new social regime with its
affect, spite?

4) How can one theorise the intimate relationship between radical
critique and revolution in neoliberal and militarised post-political

society?

1.6 Deleuze/Foucault

The key methodological question for theoretical interpretation, then, is
how to conceptualise the relationships between regimes of power and
their affective logics. In the following chapters, this conceptualisation will
proceed in conversation with a number of philosophers and theorists, the
most important being Michel Foucault, Gilles Deleuze, Slavoj Zizek,
Friedrich Nietzsche and Walter Benjamin. First, as argued above, | take as a
point of departure a topological analysis that employs
Deleuzean/Foucauldian concepts. For they provide us with analytical tools
to grasp the truth of neoliberal post-politics, an immanent target in which
different social regimes of power, affects, and knowledge take shape and

function. Utilising Deleuzean/Foucauldian concepts, | explore how
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sovereignty, discipline, control - along with my own proposed regime of
terrorism - are combined in “complex edifices”, “systems of correlation”, or
“topologies of power” (Collier, 2009), thus diminishing neoliberal and
militarised post-politics’ political and moral fallout. For Deleuze, for
instance, the topological analysis always acts on the present. What is our
present situation? What new possibilities of life do we see appearing
today? What are new forms of political subjectivation? Above all, one
might say, the topological dimension of Deleuze’s analysis requires an
‘untimely’ intervention into history and the present. Untimely in the
Nietzschean sense: the aim is to act “counter to our time” and thereby act

“on our time and, let us hope, for the benefit of a time to come”

(Nietzsche, 1991: 60).

Deleuze always insists on creating new concepts, which enables us to see
the world in a new way, in a process of becoming. A creation of new
concepts means that we see the world and time within the perspective of
becoming or ‘virtuality’ rather than a linear, determinist time. The virtual is
real itself in the sense of making future potentialities and possibilities real
in the present. Only on this basis can we able to invent new ways of
conceiving time and temporality and create new perspectives on life and
being, leading to revolutionary events. This is what history means for
Deleuze: everything is historical and contingent, a process of revolutionary
becoming. In doing so, Deleuze thus stresses the importance of the virtual.

Philosophy, for Deleuze, is an attempt to grasp the virtual, for it is the
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virtual that generates the actual. In other words, life, according to Deleuze,
“is composed of virtualities, events, singularities. What | am calling virtual
is not something that lacks reality. Rather, the virtual becomes engaged in
a process of actualisation as it follows the plane which gives it its proper
reality” (2007: 388). This is why the event should be understood as the
virtual form of what is to come: “the part that eludes its own actualisation

in everything that happens” (Deleuze and Guattari, 1994: 156).

For Foucault, on the other hand, history is made up of two principles which
are matter (that is only potential) and form (that makes the object a
reality). Foucault’s work in this respect serves as a “grid of intelligibility”
(Protevi, 2010: 2) that reveals immanencies in historical social regimes and
events. Furthermore, these immanent regimes in historical events “are
revealed rather than constituted” (ibid. 2). These historical orders of power
and knowledge provide analytical tools to examine the configurations in
which ‘regimes of truth’ are produced. Foucault, like Deleuze, is careful to
note that regimes of truth do not follow a straightforward linear
development. Rather, he proposes a reading of history that is against
historicism, for historical immanent orders are seen as “multiplicities”, that

is, dynamic effects of “incessant transactions” (Foucault, 2008: 77).

In short, Deleuze and Foucault offer a reading of history that is against the
entire model of linearity, for immanent social regimes and the

corresponding characteristics are seen as, to borrow Julian Reid’s term
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(2010b: 394), “moving targets”, not rigid ideological rationalities. What
unites them is that they both conceive power to be immanent to the social
field, not external to it. If we read Deleuze’s and Foucault’s concepts as an
account of regimes of truth that operate through ‘incessant multiplicities’,
then the question of power, the truth of neoliberal and militarised post-
politics becomes available for contestation. As such,
Deleuzean/Foucauldian concepts provide us to construct forms of
subjectivities and social relations that are immune to neoliberalism as

counterrevolution.

1.7 Zizek

Within Deleuzean and Foucauldian topological analysis, the dissertation
also employs a Zizekian approach to understand how post-politics both
signifies and tends toward the foreclosure of politics. A Zizekian approach
allows us to understand how post-politics is grounded in the
depoliticisation of conflict and antagonism within society, ensuring that
events do not occur. The aim of post-politics is to eliminate conflict and
antagonism, leading to revolutionary events. Conflict, however, can never
be truly eliminated, but can be evaded as a possibility. Conflict and
antagonism are the system, the system is antagonism and conflict. Thus
the aim of the Zizekian approach is to shift conflict and antagonism to their
proper places. Neoliberal capitalism is marked by a false hope that struggle

and alternate political possibilities might be resolved, allowing the system
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to go on as far as it can. A Zizekian approach, however, reminds us
forcefully that there is always an alternative that is never assimilated. This
unassimilated rest is, in Zizek, antagonism and revolutionary struggle. Even
though post-politics tries to occlude the very possibility of alternate social
imaginaries to the existing order, conflict and struggle remain significant
elements of revolutionary politics. And because there is conflict and
struggle, revolutionary subjectivities cannot be constituted independently

from agonism and affects.

1.8 Nietzsche

Hence my conception of political agonism and affect follows Nietzsche and
his notion of will to power, the supreme immanent principle in life, which
he juxtaposes to God’s transcendent judgment. Based on cruelty and
struggle, Nietzsche’s agon takes life as will to power as a guiding principle.
In Nietzsche, life as will to power expresses and continuously expands
itself, which leads him to identify will to power with freedom. Thus, for
Nietzsche, freedom can only emerge in so far as it is understood as a
necessity, a necessity which enables a passage between affect and a will to
struggle. Nietzsche’s radical agonism provides and encourages human
actors to fulfil life’s main purpose: to engage in a ruthless struggle which is
to become fully the will to power and thus become free. Significantly,
however, will to power does not refer to actual physical force or political

dominance. Rather, it is a process of overcoming a struggle.
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For Nietzsche, life as will to power requires that an organism strives to
heighten mere-life; it is the fundamental value, a value on the basis of the
enhancement of life conditions, its self-overcoming. If the primary value is
life as will to power, then the fundamental point concerning will to power
is to establish alternative counter-ideals/values to life. Life here, however,
is to be understood as a struggle between creation and preservation. All
life is therefore the will to “striving against something that resists”
(Nietzsche, 1967a: 374). Nietzsche, therefore, enables us to see life as an
immanent principle, a conflict, which has neither an external cause nor a
final end. Life as will to power is not to be exhausted in existence; it is a

permanent struggle.

1.9 Benjamin

Lastly, Deleuzean and Foucauldian topological analysis, a radical Zizekian
approach and Nietzsche’s conception of agonism and will to power allow
us to link their concepts with Walter Benjamin’s critical approach to
h