
Here it is. !!!
Jeremy !
What a wonderful read.  I really enjoyed your account of many of the problematics and theorists. 
 And I would love to talk more with you about many of these topics.  I have two big questions/
comments. !
1. It strikes me that in the end, this is much more about radical democracy and immanentist ethics 
than about institutional politics, although you constantly make calls for the latter. The emphasis 
here is very different than it is in the interview in New Formations. The question of how to think 
about institutional politics is left largely untheorized, it seems to me, or did I miss it.  !
2.  My big question/qualm is that you seem, in the end, to equate radical democracy with an 
immanentist ethics (of creativity, emergence, openness, etc.).  Or at least you seem to assume if not 
equivalence then some sort of necessary relationship. Is that right? And if it is, I wonder why you 
make that assumption.  How do you get from "the rule of the people" to a particular ethics.  Maybe 
this is an echo of the first question. !
I really would love to have a conversation about these (and other matters). I hate trying to carry on a 
real conversation via email so forgive me if my comments here are rather truncated and telescoped. !
Still, it is a wonderful and valuable book.  well-done. !
Larry !!!!
Hi Larry !
The first thing I would say is yes - you are right that the book is mainly oriented towards offering 
both a philosophical basis and a conceptual exploration of a certain kind of radical democracy. It’s 
about philosophy more than policy. At its most abstract and basic, the  book is  concerned with 
elaborating both the fundamental elements, and some of the political and aesthetic implications, of a 
radically relational and non-individualist ontology.  !
If you think that that position is one which is indistinguishable from ‘immanentist ethics’ well, fair 
enough, although that’s not a phrase which occurs anywhere in the book and it’s not one that I 
would use to describe my project. I don’t mean to sound defensive - I know you don’t mean that as 
a criticism. But it’s worthwhile to stress that that’s not the language I would use to describe my 
philosophical project.  !
But sure - it’s more about the philosophy than it is about institutional politics. !

!1

http://www.lwbooks.co.uk/journals/newformations/pdfs/80_fishergilbert.pdf


To be honest I’m not 100% sure what you mean by ‘immanentist ethics’, although I think I know. It 
sounds from your elaboration on it that basically you’re referring to the Connolly / Bennett ‘vital 
materialism’, and its particular deployment of Spinozan and Deleuzian thought. Of course, the book 
does explicitly posit and argue for a relationship between vital materialism and the kind of radically 
relational, non-individualist radical democratic philosophy which I’m trying to develop, but that 
doesn’t mean that they are exactly the same thing, and  I only refer to that vital materialist work 
very briefly.  !
The reason there is a relationship between my thought and vital materialism is that both currents are 
deeply concerned with questions of relationality and multiplicity and are sceptical towards, for 
example, any individualist or ‘meta-individualist’ conception of intentionality (as such, they both 
have a critique of liberalism which is different from the conservative or Stalinist critiques of 
liberalism). But the sources of vital materialism  are not the most important set of philosophical 
resources on which my book draws: the most important sources for Common Ground book are 
arguably the radically relational thought of Simondon, Derrida, Nancy etc.  From  their perspective, 
the philosophical celebration of ‘immanence’ as a first principle is itself probably mistaken, given 
that what we might call ‘originary relationality’, what I call ‘infinite relationality’, what Derrida 
calls ‘différance', is a  general condition of possibility of being as such, which would in some sense 
precede any distinction between the immanent and the transcendental.  !
(There would be a whole complex set of questions about how to situate Gramscian hegemony 
theory and schizoanalysis here…to put it vey briefly I would say that in some senses they both 
inhabit both currents, the relational and the immanentist).  !
Of course you could say that all that  is just variations on ‘immanentist ethics’, or that ‘immanentist 
ethics’ is really indistinguishable from my relational ontology (which incidentally is very close the 
’transindividual’ political ontology being developed by Jason Read in his forthcoming book). One 
thing  I would say, in response to that, is that the fundamental claims being made by such work are 
ontological / metaphysical rather than ethical. In fact this is true both of vital materialism, or a more 
general philosophy of immanence, and of my radically relational ontology.  !
Of course it is true that critics and opponents of both vital materialism and relational or 
transindividual ontology may well see them as practically indistinguishable variants of the same 
general philosophy. If that’s the case then so be it - I don’t really mind. !
My approach and vital materialism share an interest in creativity, but my take on creativity is more 
influenced by the schizoanalytic, autonomist and (I argue) Marxian understanding of social 
creativity  than by the vital materialist emphasis on creativity as an inherent property of matter. I 
accept the latter proposition, but it’s not fundamental to anything I’m saying, and this difference is 
 crucial to the difference between my politics, which is anti-capitalist, and Connolly’s, which isn’t. 
My primary interest in creativity is in the status of creativity as that which capital must both 
facilitate and regulate, but which is also the basis for any resistance to capitalist or neoliberal 
hegemony. I also stress creativity as a product of relations rather than of things. The vital 
materialists are basically interested in creativity as a general property of matter. You could say that 
this is the difference between the Deleuze of Difference and Repetition (Bennett, Connolly) and the 
Deleuze of A Thousand Plateaus(me, Hardt & Negri, Lazzarato). I don’t think they are completely 
different positions but the emphasis is different in important ways. !
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Common Ground is mainly a work of political philosophy and doesn’t really make any claim to be 
anything else. In effect, if you look at the nature of the arguments and the range of sources, the book 
is a work of political philosophy in the anglo-continental tradition of people like Mouffe, Laclau, 
Critchley, Connolly, Bennett, Brown etc. (It’s obviously kind of a problem for me because I’ve 
never tried to publish in that area, in those people’s journals, or to cultivate any reputation on that 
scene, but there you go- that’s life!). It’s not supposed to be a total political programme, and it isn’t 
supposed to be a total guide to the practice of institutional politics any more than is any work either 
in that tradition or in the cultural studies tradition to which you and I both generally belong.   !
To be fair, however, I think I am pretty explicit about what kind of things this might mean in 
practice, at an institutional level, with my discussions of issues such as co-production in public 
services, of the tradition of workers’ self-management and autogestion, with references to various 
actual experiments in radical democracy around the world, with my discussion of what the criteria 
would be for assessing the success of radical democratic institutions,  etc. Of course I don’t go into 
a great deal of detail about those things, but any book has limited space, and I think that for a book 
in that anglo-continental tradition, this one is actually quite clear on those concrete issues and 
implications. I’m in favour of democratising institutions instead of privatising them and in favour of 
building new, deliberative, participatory democratic institutions wherever possible. I’m for co-ops 
and workers self-management. I want schools that are run democratically and collaboratively by 
teachers and students. etc. etc. I think we can only get those things through a pluralistic strategy of 
experimental, molecular politics and democratic, molar institution-building. It’s not new as a 
general position, but I think it’s pretty explicit, so I think the book does have something to say about 
institutional politics. !
As such, I don’t think that the position is actually any different from that set out in the New 
Formations  piece, although as you point out there is a different emphasis. The ultimate argument in 
both texts, and in everything I’ve ever written on these subjects, is that effective politics requires 
attention to both the molecular and molar dimensions. We need institutions but we need them to be 
experimental and self-questioning institutions. We need processes of deterritorialisation, but we also 
need to build new and democratic institutions. We need radical cultural experimentation and we 
need to build broad-based movements and political strategies. We always need both - not one or the 
other. !
This is all I have ever been saying about these issues, for years now, and to me this seems like a 
banal and obvious observation; but I would .have to say that almost every time I write or speak on 
these issues, people seem desperate to interpret me as saying that we need one more than the other. 
I’m not saying that that’s the case with you, of course. !
Naturally, the emphasis will always be different depending on the particular discussion or the 
particular circumstance. Right now I think the biggest political problem we face in both the UK and 
the US is that the leadership of the mainstream Left is completely unable to grasp the value of the 
deterritorialising, experimental dimension of politics, because it is wedded to the assumptions of the 
liberal tradition and to a historical account which cannot understand why liberal democracy has not 
been working for decades. But other problems occur in other contexts and on other scales. In the 
New Formations piece Mark and I were criticising a certain kind of anarchist perspective which 
rejects any attention to institutional politics, just as I criticised such positions and the ‘activist 
imaginary’ which animates them in my book Anticapitalism and Culture. But to criticise that 
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perspective is in no way to endorse an institutional politics which is simply indifferent to issues of, 
as you put it 'creativity, emergence, openness,’.  !
The whole point is that we need an institutional politics of creativity, emergence, openness, and we 
need a politics of creativity, emergence, openness which is able to relate constructively to 
institutions. I think I was very explicit in saying that, especially citing Erik Olin Wright’s work and 
advocating a constructive ‘counter-institutionalism’. Of course there isn’t much detail but, you 
know, the book was already 10k words over-length. Mark and I are working on a document to be 
published by Compass which will set out in a little more detail what this kind of radical democracy 
institutional politics might mean in a little more detail.  !
In response to your second question: as I said above, I don’t see the book as being about 
'immanentist ethics' as such: it’s about the pursuit of a relational and non-individualist ontology and 
its implications. But your question about the relationship between the broad philosophical project 
and the theorisation of democracy as such remains valid, so I’ll try to answer it now. The 
relationship between that philosophical project, and the theorisation of democracy as ’the rule of the 
people', lies in the recognition that ‘the people’ is never a singular entity, but is always a highly 
complex, metastable formation.  !
My argument is that the liberal and conservative traditions can only imagine ‘the people’ as what I 
call a ‘meta-individual’, and this this makes it impossible for them to get to grips, institutionally and 
politically, with the problems posed by the complexity and inherent multiplicity of social groups. 
My argument is also that these problems are becoming more visible as postmodern societies 
become ever-more complex and variegated, and that neoliberalism capitalises on this situation by 
offering marketisation as one way of dealing with the problem, by effectively delegating decision-
making to market mechanisms rather than finding ways to facilitate genuine collective deliberation 
and decision-making by highly complex groups.  !
My political solution to this problem is that radical, participatory forms of democracy can enable 
such social groups to deliberate and make decisions and distribute resources, and to express their 
inherent complexity productively. I don’t claim that this is a new argument and see it firmly in the 
tradition of the New Left and even of the radical socialist movement of the nineteenth and early 
twentieth centuries.  !
But to try to answer your question again very succinctly: the problem is that today more than ever, 
‘the people’ are not and cannot be one, and yet we must resist the neoliberal imperative to reduce 
them to an aggregation of isolated individuals - so a thought of multiplicity and relationality is 
essential for enabling the self-rule of the people to become a possibility.  !
In this sense I am of course absolutely in tune with Laclau & Mouffe’s historic calls for a plural 
radical democracy, and I see myself as elaborating on that project: like them, I would see it as a 
political-theoretical project rather than a primarily ethical one, and like Ernesto Laclau, I would be 
sceptical about the philosophical prioritisation of immanence as such. On the other hand, unlike 
them, I think that people like Deleuze, Negri etc. offer invaluable resources for thinking through 
what a radical plural democracy might actually look like, how it might be achieved, and what the 
obstacles to it might be. Also like Laclau and Mouffe, I would say that it would certainly look like 
some kind of socialism, but that it can be argued for successfully solely from democratic rather than 
socialistic premises.  
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!
Okay that must be enough - probably too much! !
Thanks very much !
Jeremy !!!!!
Dear Jeremy. 

  

For two people who hate long conversations on email, we seem to be caught up in doing it for a 
brief moment at least.  So anyway, feel free to decide not to continue, or to simply say—no, or that 
is not where my thinking is taking me.  Anyway, thanks so much for your detailed and generous 
response.  Let me emphasize what you acknowledge. Nothing in what I say is meant as a criticism.  
Quite the opposite.  I think of you as one of a few people committed on the one hand, to cultural 
studies as conjunctural analysis, and on the other hand, attempting to take seriously some of the 
new theoretico-political work coming out of what I might broadly call the anti-Enlightenment (anti-
humanist, anti-individualist, etc.)  theories of radical relationality. I also understand the practical 
choice to weight certain questions of political theory here and I was not looking particularly for 
policy positions. I hope you will understand that I am trying to think out my own questions in 
dialogue with your work, because I am so much in agreement with much of what you say and have 
said.  

  

And like you, perhaps, I think the question we must ask is why “we”—by which I mean fractured 
societies--seem collectively unable to address the serious problems we face. In one sense, it is a re-
articulation of Marx’s question: why do people accept their own subjugation, the inevitability of 
their fate?  (in common parlance, where is the outrage or perhaps better, given that the outrage is 
everywhere, why is it so ineffectual?  But it is also, why those of us who share some sort of 
progressive vision seem incapable of effecting the direction of histories, despite I believe high 
levels of oppositional commitment and activism?   

  

But let me explain what I meant by immanentist ethics—which I realize now is a bad term.  Maybe 
better terms would be ontological, molecular or horizontal politics, or something like that.  (I am 
not particularly interested in vital materialism or the object-oriented philosophers, because I see no 
possibility in articulating a politics out of them.) Yes, I suppose one can call them theories of radical 
relationality (and complexity), but it seems to me that there are lots of theories of radical 
relationality that are generally ignored, including Arendt (thank you so much for recognizing her) 
but also the Gramscian-Hall notion of articulation and contingency, but these theories tend to 
present themselves not in ontological but historical (and sometime humanistic) terms.  
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But this notion of radical relationality covers over lots of differences (a slight detour here) starting 
with the recognition that euro-modern (post-Kantian theories), for all their differences, are also 
theories of relationality—generally understood as mediation and in universalistic –humanistic terms 
(although at least some Marxisms might push this to the limits, a la Hall).  The recent turn to what –
for the moment we can call ontological theories of relationality are anti-humanist (to some extent, 
although Autonomous Marxism poses some questions here). There are many variations in this anti-
humanistic, anti-individualist, anti-universalist ontological turn, constituted across a number of 
axes: a kind of Heideggerian-Derridean-Nancy axis , a Nietzschean axis, a process-empiricism axes, 
and a Spinoza-Deleuzean axis, and maybe an autonomous axis. Each has its own internal variations, 
defined in part as a result of transversal relations with other axes).  

  

But one thing that strikes me about so many of the writers here is that they end up defending a 
horizontal politics, with two large variations:  first, what I call an ethics of creativity, 
experimentation and individuation or singularities (rather than individuality)— (in Deleuze, a sort 
of schizo existence,  in Latour and some of Ranciere, an ethics of capacities, in Hardt and Negri, an 
ethics of love); or second,  a either an anarchist politics or a rearticulation of a kind of Trotskyite 
(e.g., Socialisme ou Barbarie) vision of workers councils (as fluid and temporary voluntary 
associations), a kind of social libertarianism.  But they all tend to reject a politics of the state, 
hegemonic struggles, institutional structures—all are seen as molarities, as verticalities, as imposing 
a fixed structure on the creative flows of infinite relationality, etc. (It is one thing to say that the 
various strategies –whether counter-hegemonic, reformist state, social movements, etc.—of the past 
century have failed to radically alter the course of history (as you point out in the interview, the 
judgment of anarchist, social libertarian and  what Williams might have called “independent” 
strategies have perhaps accomplished even less), it is another to say that one can abandon efforts to 
reinvent the state, or social movements or other quasi-vertical possibilities.  Theories of ontological 
politics also often (but not all) reject the very concept of critique.   Both tendencies within such 
theories/strategies seem to put all their energy into a search for alternatives (often local, often 
temporary, often quite limited in its participation)—but without fixity or verticality, a prefigurative 
politics, emphasizing creativity, openness, participation, radical democracy, etc. 

  

My argument involves a number of hypotheses:  (1) despite our commitment to complexity, we 
often abandon it when it comes to “diagnosing” (critique-ing) what is going on, resulting in what I 
have called “bad stories” which make for bad politics; (2) a key part of the critique has to involves 
an analysis of affective politics, but most certainly not in the ontological sense of people like 
Massumi (a kind of postmodern behaviorism) or a materialist phenomenology, or a return to 
textualism (again, I have written about this, but not answered the ontological turn, nor brought my 
own work to bear on the contemporary conjuncture; (3) we require a new kind of social movement 
(a movement of movement) built upon a reconsideration of what constitutes a counterculture; and 
most importantly—and the former depends in part on this. (4) we need a new theory of molarities, 
institutions and even the state.  We need both molecular and molar politics, both horizontal and 
vertical organizations (as well as hybrid transversalities). (By the way, I think Deleuze does –sort of
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—when he says that all politics and resistance necessarily involves molarities, but this is too 
frequently ignored). 

  

So I read your book as trying, in part, to think about this fourth question (even as it touched on 
some of the other questions).   I certainly do not want to accuse you of taking one side against the 
other—but of precisely trying to bring the two—however we call them today—together.  Still I do 
think Common Ground does a brilliant job of offering something like a position (ethics) of 
molecularity and creativity, but one that at least recognizes that, by itself, this is insufficient—that it 
needs its institutional axis of struggle as well.  And hence my question (and yours?) is how do you 
articulate together an ontological and a conjunctural/hegemonic politics?  

  

Now to come back to my questions:  how do you make the connection, rather than—where I am 
stuck, simply saying that we need both.  How do we rethink the possibilities of molarities 
(institutions , even the state) themselves, in terms that are consistent. So I am wondering—this is a 
question—whether radical democracy serves as a kind of pivot point for you between these two 
vectors.  It enables you to rethink the possibility of collectivities as multiple, fragmented, etc., 
against both liberalism and conservative traditions, that is, against euro-modernist notions of 
relation as mediation, transcendence, etc.).  Is that the work that, in the end, it is to do for you?  

  

But even if it is, it still leaves open a question;  radical democracy and infinite relationality (and 
what I call the ethics of creativity and openness that comes with it)—what is the relation?  Might it 
be fair to say that the former is necessary but not sufficient for the latter.  That is, can one imagine a 
radical democracy that did not result in the performance of infinite relationality?  Are there 
necessary relations between radical democracy and other political problematics—like economics or 
environmentalism? If there are, what I am trying to figure out is why, without appealing to the 
superior rationality of the collective mind as it were, and this strikes me as—hmmm—problematic.  
(Ironically, as Mirowski points out, this is precisely the logic of the Austrian school after all.) 

  

Does any of this make sense to you? I am really trying to see how far I can go by thinking with you 
since my own questions, as I said, I think are similar (but not identical) to yours. 

  

Larry 

!
!
!
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Hi Larry !
Yes ho-hum, sometimes long emails are the only way. Anyway your last was very helpful  I don’t 
disagree with anything you’ve said and these questions are excellent. !
 I understand much better which dimensions of my argument that you’re describing as ethical now 
as well, and you have a good point. This would speak to my differences with Laclau for example…
my position is basically what happens if you start from the same place as he was at in the early 90s 
but you substitute a schizoanalytic / molecular / Left-Nietzschean ethics for the Lacanianism which 
becomes increasingly central to Laclau’s thought subsequently (and my argument would be that the 
latter is compromised by its complicity with liberal individualism, although I don’t think this 
actually applies to Laclau’s own thought). And clearly my idea of ‘molecular sympathy’ as the 
minimal degree of non-antagonism between ‘horizontal’ and ‘vertical’ actors is similarly an ethical 
proposition. !!
All your points and arguments I agree with and your characterisation of what the book is trying to 
do is exactly right. !
Yes you are quite right about the work which radical democracy does for me as a concept. I can’t 
really put it any better and I haven’t really got any further than what you’ve described.  !!
About the relationship between infinite relationality and radical democracy, I think I would 
probably turn around the question as you’ve framed it. I would want to say (although there are 
problems with this I know) that infinite relationality is not something I’m actively FOR, or 
something that one can choose to practice or not practice - it’s just a general ontological condition 
of which one can be more aware or less aware, to which one (or any given position, or institution or 
movement) can be more or less sensitive. !
 I remember that there is a bit in the book where I’m criticising the lack of any really democratic 
aspects to the Labour party or Obama’s national campaign and I make some comment about how 
this relationality clearly isn’t infinite at all - but that was only really supposed to be a jokey quip. 
Generally I think infinite relationality isn’t really a normative concept for me: it’s just an irreducible 
fact that it’s good to be aware of, but there’s nothing inherent in that awareness or recognition that 
necessarily leads to a politics of radical democracy: it could lead you to say that the general 
condition of undecidable différance to which it gives rise demands a decisive and arbitrary decision, 
firm leadership, fascism (which is not far from where Zizek ends up, in my opinion). !
What I think it can’t give rise to is the conclusion that the present model of liberal representative 
democracy is actually capable of delivering recognisably democratic outcomes under present 
historical conditions. If you start from the presupposition that some kind of democracy is what you 
want, then the recognition of the ontological fact of infinite relationality must lead to support for a 
more radical version than we have now. But I don’t claim to be able to persuade anyone from 
scratch to want to be a democrat. Which is a much bigger issue, I agree…I’ve said for years that the 
Left often fails to realise that it’s often addressing people who often don’t even particularly WANT 
democracy, equality or social justice except to the extent that they make their lives easier and more 
comfortable. Of course I agree that the question of why people desire their own oppression is 
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always central for us, and it’s particularly our responsibility in the cultural studies tradition to keep 
this question permanently on the agenda. I’m planning to do more work on this pretty soon.  !
So I’m saying that infinite relationality isn’t really a normative concept…although I realise that this 
is somewhat ambiguous (I’m reminded of buddhists claiming that karma isn’t a normative concept - 
it’s just how things work - but if you don’t pay attention to it then you’re in big trouble…so is that 
really non-normative? In fact I think there’s a Buddhist concept that translates potentially directly as 
‘infinite relationality’, but I doubt I’ll ever the scholarly expertise or the opportunity to think about 
that properly ) so I’m not sure about that- I may be trying to have it both ways on that one, on the 
question of whether or not infinite relationality is a normative concept (which isn’t to say that 
having it both ways is impossible). To be honest I think I’m precisely repeating the kind of gesture 
made by Laclau and Mouffe in Hegemony and Socialist Strategy where they say that nothing in 
their theory of hegemony necessarily leads to being a radical democrat, but it’s probably the only 
kind of leftism that makes sense in the light of that theory (or maybe that’s just my interpretation of 
something they explicitly say). I think I’m saying that awareness of infinite relationality need not 
lead to any kind of progressive politics, but that the only kind of democratic politics it can be 
compatible with is one which is more radical and ambitious than liberal representative democracy, 
because it makes apparent why the latter can’t deliver what it claims to, at least not under historic 
conditions such as we’re experiencing now. !
Actually the model for this ambiguous (non)-normativity for both me and Laclau would obviously 
be Derrida. Derrida doesn’t say différance is something he’s for - it’s just the way things are. On the 
other hand, to occlude, deny or suppress différance is always problematic, except when you are 
aware that you’re doing so for specific and contingent reasons.  !
But I guess this is the answer on the relationship between infinite relationality and radical 
democracy, anyway. I think that if you accept the reality of infinite relationality and its implications 
then you can’t be a believer in the effectiveness of old-fashioned liberal representative democracy, 
except possibly under the very limited social conditions of Fordism, or in some similar situation of 
relative social homogeneity, which we have long since left behind. There might be a bunch of other 
things you could believe in - most obviously a kind of quietist mysticism - and again it’s the other, 
ant-capitalist dimensions of the project that you’d have to look to for my reasons why I wouldn’t 
want to go there. !
Okay so now for what I think is your bigger question. The point as I understand it is…sure, we need 
both the molecular and the molar, the vertical and the horizontal…but what does it actually look 
like in practice to bring them together? What would the bridges between them actually look like; 
where and  how would they be constructed? You want a movement and a counterculture that can 
include Occupy and the progressive remnants of social democracy? What does that actually look 
like? !
Fair question and this is the one that everyone wants an answer to. I wrote a piece for Compass a 
couple of months ago on this (http://www.compassonline.org.uk/how-does-change-happen-and-
how-can-we-make-it/) but it’s still basically pretty suggestive rather than programmatic. !
The only answers I can give to this are probably unsatisfactory  but they would all have to do with 
the inevitably contingent and specific nature of practice. Basically the book is about as far as I feel 
able to get at the moment in answering these questions in any kind of theoretical sense. Beyond that 
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 - I come back to Stuart’Hall’s old dictum that ultimately no theory will prescribe in advance what 
the effective course of political action will be. I know you’re saying that you’re not asking for 
policies but my response might be that I think you’re identifying the point in our theorising where 
more theory won’t get anywhere, and we have to get back to the analysis of specific conjunctures 
and the plotting of specific interventions. There might be some theoretical developments towards a 
new understanding of molarity, hegemony and institutionality that would be possible of course. 
Actually the next theoretical project for me is probably getting to back again to the general project 
of working though the relationships between Deleuze and Guattari and Gramsci for developing the 
theory of hegemony and molarity (and ideology, power and interests…maybe what I’m after is a 
non-Lacanian theory of ideology…), which you’ve worked on a lot and I have a bit and I think 
there is still plenty more to do on. But that will be a contribution to the theorisation of power and 
ideology more than molarity and institutionality. But the one may well lead into the other, come to 
think of it. !!
There are people like Stiegler who have interesting things to say about institutionality although I 
think he’s limited by the fact that he doesn’t read Gramsci or Guattari. At the same time I think that 
the Lacanian tradition including Laclau and Mouffe is still really valuable for understanding what 
kind of features both effective counter-hegemonic movements and democratic institutions must 
have.  !
But on some level I think  this point in the process, the point that you identify yourself (and me) as 
stuck, or at least paused, I think is the point at which it becomes difficult for theory to carry us any 
further without some practical experiments, ideas and interventions. !
So I think I can only really answer the question by talking a bit about my own practice on these 
different scales. Personally I’m quite conscious of the gap between various political or cultural 
practices that I’m engaged in. On the one hand, most of my political work involves writing for and 
feeding ideas into Compass, which is an organisation which is basically trying to mobilise and 
create connections between progressives ranging from the soft left of the Labour Party to some of 
the people around Occupy, and it includes members of the Greens and even some left Liberal 
Democrats. I also gave a talk a couple of weeks ago for this similar network of progressive activists 
being co-ordinated by the New Economics Foundation, and they’re doing really good work which I 
hope to be able to go on supporting. So all of these projects are about trying to construct an 
effective counter-hegemonic bloc without trying to impose a centralised dogma or organisational 
form on people. Mark and I are working on this pamphlet which is basically advocating radical 
democratic policies for the Labour Party as alternatives either to socially conservative or neoliberal 
policies. It probably won’t have much effect, but I know that it will at least be read by a couple of 
people who have a role in the policy process, and all I can say is that’s the first time it will be 
possible to have said that about anyone from our tradition since about 20 years ago, when some of 
the people around Kinnock were reading Marxism Today.  !
At the same time I put a lot of energy into organising dance parties. These parties are part of a very 
specific tradition which goes back to NYC countercultural formations at the beginning of the 70s, 
and they are quite self-consciously about trying to posit and keep active a certain aesthetic 
continuity which goes back to and includes acid rock, radical jazz of the early 70s, underground 
disco, house and electronic dance from the 80s, deep house from the 90s, etc. etc and which a 
places a high value on the quality of the dancefloor experience (so there’s a strong emphasis on 
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audiophile sound, for example). They don’t have any explicit or didactic political function, although 
everyone involved is explicitly or instinctively on the Left. Their politics is almost purely 
molecular, an immanent utopianism. !
There’s a big gap between these sets of activities and almost no overlap in personnel. There are 
some people who come to the parties who know my academic work, but unsurprisingly they are 
mostly Deleuzian philosophers with little active interest in formal politics. And you don’t need me 
tell you the usual reaction if I tell someone at a party that my day job is not DJing but teaching 
cultural studies and political theory (it’s usually a complete non-reaction…the differend itself ). On 
the other hand, if one of my lefty friends wanders into a warehouse full of screaming dancers at 2 
am,then they usually look like they think they’re witnessing the end of western civilisation (with 
some notable exceptions, I should add!). So I don’t encourage this to happen too often.  !
It’s not that I wouldn’t like there to be some points of overlap. The people involved in the parties 
have had occasional discussions about what it would mean to make them more explicitly political in 
some sense. We sent out a message to all our contact lists telling people why they should vote for 
Ken Livingstone as Mayor of London a few years ago. But mostly we feel that the time is not right 
for this, and that the level of mainstream political struggle would have to be much higher before it 
became productive to try to engage with it in an way.  I think that’s the situation as regards the 
general question of what new forms of institution would look like or even how they could be 
theorised: we can’t really know until we achieve the conditions for their pre-emergence, as it were.  !
For that situation to be arrived at, there would probably have to be a number of conditions in place. 
The leaderships of the Labour Party and labour movement would have to be taking a much more 
confidently progressive position on almost everything. Conversely, the  unions would have had to 
move a lot further in the direction of devoting some of their resources to new and innovative types 
of campaign and institution-building. The general level of protest would have to be higher and more 
ongoing (we’re talking Occupy Oakland, not the sporadic few days of rioting 20 year-olds every 
couple of years which is all we’ve had year since 2008). The Green Party would have to built itself 
up considerably (it’s so obviously the natural point of attraction for a certain left-of-labour 
constituency that its weakness is a symptom of the disorganisation and incoherence of that 
constituency, I think).  !
‘On the ground’, we’d have to see  lot more of the kind of isolated but clearly recognisable pockets 
of cultural utopianism that we are, in particular coming from younger people; at least some of the 
youth would have to be finding their own alternatives to the aestheticised fatalism which passes for 
the avant-garde amongst them right now (they might well take some inspiration from groups like 
ours, but they would have to find ways to adapt it). The 20 year political and cultural paralysis of 
the black community would have to show some signs of thawing. The recent upsurge of feminist 
activism would have to have sustained itself. Compass would probably have 3 times as many 
members. I’m active in trying to make a number of these things happen and I have friends engaged 
in all of them in different ways (except radical culture amongst the youth - that really seems to be 
terribly lacking right now). I don’t think that any one of them is THE thing that ‘we’ should be 
doing; I think different groups of people need to make their own judgements about where and how 
they can be most effective.  !
Given how context-specific this all is, I have no idea what the analogues would be in other local or 
national contexts.  

!11



!
Once a point like that were reached, I think we might be able to come to the question of new forms 
of institutionality, once the radical potential of existing institutional forms had been pushed to some 
kinds of limits. But right now we’re not there at all, so I think the most that can be done is to work 
at as many of these different existing sites as possible, trying to maximise their radical potential.  !
Of course there are people thinking in other terms who are thinking about new forms of potential 
institution and governance from a perspective quite close to this. My PhD student Alex Williams 
and his friend Nick Srnicek with their ‘accelerationist’ stuff and their interest in social complexity, 
in the possibility of re-tooling things like the algorithms driving high-frequency trading to non-
capitalist purposes, are kind of thinking along these lines, although I sometimes think that their 
speculations are strategically premature. I  guess maybe they’re not, simply by virtue of the fact that 
we’re having this conversation. And I’m sure there are other people who could do the work in ways 
that I haven’t thought of yet.  !
Well that’s about as much as I think I can say about that right now. I realise a lot of this is just 
tediously obvious, for which I apologise. I suppose I could have summed this all up very succinctly 
by saying that the answer to the question is ‘I don’t know’, but that I’m not sure the answer can be 
known; that its not you or I who are ‘stuck’, but the conjunctural situation itself, and it could only 
be unstuck by intensifying various existing potentialities in a way which was informed by the 
molecular ethics that I’ve tried to elaborate. Only then can we really start asking with any more 
specificity what the new molarity will look like, I suspect. That might be a total cop-out but I 
suppose the very long explanation I’ve given is an attempt to justify it.  !
Okay that’s a lot I know! I’ll stop for now. Thanks very much for provoking this - it’s helping me to 
clarify things a great deal. Let me know again if I haven’t fully answered or understood the 
question. !
cheers !
Jem !!!!
Jeremy 

Once again, I am indebted to you for your generosity.  And thanks for pointing me to your compass 
piece.  You have helped my thinking enormously.  Let me make two small points which are as much 
the limits of my own thinking as anything. 

  

1.  I think it is not quite true to say that infinite relationality is not a normative concept for you.  I 
understand that, in the first instance, it is ontological—the way being is, as it were.  But it does not 
rest there.  Like the Buddhists (whom you defer to), it seems to me that you do derive an ethics 
from this—an ethics of openness, multiplicities, all the things we have been talking about.  In the 
end karma may not be the best example—Buddhists do have an ontology about the nature of being 
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(one that makes this reality nothing more than an illusion) and from that, they derive an entire ethics 
of living. (I suppose for them even karma dictates something about the better way to live,)  I think 
the same is true of Derrida as well. Obviously, whether one accepts difference or not is irrelevant to 
its—if you will—facticity—but it seems to me that Derrida’s entire take on ethics (and even 
politics, in his reading of Marx) is about embracing differance, going with the flow, we might say.  
this is all very different from say, quantum physics, which similarly has an ontology, but except for 
some of the arguments around atheism, is rarely connected to ethical questions about how to live.  

That may be a difference between such notions of radical or infinite relationality and the more 
modernist understandings, for example, in Hall’s notion of articulation, the implications of which 
are more limited—to an acceptance of the contingency of any and all relations.  Maybe not, I have 
to think about this. 

  

2.  Of course I agree with you that theory cannot prescribe strategy.  What is missing is what for 
lack of a better term I will call conjunctural analysis.  But I would even go further (and I am 
confident that would agree with me) that theory cannot give you the analysis either.  But at the same 
time, it seems to me that there has to be a kind of symbiotic relation between the attempt to invent 
or deploy concepts and the attempt to figure out what’s going on.  So the question of how to think 
horizontal and vertical politics together, and how to re-imagine new forms of organization, seems to 
me to demand some further theoretical work.  In fact, I want to argue against this binary and think 
that organizations have always been transversal.  And go from there. For me this entails (1) thinking 
about affect and structures of feeling (which I don’t think of as attitudes) and (2) rethinking the 
counterculture as just the sort of symbiotic multiplicity I think we are both talking about—rather 
than as simply the lifestyle/hippie side of the 60s, and to understand its unity as affectively 
constructed. But that is what I am trying to write now. 

Warmly, 

!
Larry !
PS. I had not realized that the Acclerationist Manifesto involved one of your students.  I like where 
they start but am more reluctant to go where they want to go.  Still, I think of them as fellow-
travellers. !!!!!
Hi Larry !
Thanks - these are great points and all I have to say now is that I agree with all of them. The work 
on counterculture and transversality sounds very exciting.  !
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Would you mind if I posted the exchange into a blog? Your questions are very insightful and well-
formed and the whole thing really seems like a very useful clarification of some of the key themes 
of the book. And people love this kind of stuff.  !
On the Buddhist thing here’s one interesting note. There’s this term they have ‘Pradityasamutpada’ 
which I’ve heard usually translated as ‘conditioned arising’, which according to wikipedia can be 
translated various ways including ‘interdependent co-arising’, which seems to translate most 
directly as something like ‘relational emergence’. I came across it when I googled the term ‘infinite 
relationality’ to see if anyone else had used it, and the only usage I found was some essay on 
western Buddhism which was discussing this concept, which I had never really thought about, 
although I had come across it before. I meant to include a footnote on it but I forgot - which may be 
just as well because now google is giving all kinds of other results that I probably should have 
looked into (lots of process theology, apparently). Anyway you probably know more about this than 
I do. I don’t really have any conclusion to draw from it. The fact that some of the Asian traditions 
have had a deep critique of the individualised subject for a very long time is pretty well-established, 
as is the fact that Western leftists habitually don’t really know what to do with that observation and 
are not usually trained to do anything very useful with it; I suppose I’m no exception. !
cheers !
Jem 
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