The Lesson of Ranciere

FW.]. Schelling’s statement, “The beginning is the negation of thar
which begins with it’, perfectly fits the itinerary of Jacques Ranciére who
first appeared on the philosophical scene in the early 1960s as a young
Althusserian, one of the conrriburors (together wich Etienne Balibar,
Roger Establet and Pierre Macherey) to the path-breaking collective
volume Lire le Capital from 1965, which, with Alchusser's Pour Marx,
defined the field of “strucrturalist Marxism. However, one did not
have to wait long for Rancitre’s unique voice to explode in a thunder
which rocked the Althusserian scene: in 1974, he published La Legon
d Althusser (The Lesson of Althusser), a ferocious critical examination of
Althusserian structuralist Marxism with its rigid distinction berween
scientific theory and ideology and its distrust towards any form of
spontancous popular movement which was immediarely decried as a
form of bourgeois humanism. Against this theorericist elitism, this
nsistence on the gap which forever separates the universe of scien-
tific cognition from that of ideological {mis)recognirion in which
the common masses are immersed, against this stance, which allows
theoreticians o ‘speak for’ the masses, to know the truth about them,
Rancitre endeavours again and again to claborate the contours of
those magic, violently poetic moments of polirical subjectivization in
which the excluded (' lower classes’) pur forward their claim o speak
for themselves, to effecruate a change in the global perception of social
spacc, so that their claims would have a legitimate place in it.

How, for Rancitre, did politics proper begin? With the emergence
of the démes as an active agent within the Greek polfs, with the
emergence of a group which, although withour any fixed place in the
social edifice (or, ar best, occupying a subordinate place), dcn‘!an(‘ied
to be included in the public sphere, to be heard on equal foonr}g
with the ruling oligarchy or aristocracy, i.c. recognized as a partner in
political dialogue and the exercise of power. As Ranci¢re emphasizes
against Habermas, political struggle proper is therefore not a rational
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debate berween multiple incerests, but, simultancously, the struggle
for one’s voice to be heard and rccogniz:-d as rthe voice oF_a legitimate
partner: when the ‘cxcludcd'. lfrom the ('Jrcck deémeos to Polish workers,
proccstcd against the ruling elite _(_thc aristocracy or th? 1/0{#6:.':""4’@?.';;"(;),
the true srakes were not only their explicit demands (for higher wages,
wotk conditions, etc.), but their very right to be heard and recog-
nized as an equal partner in the debate (in Poland, the namenklatira
lost the moment it had to accepr Solidarity as an equal parener),
Furthermore, in protesting the wrong (le tord) they suftered, rhey also
prcscntcd themselves as the immediate embodiment of society as such,
as the stand-in for the Whole of Society in its universality, against
the particular power-interests of the aristocracy or oligarchy (we — the
“nothing”, not counted in the order —are the people, we are All against
others who stand only for their particular privileged interests’).
Politics proper thus always involves a kind of short-circuit between
the Universal and the Particular: the paradox of a singular which
appears as a stand-in for the Universal, destabilizing the “nacural’
functional order of relations in the social body. The political conflict
resides in the tension berween the structured social body where each
part has its place — what Rancitre calls politics as police in the most
elementary sense of maintaining social order — and ‘the part wich no
part’ which unsettles this order on account of the empty principle of
universality, of what Eticnne Balibar calls dgalibersé, the principled
equality-in-freedom of all men qua speaking beings. This identifi-
cation of the non-part with the Whole, of the part of society with no
properly defined place within it (or resisting the allocated subordinare
place within ir) with the Universal, is the elementary gesture of politi-
cization, discernible in all greac democratic events, from the French
Revolution (in which /e troisiéme érar proclaimed itself identical to the
Nation as such against the aristocracy and the clergy) to the demise of
ex-European Socialism (in which the dissident Forum proclaimed igsell
representative of the entire society against the Party nwomenklatural. In
this precise sense, politics and democracy are synonymous: the basic
aim of antidemocratic politics always — and by definition — is and was
depoliticization, i.c. the unconditional demand that ‘things should
return to normal’, wich each individual doing his or her particular job-
Ranciere, of course, emphasizes how the line of separation between che
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policc and politics proper is always blurred and contested; say, in the
Marxist tradition, ‘proletariat’ can be read as the subjectivization of the
‘part of no part’ elevating its injustice to the ultimate test of univer-
sality, and, simultancously. as the operator which will bring about
the establishment of a post-political rational socicty. Our European
tradition contains a series of disavowals of this political moment, of
the proper logic of political conflict: Rancitre developed them in L4
Mésenzenre (1995), the masterpicce of his political thought:

— archi-politics: the ‘communitarian’ attempts 1o define a traditional
close, organically structured homogeneous social space which allows
for no void in which the political moment-event can emerge;
para-politics: the attempt to depoliticize politics (1o translate it ino
the police-logic): one aceepts the political conflict, but reformulares
it into a compctition, within the representational space, between
acknowledged partics/agents, for rhe (temporary) occupation of
the place of executive power. Habermasian or Rawlsian cthics arc
perhaps the last philosophical vestiges of this attitude: the attempt
to de-antagonize politics by way of formulating the clear rules to be
obeyed so that the agonic procedure of litigation does not explode
into politics propet;

Marxist (or Utopian Socialist) meta-politics: the political conflicr
is fully asserted, as a shadow-theatre in which processes — whose
proper place is on Another Scene (the scene of economic intra-
structure) — are played out; the ultimate goal of ‘true’ politics is
thus its self-cancellation, the transformation of the “administrarion
of people’ into the ‘administration of things’ within a fully self-
transparent rational order of collective Will;

and, one is tempted to supplement Ranciére, the most cunning
and radical version of this disavowal is ulrra-politics, the attempt
to depolirticize conflict by way of bringing it to an extreme via the
direct militarization of polirics: the ‘foreclosed” political returns
in the real, in the guise of the attempr to resolve the deadlock
of political conflicr, of mésentente, by its false radicalization. i.e.
by way of reformulating it as a war berween ‘Us’ and ‘Them’,
our Enemy, where there is no common ground for symboelic
conflict.
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in all four cases — archi-, para-, meta- arld u'ltra—pf)liticsﬁ
_ is thus an attempt to gentrify [l?c proEurl}' traumanc:{ilmu:.l:mfl of
the political: somctl'ling: emerged in ancient Grc.gba under t(_ L- I‘lfc;([:'lg
of polis demanding its rights, and, ﬂ:om the very Lgn;mngl |.;. }m
Plato’s Republic) © the recent revival of liberal po[l[.l(:;. [b(')ll'ljg'“‘
‘political philosoph}i 'has been an attempt to suspgl-‘nd‘ the LST.'E: lvlf..llng
potcntial of the political, to disavow and/or regulate 1\[_ IlnbOI:iL,\;}.' or
another: bringing about a return to a‘prc—_p_ohtlcal_ social body, bxing
the rules of political competition, ctc. Political p_hll?sophy is thus, in
all ics different shapes, a kind of‘dcfcncc—Forma[lon.,ﬁ;_ind_. perhaps, its
typology could be established via FL'Fcrcncg to th-c different n‘lod.’?.!l[!.(.'b
of defence against some traumaric experience in psycboar1al>-’sns.: In
contrast to these four versions, today’s ‘pos[modc'rn post—]la(?lmc_s
opens up a new field which involv?s a stronger negation of POll-ImlCS: it
no longer merely ‘represses’ it, trying to contain it a{1d o pacify the
‘recurns of the repressed’, bur much more cﬁccuv%-l}' For-ccl‘(_)scs it s
that the postmodern forms of ethnic violence, with their trraufmal
excessive character, are no longer simple ‘returns of the rcPrcsscc-l , bur
rather present the case of the foreclosed (from the Symbolic) which, as
we know from Lacan, returns in the Real. _
In post-politics, the conflict of global ideological visions cmbodicd in
different parties who compcte for power is rcplaccc'l b\ a col]a_bo_ratum
of enlightened technocrats (cconomists, public opinion spca_ahs[s...)
and liberal multiculturalists; via the process of negotiation oFmt_cruats.
a compromise is reached in the guisc of a morte or less universal
consensus. The political {the space of litigation in which the Fxcludcd
can protest the wrong/injustice done to them), forcclosc# from the
symbolic then returns in the real, in the form of racism. It is crucial lO‘
perceive how ‘postmodern racism’ emerges as the ultimate cor}SC(]u'._'nCt
of the post-political suspension of the political in rhe reduction of the
state to a mere police agent servicing the {consensually csmblls]}t‘d]
needs of the market forces and multiculruralist rolerant humanitat
ianism: the ‘foreigner’, whose status is never properly regulated, 15 _[h‘
indivisible remainder of the transformation of democratic politicd
struggle into the post-political procedure of negotiation aqd mUl[:,
culeuralist policing. Instead of the political subject ‘working cla&-:'
demanding its universal rights, we get, on the onc hand, the mult!

What we have
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plicity of particular social strata or groups, cach with its problems
(the dwindling need for manual workers, cte.), and, on the other
hand, the immigrant, more and more prevented from politicizing his
predicament of cxclusion.

Rancidre is right to emphasize how it is against this background
that one should interpret the fascination of “public opinion” wich the
unique event of the Holocaust: the reference to the Holocaust as the
ultimate, unthinkable, apolitical crime, as the Evil so radical char i
cannot be politicized (accounted for by a poliical dynamic), serves as
the operator which allows us to depoliticize the social sphere, 1o warn
against the presumption of politicization. The Holocaust is the name
for the unthinkable apolitical excess of politics itself: it compels us to
subordinare politics to some more fundamental ethics. The Otherness
excluded trom the consensual domain of tolerant/rational post-political
negotiation and administration returns in the guise of incxplicable
pure Evil. Whar defines postmodern “post-politics” is thus the seerer
solidarity between its two opposed Janus faces: on the one hand. the
geplacement of politics proper by depoliticized *humanitarian” opera-
tions, on the other hand, the violent outbursts of depoliticized “pure
Evil' in the guise of ‘excessive’ ethnic or religious fundamentalist
violence. [n short, what Ranciere proposes here is a new version of rhe
old Hegelian motto ‘Evil resides in the paze itself which perceives the
object as Evil™: the contemporary figure of Evil, too ‘strong’ to be acces-

sible to political analysis (the Holocaust, cte.), appears as such only 1o
the gaze which constitures it as such (as depoliricized).

In Rancitre’s diagnosis, today’s hegemonic tendency towards post-
politics thus compels us to reassere the political in its key dimension;
in this, he belongs to the field onc is tempred to define as ‘post-
“Mlthusserian’: authors like Balibar, Alain Badiou, up to Ernesto
_f-'a.c]au, whose starting position was close o Althusser. The first
IIhlng to note here is how they are all opposed to the most claborared
Sformal’ cheory of democracy in contemporary French thoughe, thar
®f Claude Lefort. In an explicit reference to Lacanian theory, Lefort
dnceprualized the democratic space as sustained by the gap between
€ Real and che Symbolic: in a demacracy, #he place of Power is struc-
Wally empty, nobody has the ‘natural’ right to occupy it, those who
It power can do so only temporarily and should not ever coalesce
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ich its place. The clegance of this theory is [hat,_ip the hsm?m\ wfay
. e vected the opposition between the craditional ethics of a
s ng -MLL bstanrial Good and the utilitarian grounding of thlCS
- i Sl-l I’s contingent empirical inrerests by way of proposinga
L l“d“"_dlu“ :i;n of f;hical dutv. Lefort overcomes the opposition
PUFL‘!).'.FOTT}‘; ?ﬁ)uqqcauian ‘cubstantialist’ notion of democracy as
E;;:;Z?ng fa volonté générale and the libcralhrTotllon l(?[F d;:fn:z;l::,(\iu;
che space of nt_-gmiartd sctt.lcmcnt bL‘[WT‘t}[I t Ll‘p urali )OF el
interests. by way of proposing a _purcl}- forma n(iuon_ o olitlic.lli
So while Lefort proposes a K.a['}[la[} t'rar}sccndcnta. EPHOE. nphi[udc
democracy, the “posc-Althussu_-rlans insist that, WIL ‘11‘1 t %m,lL:m.mn.‘
of real political agents, there is a privileged Onc,_ the :UEK, e
which occupies the place of th; sy'?ptornall;()i:ilirll ?Or[mc_is [inkcé P

< Hows us access to its truth — ghe pure universal tor :

;hﬁl;n(glgg\jni;iiical cord to a ‘pathological” element which does not kit
i » social Whole. )
Im:{;}\]:ch\ziulcvcn within this ‘postrﬁlthusscria_n' hqcl‘d}.]Ft‘hcrc a}::.
considerable differences. While Rancltr%‘ rcmalns‘ fair fu tof [tht
populist-democratic impulse, Alain _B_adlo‘u (whoalc r?ouo[z.l:d&m‘q
‘supernumerary’ as the site ot thc,pohncal is very © 05‘})1[0 an f‘om;
notion of the ‘part with no part_) opts for a morc hato&;;il. i
of politics groundcd in the universal form-o‘.f-thoug t.‘F hd -.n.i;
democratic Leftists venerate Rosa Luxcxﬁbour'g:- F-.1mous‘ I‘L:a, 01‘ ‘ﬁ
freedom for those who think differently’, Badiou Prgvokcs uaf to .\in ;
the accent from 'differently’ to ‘think” ‘Freedom is fn_-'udﬂom\lolz T 1\05ﬁ
who think differently’ - ONLY for those _who REALI_X 1 HII} < Lou[
if differently, not for those who just b[mdll):'j(unthml?'mgi‘) JC[]()-_’)j
their opinions. .. In his famous short poem “The ,SOI}H}:O‘H(«. ro::mnist
(published in 1956), Brecht mocks the arro‘gancc Ot. the ~on "
nomenklatura when faced with the workers' tevole: “Would it no]u;r?"
casier for the government to dissolve the people an('i L_‘lcctl ztnol;v”;t
However, this poem is not only politically opportunistic, the O-~<r'|n.1c
of his letter of solidarity with the East German Commumsf rusd 3
published in Newes Deutschland — to put it brucally, B_rcchr w al}ﬁ y
cover both his flanks, to profess his support for the regime as we :oLu
hine at his solidaricy with the workers, so that whuc‘tn:r won, he “-(ico-
be on the winning side —, but also simply wreng n the theore
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political sense: one should bravely-admit that it cffecrively 1S a dury
— THE duty even — of a revolutionary party to “dissolve the pcopllc
and elecr another’, ie. to bring about the transubstantiation of the
‘old” opportunistic people (the inert ‘crowd’) into a revolutionary body
aware of its historical task. Far from being an casy task, o ‘dissolve the
people and elect another” is the most dithicult of all...

In spite of these differences, there is a feature thar unites all che

post-Althusserian partisans of ‘pure politics what they oppose o
today’s post-politics is more Jacobin cthan Marxise, Le. it shares with its
great opponent, Anglo-Saxon Cultural Studics and their focus on the
struggles for recognition, the degradation of the sphere of cconomy.
Thar is to say, what all the new French (or French oricnied) theories
of the Political, from Balibar through Rancitre and Badiou ro Laclau
and Mouffe, aim at is — to-put it in traditional philosophical terms
— the reduction of rthe sphere of economy {of material production) to
an ‘ontic’ sphere deprived of ‘ontological” dignity. Wichin this horizon,
there is simply no place for the Marxian ‘critique of polirical cconomy’
the structure of the universe of commoditics and capital in Marx’s
Capital is NOT just that of a limited empirical sphere, but a kind of

socio-transcendental @ priors, the martrix which generates the rotalicy

of social and polirical relations.

The relationship between economy and politics is ultimately thar of
the well-known visual paradox of the ‘two faces or a vase’: one cither
$ees the two faces or a vase, never both of them — one has to make a
choice. In the same way. one either focuses on the political, and the
domain of cconomy is reduced 1o the empirical ‘servicing of goods’, or
ane focuses on economy, and politics is reduced to a cheatre of appear-
ances, to a passing phenomenon which will disappear with che arrival
of the developed Communist {or technocratic) society, in which, as
Engels already puc it, the ‘administrarion of people” will vanish in the
Aldministration of things. The ‘political” critique of Marxism (the
Saim that, when one reduces politics 1o a ‘formal” expression of some
J dcr[ying ‘abjective’ socio-economic process, one loses the openness

€ontingency constitutive of the political field proper) should thus
€ supplemented by its obverse: the field of economy is IN ITS VERY
ORM irreducible o politics — this level of the FORM of ecconomy
SEECOnomy as the determining FORM of the social) is what French




76 THE POLITICS OF AESTHETICS

‘potitical post-Marxists’ miss when they reduce economy to onc of the
positive social spheres. o .

In spite of chis cricical point, Rancitres theory provides the clearest
articulation of the motro which appeared at the demonstrations of the
French jobless movement in the mid-90s: we're not a surplus, we're a
plus. Those who, in the eyes of the admintstrative power, are petceived
as ‘a surplus’ (laid off, redundanr, reduced to silence in a society thar
subtracred the jobless from rhe public accounts, that made them into
a kind of residue — invisible, inconceivable except as a statistic under
a negative sign), should impose themselves as the embodiment of
society as such — how? It is here chat we encounter the sccond great
breakehrough of Rancitre articulared in Le Partage du sensible: the
gestheticization of politics. the assertion of rhe aesthetic dimension
as INHERENT in any radical emancipatory politics. This choice,
although grounded in the long French tradition of radical political
spectacle, goes against the grain of the predominant notion which sees
the main root of Fascism in the clevarion of the social body into an
aesthetic-organic Whole.

It is not only that, apart from being a political theorist, Ranciere
wrote a seties of outstanding texts on art, especially on cinema — rhe
shift from the political to the aesthetic is inherent in the polirical itsclf.
The aesthetic metaphor in which a particular clement stands for the
Universal, is enacted in the properly political short-citcuit in which a
particulat demand stands for the universal gesture of rejecting the power
that be. Say, when people strike against a particular measure {new tax
regulation, etc.), the trae aim of the strike is never just this particular
measute — which is why, if those in power give way too fast and repeal
this measure, people feel frustrated, since, although their demand was
met, they were deprived of what they were really aiming ar. And what
about the ideological struggle in which a universal conceptual position
is always ‘schematized’ in che Kantian sensc of the term, translated int
a specific impressive set of images? Recall how, a decade ago, in the
UK, the figure of the unemployed single mother was elevated by the
conservative media into the cause of all social evils: there is a budget
deficit because oo much money is spent on supporting single mothers:
thete is juvenile delinquency because single mothers do not prope¥
educate their offspring, .. Or recall how the anti-abortion campaighs
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as a rule pur forward the image of a rich career woman neglect
her m'atcrnal misslon — in blatant contrase to the face th:ttlnikg o
abortlons_arc performed on working-class women who‘ a'[.lar}]_v-ngorc
many children. These poctic displ:iccmcnts and condcns::.?iLJr 5 § s
not just sccondary illustrations of an underlying ideological som 3]1'0
but‘ the very terrain of this struggle. If what Raneiére rfﬂ-re ttl'f.lffglu-
polfcc—aspcct of the political, the rational administration :md\ cc;) :S lt “‘-;
secial processes, focuses on the clear categorization of every indir:fi:io (i
of every ‘visible' social unir, then disrur[;ing such orders (l)fth(_- vi u[fl
apd proposing different lateral links of the visible, unc‘\:pcctcd sl":l .
circuits, etc., is the elementary form of resistance. ‘ p

On a more general level, the lesson of Rancitre is thar one should
be carc-Ful not to succumb fo the liberal tempration of condemning all
coll‘ccuw_: artistic performances as inherently ‘toralitarian’. Bothgti]‘
Thingspicl ifl the carly Nazi years and Bertolt Brecht’s ‘learning pla ;
Lebrstueckel” involved a mass ideologico-aesthetic experience (OEFE:OI‘):SS
spfjcches e}nd acts) in which spectators themselves served as -actfr;
= docs [h[S. mean [ha[-[hc Left in the 30s participated in the same
Pproto-Fascist’ totalitarian experience of the ‘regressive’ immersion
into pre-individual community as Nazism (the thesis of. amon
?thers, Siegfricd _Krac'auer}? If not, does the difference rcsidc in [h%
:ﬁgl;hsictc};]ct :;ii(;rrtlr;g;?::i[séagud jfpal;hcti_c-cmotional immersion,
learning? However, is this s\t:{n‘dL d ?Z“: -T o of
o ,-;-_.éc;i.‘,-c gy arl Brechtian opposition of cmotional

3 ance sufficient? Let us recall the staged
pe.rformar}c-c of ‘Storming the Winter Palace’ in Petrograd, on r_t|hc
1;};!21'3 anniversary of the October Revolution, on the 7ih (ff‘N(’)vcmhur.
wosk;d’lfc:gﬂzf[}r]l:)cT;iEdF_ ,(')f worl;(crs, soldiers, students, and artists
R e clo a,ncll\ m{‘;‘ on asf}lla_ (the tasteless wheat porridge).
e cwm;(rpca”,’ moﬁrq}:;an“ngit ¢ pcrforman'cc at th'c very place

B Al-)n“.- OFﬁp .EICL t ll:LlL‘ years carlier; their work was

B 7 e Ay of cers, \/q!s \lw'l as by the avant-garde artists,

IS was acting and r\ lfom s ch.h to MEYFFJ]OH' Althm{gh

Bl n‘.;;’,-"w ;“0}:\&3 ity the soldiurs and. S'::H]OI’.\‘ were playing

R | w;ré 55 t em nlot only act'ually part’lupawd in the events

R .O .blmL.l mr'lcousl_v mvol-v%*d_ in che real battles -of

ar that were raging in the near vicinity of Petrograd, a city
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under siege and suffering from severe food shormg_cs. 1_\ conremporary
commented on rhe performance: “The future historian will record
how, throughout one of rhe bloodiest and most brutal revolutions, all
of Russia was acting’; and the formalist theorerician Vikror Shklovsli
noted that ‘some kind of elemental process is taking place where the
living fabric of life is being tmnsformcc! into the thearrical’.

Another popular topic of this kind of analysis is the allegedly "proto-
Fascist' character of the mass choreography displaying disciplined
movements of thousands of bodies (parades, mass performances in
stadiums. etc.); if one also finds rhis in Socialism, one immediatcly
draws the conclusion abour a ‘deeper solidarity’ berween the two
“totalitarianisms’. Such a procedure, the very prototype of ideological
liberalism, misses the point: not only are such mass performances
not inherently Fascist; they are not even ‘neuwral’, wairing w be
appropriated by Left or Right ~ it was Nazism chat stole them and
appropriated rhem from the workers” movement, cheir original site of
birth. None of the ‘proto-Fascist’ elements is per se Fascisr, whar makes
them ‘Fascist’ is only their specific articulation — o, to pur it in Stephen
Jay Gould's terms, all these clements are ‘ex-apred’ by Fascism. In
other words, there is no ‘Fascism azant la lezere, because it is the letter
itself (the nomination) which makes out of the bundle of elements Fasciem
proper.

Along rhe same lines, one should radically reject the notion thar
discipline (from self-control to bodily training) is a ‘proto-Fascist
feature — the very predicate “proto-Fascist’ should be abandoned: it
is the exemplary case of a pseudo-concept whose function is w block
conceprual analysis. When we say that the organized spectacle of
thousands of bodies (or, say. the admiration of sports which demand
high effort and self-control like mountain climbing) is ‘proro-Fascist,
we say strictly norhing, we just express a vague association which
masks our ignorance. So when, three decades ago, Kung Fu films were
popular (Bruce Lee, etc.), was it not obvious that we were dealing with
a genuine working class ideology of youngsters whose only means of
success was the disciplinary training of their only possession, their
bodies? Spontancity and the ‘let it go’ atritude of indulging in excessive
freedoms belong to those who have the means to afford it — those who
have nothing have only cheir disciptine. The ‘bad” bodily discipline. if
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there is onc, is not collecrive training, but, rather, jogging and body-
building as part of the New Age myth of the realization of rhe Selfs
inner potenoials ~ no wonder that the obsession with one’s body is an
almost obligatory part of the passage of ex-Leftist radicals into the
‘marurity’ of pragmatic politics: from Jane Fonda o Jaschka Fischer,
the ‘period of latency” between the two phases was marked by the focus
on one’s own body.

It is often claimed char, in his passionate advocacy of the acsthetic
dimension as inherenr in the political, Ranciére nostalgically longs
for the nincteenth-century populise rebellions whose era is definitely
gone — however, is it really? Is not precisely the ‘postmodern’ politics of
resistance permeated with acsthetic phenomena, from body-piercing and
cross-dressing to public spectackes? Does not the curious phenomenon
of ‘lash mobs™ srand for the acsthetico-political protest ar its purcst,
reduced to its minimal frame? People show up at an assigned place ar
a certain time, perform some brict (and usually trivial or ridiculous)
acts, and then disperse again — no wonder flash mobs are described as
being urban poetry with no real purpose. Nor to mention, of course,
cyberspace which abounds with possibilitics of playing with multiple
{dis)identifications and lateral conncctions subverting the established
social nerworks. .. So, far from standing for a nostalgic attachment to
4 populist past lost by our entry into the global post-industrial society,
Rancitre’s thoughr is today more actual than ever: in our time of the
disorientation of the Left, his writings offer one of the few consistent
conceptualizations of how we are to continwe to resiss.




