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Institutional Attitudes 

Strategy and feedback from action are mor e significant than de
tailed planning ('F ire - ready - aim!' as Tom Peters wrote); 
hierarchies give way to networks ; the peripher y is as important as 
the centr e; self-int erest and comp etition are balan ced by trust and 
cooperat ion ; ini tiative and inventiveness are requir ed rather than 

_com pliance; sma rtening up rather than dumbin g down. 1 

The new vision was to be one of fluidity, 
flexibility, spontaneity and itinerant programming, 
taking its cue from the model of biennials, fairs 
and festivals, each of which offered 'a more fluid 
and decentred model of arts presentation with 
a focus on new commissions'. 2 

What the new zeitgeist clashes with are the power 
relations of the old hierarchical world. And this is 
the materialist explanation for [the revolts in] 2011: 
it as much about individuals versus hierarchies 
as it about rich against poor. The driver of 
behavioural change has been technology. There's 
been a revolution in the recording, storing and 
searchability of information; in the networked 
availability of information; in the digitization and 
globalization of commercial transactions; and 
finally, through, social networking, in the ability 
to form connections away from the old 
hierarchical channels of the past. In each 
technology, the 'node ' - or individual - has been 
empowered at the expense of the hierarchical 
central core, which is the State or corporation 
- or even the tribe.3 

Who is speakin g here? The first quotation comes from right wing 
ideolog ue Phillip Blond , one of the think ers behind British Prime 
Mini ster David Ca mero n's concept of the 'Big Society'. The sec
ond is a summ ary, by critic J. J. C harlesworth , of a 'v ision docu
ment' circul ated by the then arti stic dir ector of the Institute of 
Con temp orary Arts, Ekow Eshun, in 2009. The third is from the 

102 



lnd iTect Actio n 

discussion of new social mov em ents in Why It 's Kicking Off Every
where, by the BB C's Economi cs editor , Paul M ason. But the bett er 
question would be what is speaking here? Th e congruence in ton e 
and cont ent here suggests th at we are in th e presence of a pervasive 
ideology, one th at is dissemin ated in art instituti ons as well as in 
governm ent , and on e that is shared by the elements of the left as 
well as by the right . Pr actically all main stream political discour se 
is suspiciou s of, and scepti cal tow ards, the State, plann ing and th e 
possibilities of organi zed politi cal change. 'Is' slides int o 'ou ght ', as 
historic al claims about th e emergence of a new kind of network 
society qui ckly beco me breathl ess celebrations of thi s network ed 
world . To say th at this is an ideology is not to say th at the material 
shifts describ ed by these th eori sts are not real; it is only to ac
knowledg e th at th e techn ological chan ges whi ch th ese writ ers 
identify do not spont aneou sly give rise to political discour ses or 
perspecti ves. Th e appe arance of spont aneity is itself an ideological 
effect . Th e wid espread acceptance of thi s network ideology -
with its convi ction that hierarchi es have been superseded by net
work s, and its privil eging of flexibilit y and f1uidity ove r fix ity -
signals th at som e argument s originally present ed by post-68 
theorists such as Lyot ard and D eleuze and Gu att ari have now been 
absorbed into the mainstr eam . Th e ubiquit y of concept s such as 
diversity , plur alit y and inclu sivit y, together w ith the wid espread 
hostilit y toward s the idea that there could be absolut e values, 
means that Lyotard 's on ce-r eviled 'postmod erni sm ' now practi
cally con stitut es common sense. Th e success of the netwo rk ideol
ogy is part of a general crisis of politi cal and cu ltur al auth orit y. 
Certain left-win g version s of the ideolog y (especially those circu
lated within the neo-a narchi st cu rr ent s whi ch have beco me syn
onymou s with the O ccupy Mo vement) m aintain that auth ority is 
an intrinsi cally right-win g concept. Authorit y is in itse!fbad. 

I want to argue here that thi s rej ection of the very conce pt 
of authorit y has been disastrou s for the left . It has led to a kind of 
self-defeatin g and self-loathin g margin alization and to an 

Philli p Blond, Th e Ow nership State: Restoring Excellence, Inn ovat ion 
and Ethos to the Public Services (London: National Endowment for Science, 
Tech nology and the Arts , 2009), p. 11. 

2 J. J. Charlesworth , 'Crisis at the ICA Ekow Eshun's Experiment in 
De-Institutionalis ation', (20 10); www .metamut e.org/editorial /article s/crisis
ica-ekow- eshuns-experiment-deinstitutionali sation . 

3 Paul Mason , Why It's Kicking Off Everywhere: Th e New Globa l Revolutions 
(London : Verso, 20 12), p. 133. 
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unwarranted faith in spontaneity and face-to-face interaction (an 
emp hasis strangely at odds with the technolo gical aspects of net
work culture , which have downgraded the importance of face-to 
face communicat ion) . It has con tribut ed to the left' s continuing 
failur e to make any hegemon ic headw ay, despite the spectacular 
discrediting of neoliberalism caused by the financial crisis. Never 
has, the word 'curat e' been so widely used in cultural circles, but 
never has there been less confidence in the validity of the concepts 
inh erent 1n curatorship: th e linking of manag ement with care and 
auth ority. In summary, the left's disdaining of authority - and the 
concom itant embrace of 'horizont alism ' - has done little to dis
place what I have called capitalist realism: the belief th at capitalism is 
the only political-economic system that 'wor ks', and that it is im
possible even to ima gine any alternative to it.4 In fact, rather than 
challen ging capitalist realism, horizontalism has - at least in some 
respects - further embedded it. 

At thi s point, it 's worth reminding ourselves of something 
th at should be obv iou s: namely, th at the left has not always re
j ected auth or ity. Doubtless the or igin of the left 's current diffi cul
ties with auth ority lie, in fact, in the excessive enthu siasm for au
thorit y formerly exhibited by certain elements of the left. Now, 
thou gh , the left is faced with a (non -) choice between cleaving to 
authoritarian political structures (that, in any case, are no longer 
viable) or adoptin g anti-authorit arian forms and strategies which 
do not work. 'The traditi onal left (communist and socialist in ori
entation) typica lly espoused and defended some version of demo
cratic centrali sm (in political parties, trade union s, and the like)', 
David Harvey has recently observed. 

Now, however, principles are :frequently advanced 
- such as 'horizontaJity' and 'non-hierarchy' - or 
visions of radical democracy and the governance 
of the commons, that can work for small groups 
but are impos sible to operationalize at the 
scale of a metropolitan region, let alone for the 
seven billion people who now inhabit planet 
earth . Programmatic priorities are dogmatically 
articulated, such as the abolition of the state, as 
if no alternative form of territ01ial governance 
would ever be necessary or valuable.5 
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However, it would be a mi stake to lapse into no stalgia for demo
cratic centralist politi cal organi zations , and for th e conditi ons that 
made them po ssible. Th e task now is to resist the false choi ce be
tween obsolete authorit arianism and imp otent anti -authorit arian
ism. Ther e is no returnin g to the authorit arian organizations of the 
twentieth centur y, and we should not mourn their disappearance. 
The leftist critiqu e of authorit arianism that coalesced durin g the 
1960s was cru cial. But we mu st recogni se that the renewal of the 
left promi sed by th ese anti- authorit arian mo vement s never fully 
happened , and part of th e reason th at it stalled was the turnin g 
away from the question of authorit y. Auth oritari anism is the abu se 
of authority ; it is therefore to be oppo sed , not by a wh olesale rej ec
tion of authorit y, but by the conceptuali zation and constitution of 
proper auth orit y. Before we turn to thi s question, however, it is 
worth reviewin g network ideology, and some of the probl em s 
with it . 

Ad am Curti s's 2011 BBC television series A ll Watched Over 
by Machines ef L oving Grace was an attempt to investigate the way 
network theory fitted into a bro ader ideological mo saic that also 
includes evoluti onary psychology. C urti s focused in particul ar on 
the discour ses of self- organization which have become so popul ar 
among st cert ain strands of neo- anarchi sm . (For thi s reason , the 
series faced a great deal of criti cism from neo-a narchi sts.) Wh at 
Curtis analysed was the way in whi ch the network thinkin g, with 
its emph asis on hori zont alism, and the biolo gization of cultur e, via 
Dawkin s's selfish gene theory, have gone hand-in-h and . Curti s 
identified wh at at fir st glance appeared to be a paradoxical mi x tur e 
of biologi cal fatalism (DNA means that nothin g mu ch w ill ever 
change ) and can-d o dynamism (individu als are a boundl ess reser
voir of creativity). But thi s is only apparently paradoxical - the 
view that nothin g can change at the level of politi cal system is ac
tually perfectly comp atible with the belief in the 'creativity ' of 
individu als and small group s. Wha t Curti s's series explored was 
the way in whi ch hostilit y to the State can become hostility to 
politic s as such. 

As an indi cation of how easily thi s can happen , I offer an 
anecdot e. Wh en I spok e to a fring e meeting after a prot est organized 

4 See Mark Fisher, Capitalist Rea lism, ls There No Alternative? (Winchester : 
Zero Books, 2009) 

S David Harvey, Rebel Cities, From the Right to the City to the Urba n 
Revolution (London and New York: Verso, 20 I 2), p. 125. 
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by the Trades Union Co ngress (TUC) against the UK coalition 
governme nt' s cut s, a small group in the audi ence started mildly 
dissenting. What they were object ing to what my claim that what 
we mu st seek to do now, in the mome nt when neolib eralism is in 
crisis, is impose a new orth odoxy . As far as I could tell , the dissent
ers didn 't belon g to any kind of politi cal organization -rather , 
they, expre ssed a wea ry contempt for politic al organization as such. 
There was little point parti cipating in existing political processes, 
or in compe tin g for hegemo ny in the media , they said . Their 
problem was not wit h a particul ar hegemonic formation - neo
liberalism - but w ith the very concept of hegemon y. Further
more , they maintained, trade uni ons were 'bur eaucratic', (but, as I 
suggested to them, wasn't the 'bur eaucratic' structure of the TUC 
what enabled it to get half a million peopl e including them onto the 
streets of London?). All th at you could do, they maintained , was 
withdr aw as far as possible from the stru cture s of the State; maybe 
it wo u Id be possible to influ ence some of the people with whom 
you immedi ately came into contac t. They seeme d to beli eve that a 
w idespread spir itual renewal was more likely than even modest 
change achieved throu gh orga nized politics. Wh at was striking 
abou t these views - comin g from peopl e who would presumably 
consider themse lves far to the left of mainstream politics - was 
their rema rkable cong ruence with the 'Big Society' rhetoric 
pushed by David Ca meron . Ju st like Ca meron, they arg ued that 
top-down control, government, hierarchy and bureaucracy are all old, inef

f icient and oppressive. 
The kin d of quietism I enco unt ered on that day in Hyde 

Park mi gh t appear to be a particularl y extreme kind of disengage
ment, and quite far from the network ed (hyper) activi sm celebrated 
in Paul Mason's Why It 's Kicking Off Everywhere, with its frenzy of 
comm uni cative action (' I Twee t In My Dreams' is the title of the 
chapter devoted to the 'network individu al') . But it is neither. 
Scepticism about the possibilities of political agency is in fact so 
widespread that we mi ght say it const itut es one face of dominant 
ideology. Yet this w ithdra wal from parliam entary politi cs and 
from stru ggle over media hegemony is also recommended by the 
neo-a narchi sm operative in the Occupy M ovement , which simi
larly disdains what it sees as the outm ode d and imp otent State 
form , as well as the decadent stru ctur es of mainstream media (or 
MSM) . T he difference betwee n the two - and thi s, clearly, is by 
not an insigni ficant difference - is that whil e the former favours 

106 



Jndirect Action 

withdrawal into the private sphere, the latter is about collective 
(self)organization. But these collectives pointedly do not seek to 
take over the State. W hat, then, is the aim of something like an 
Occ upy encampment? 

I must make two disclaimers here . The first disclaimer con
cerns the pro blems of making any kind of general statement about 
Occ upy. The level of disagreement within Occupy, together with 
its refusal to produce a clear programme , means that it is irreduc
ibly heterogeneous, and this heterogeneity is necessarily betrayed 
whenever a determinate statement is made about the movement. 
T he second disclaimer is that scepticism about aspects of the O c
cupy M ovement should not be taken to mean that I oppose it. But 
celebrating Occupy does not mean accepting it on the terms of its 
own (unofficial) ideo logy. 

Even to pose the question of what Occupy's aims are is to 
risk the contempt of many involved in the movement, who argue 
that for Occupy to pose 'demands' is in itself a mistake. 6 But if Oc
cupy does not aim - at least at some point - to influen ce gov
ern ment policy or - at least at some point - to influ ence hege
mony via MSM, what are its hopes? In its deployment of 
horizontalism, Oc cupy aims to be prefigurative: it wants to an
ticipate future forms of (post-hierarchical) politica l organization. 
T he question, then, is how - in the lack of the organs of the State 
or the mass media - are these form s of political organization to 
propagate? The idea must be a kind of contagious withdrawal from 
the structures of the State, capit al and the media, which will spread 
through latera l networks rather than via the 'arbor escent ' struc 
tures of mass media and parliamentary politi cs. If the aim is not to 
take over or even influence the State, then there must be a faith in 
the practical sufficiency of the movement itself. The point is not to 
direct demands towards, or protest against, an Other, but for the 
movement to constitute itself as an immediately effective collec
tivity. Yet, this faith in immediate - which is to say, unmediated 
- action betra ys a lack of faith in the efficacy of indirect action. As 
M aurizio Lazzarato, drawing on the work of Gabriel Tarde, has 
argued, such 'action at a distance' has been a defining characteristi c 
of politics since th e emergence of tele-technological communica
tive systems (the telegraph and the telephone) in the nineteenth 

6 See, for insta nce, Karen McVeigh, 'Wall Street Protesters Divided over Occupy 
Movement's Dema nds', The Guardian , 19 October 20 1 l; www.guard ian. 
co.u k/worlcl/20 11 Ioctl 19/occ upy-wall-street-protesters-d ivided . 
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century. 7 Systemic change necessarily entails action at a distance, 
since it require s shifts in economic organization, hegemony, ideol
ogy, infrastru cture, as well as the practices of everyday life. 
The emph asis on immediacy, howeve r, militates against belief in a 
system as such , since we do not directly experience anything like 
the 'capitalist system' , and, crucially, cannot immediately or di
rectly act against it either. The danger is that this focus on the im
mediate will lead to what Nick Srnicek and Alex Williams call 
'folk politics ', a politi cs which takes its form and its vision from 
po or analogies with everyday experience. The challenge, for 
Srnicek and Williams, is to construct a politics that can contest 
capital on its own - abstract - level.8 

The ultimate importance of Occupy may, however, turn 
out to be precisely its indirect impact , its contribution to a shift in 
the ideological atmosphere. The floating of the concept of the 99% 
(versus the 1 %) suspends que stions of identity in the name of an
tagonism, and Occupy has given a voice to the post-2008 discon
tent which it otherwise would not have had. The movement's 
experiments with horizontalism are best treated as just that - ex
periments which may yield new modes of political participation, 
but which could equally well be impasses or atavistic throwbacks. 
By now, there is nothing especially 'new' about discourses of anti
hierar chy and self-organization. Some of us first encountered them 
via cyberculture in the 1990s. In 1995, the Wired editor Kevin 
Kelly's Out if Control laid out the then latest version of network 
theory, making exactly the connections betw een biology and net
work thinking that Adam Curtis recently explored in All Watched 
Over by Machines if Loving Crace. As Curtis showed in his series, 
these ideas have a lineage which can be traced back from 1960s 
communes, to postwar cybernetic s and to the early days of 
the ecology mov emen t. All of this is import ant, because neoliber
alism's triumph dep ended upon the imposition of a temporality 
which defined hierarchy, the State and organizational discipline 
as old and the network , rhizomatic distribution and individual 
creativity as new. 

The question has to be: why has the rhetoric ofhorizonta l
ism been allowed to propagate so readily under neoliberal hege
mony? At the moment, it is th e right that has done better out of the 
shift into the network paradigm. The uncomfortable fact is that , 
while the 'old' 'hierarchical' and 'bureaucratic' labour movement 
forced capital into conceding a welfare state, groups espousing 
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'self-organization' have tend ed to fail in th eir stated aims. Occupy 
has so far caused capit al very few serio us probl ems (alth ough thi s is 
not to say th at it will not do so in th e futur e) . The UK student 
campaign again st increased fees of 2010 is anot her examp le of a 
new mo vement which made some extravagan t claims abo ut its 
anti-hierarchical qu ality, but which failed to achieve its obj ect ives. 
Gilles Deleuze's essay 'Postscr ipt on Societ ies of Contro l' is a high
ly prescien t acco unt of the way in which the move into network 
cultur e would affect politics. Deleuze's claim was not, however, 
that network s would be inh eren tly liberati ng; th ey wou ld, rather, 
be the new ter rain over which power struggles were fought . As 
Deleuze wrote, 

It's not a question of asking whether the old or 
new system is har sher or more bearable , becau se 
there 's a conflict in each between the ways they 
free and enslave us. With the breakdown of the 
ho spital as a site of confinement, for instance , 
community psychiatry, day ho spitals, and home 
care initially presented new freedoms , while at 
the same time contributing to mechani sm s of 
control as rigorous as the har shest confinement. 
It's not a question of wonying or of hoping for 
the best, but of finding new weapon s.9 

The sw itch into Deleuze 's 'contro l societies' can be corre lated with 
the decline of the so-ca lled Fordist regime of economic organiza
tion. The arri val of computer ization, precarious labour and glo
balization spelled the end of the 'disciplinary' social models that 
had taken shape in the nineteenth century . Ju st as there is nothing 
inh erent ly liberatory abo ut network society, neither is there any
thin g intrin sically host ile to worke rs in post-Fordism, eith er. We 
can no lon ger be in any doubt that the conditi ons which gave rise 
to the 'o ld left' have collapsed in the globa l North , but we must 

7 Maurizio L.azzarato, 'The Concepts of Life and the Living in the Societies 
of Co ntrol', in Deleuze and the Socia l, ed . Martin Fuglsang and Bent Meier 
S0rensen (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press , 2006). 

8 See NickSrnicek and Alex Williams. Folk Politics, forthcoming on Ze,O Books. 
9 Gi lles Deleuze , 'Postsc ript on Societie s of Control' , in Negotiation s, 

1972- 1990, trans. Martin Jou ghin (New York and Chiche ste r: Colum bia 
Univers ity Press, 1995), p. 178. 
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have the courage not to be no stalgic for thi s lost Fordist world of 
bor ing factory work and a labour mov ement dominat ed by male 
industrial workers. Th e shift into so- called 'cog niti ve' labour has 
been overstated - ju st because work involves talking doesn't 
m ake it 'cog niti ve'; th e labour of a call centr e work er mechani
cally repeatin g the sam e rot e phr ases all day is no more 'cognitive' 
th an th at of someone on a produ ction lin e. Even so, the liberation 
from repetitiv e indu stri al labour remains a victor y. Ant onio Negri 
and th e, Italian autonomi st tend ency from w hich he com es have 
always argued th at capital was forced into post-Fordi sm because of 
the wo rkers' move m ent . lt wasn't th e arrival of po st-Fordism alone 
that led to the disint egration of that m ovement ; it was th e hege
monizing of pos t-Fordi sm by neolib eralism whi ch transform ed 
post-Fo rdi sm int o a work ers' dystopia - a dystopi a, mor eover, 
w hich was built out of workers' desires th emselves. Capit al became 
lik e a genie whi ch granted workers' wi shes but in a way th at was 
very different from wh at they want ed or expected . T he desire to 
be freed from bo redom was m et - but with the strippin g away of 
the social and ex istenti al securit y th at had been pro vided by the 
social democratic state. Th e consequ ence is a condition of perma
nent anxiety th at arises from a mand ator y entr epreneuriali sm 
which demands that everyon e should always be sellin g th em selves. 

ft's imp ortant to recog nize, then, th at Po st-Fordist capital
ism and neolib eralism are a capturing of work ers' desires. Th e prob
lem is not desire itself - as opp osed, let's say to th e ascetic rigour 
of the disciplin ed milit ant - but th e way in whi ch capital has been 
bett er able th an the left to absorb and in strum entalize the desires 
that erupt ed in the 1960s. Th e right has been able to profit from 
identify ing the left w ith an allegedly superseded 'top down ' ver
sion of politics w hich is all about blockin g or cont ainin g desire. 

It should be not ed here that whil st th e lan guage of self-or
gani zation has prop agated , neoliberalism itself used every single 
thin g it want s the left to believe is outmod ed : top-down control, 
gove rnm ent , leaders, hi erarchy and bur eaucracy. N eolib eralism 
was as top-d ow n as you lik e: originatin g in think - tank s, its ideas 
we re then propagated via gove rn me nt and influ enti al party lead
ers. It's imp ossible to im agine neolib eralism w ith out Den g Xi aop
ing, R eagan and Th atcher. As Jodi D ean point s out in a trenchant 
critiqu e, w hil e the left was naively in genuous in its critiqu e of the 
State, the right spout ed an anti-St ate rhetori c whil e makin g sure it 
contro lled th e State: 
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Even as various elements on the right developed 
strategies for funding and winning electoral 
campaigns, interpreting the Constitution, and 
rew1iting laws, even as corporate and business 
interests steadily increased their political 
investments, the left failed adequately to defend 
what had long ago been won , namely, the notion 
that the most fundamental role of the state is 
ensuring a minimal standard beneath which 
no one is allowed to fall. Indeed, many dismissed 
the state as useless and outmoded , preferring 
to the01ize instead a politics beyond the state 
(a move which left an open field for conservative 
strategists).10 

Furthermor e, neol iberal pow er shows that there is no necessary 
opposition between the top-down and the decentr alized: instead, 
neolib eral manager ialism com bin es the two. Del euze und erstood 
very well the Kafk aesque form th at neoliber al pow er wo uld as
sume. 'Pos tscript on Societies of Contro l' descr ibes a power th at is 
both top-down (management mu st be obeyed) and decentralized 
via system s such as 'continuous professional developm ent '. The 
worker ends up performin g th eir own self-surv eillance. Non e 
other than R ed Tory ideologue Phillip Blond notes a parado x that I 
also discuss in Capitalist R ealism: that , rather th an eliminatin g bu 
reaucracy, as it promi sed to, neoliberalism has led to its prolifer a
tion . Since publi c services can never fun ction as 'prop er' markets, 
the impo sition of the 'mar ket solution ' in health care and education 
'generates a hu ge and costly bureau cracy of acco un tant s, examin
ers, inspec tors, assessors and audit ors, all concerned with assurin g 
quality and asserti ng contro l th at hind er innovation and experi
ment and lock in high cost'.11 Or, as J. J. Charleswo rth observes in 
relation to arts policy , 

There is of course another term to describe the 
process occurring in this new 'decentred ' art 

10 Jodi Dea n, Democracy and Other Neoliberal Fantasies, Communi cative 
Capitalism and Lefl Politics (Durham , C: Duke Univers ity Press, 2009), p. 35. 

II Blond, op. cit, p. 10. 
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centre. It is 'de-skilling'. The vision of a fluid, 
flexible, temporaiy institution is, ironically, 
entirely concomitant with a general trend 
towards bureaucratisation and the abolition 
of expertise in organisational structures 
that mediate between cultural practitioners 
and arts policy.12 

Horizontalism is easier to espouse than to practice. In any case, pow
er and hierarchy cannot be abolished by fiat . When formal power 
disappears, a more oppressive inform al power stru cture can appear 
in its stead. What we can be then be faced with, as Adam Curtis 
showe d in A ll Watched Over by Machines if Loving Crace, is a worst of 
all worlds situ ation - in which the mo st manipulative, voca l or pas
sively aggressive dominate, but in which decision-making is slow 
and cumb ersome. One of the reasons th at the student movement in 
the UK Oared up and then disapp eared might be that it lacked the 
instituti onal robustness which could allow its antagon ism to be sus
tained after the initi al outpourings of affect had waned. There were 
all sorts of claims made within the movement abo ut its anti-hier ar
chicalism, yet there seeme d to be somethin g of an informal hierar
chy within the movement itsel( Man y of the hub s were the elite 
Russell Gro up uni versities, and some of tho se pu shing the idea that 
hierarchy was dead were priv ately Oxbridge graduat es. One of the 
pernicious effects of the emph asis on hierarchy (and hori zon talism), 
in fact, is that it obfuscates question s of class. 

T he achi evement of horizontal social stru cture s should al
ways be a goal ofleftist politi cal pra ctice, but th at is not to say that 
imm ediately adopting a suppo sedly hori zontal form will allow the 
left to achieve its aim s. ft could be, in fact, th at adoptin g horizon
talism might be cou nt erprodu ctive for left ist gro ups. UK Uncut , 
one of the most successfu l of the anti - cut s gro ups which emer ged 
in th e UK at the end of 2010, m ade mu ch of its horizont alism. But 
its success might have had far less to do with its mu ch-vaunted 
network ope nn ess and much more to do with th e fact th at it was 
orga ni zed around a simple dogm atic message - if tax-avoider s 
paid more, then th ere wou ld be no need for cut s in serv ices. 

Conclusion 
The upshot of all thi s is not that we should ret urn to what the 
neoliberals called the 'old ' politics, even supp osin g th at were pos-
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sible. Thi s would confirm rather th an challenge the temp orality 
neoliberali sm has imp osed. W e have to believe th at the curr ently 
collapsing neolib eral reality system is not the only po ssible moder
nity ; that , on the contrar y, it is a cybergothi c form of barbarism , 
which uses the latest technol ogy to rein force the power of the old
est elites. It is possible for techn ology and work to be arranged in 
completely different ways than how they are confi gur ed now. Thi s 
belief in the futur e is our advantage over the right . Phillip Blond 's 
network ed instituti ons may have a cybern etic sheen, but he argues 
that they mu st be situat ed in a social settin g whi ch is re-d edicated 
to 'tradition al values' comin g from religion and the famil y. 
By strong cont rast, we mu st celebrate the disint egration of these 
'values' as the necessary precondition for new kind s of solid arity. 
T his solidarity won't emerge automati cally. It will need the inven
tion of new kind s of instituti ons, as well as the transform ation 
of older bodies, such as trade uni ons. As D eleuze wro te in the 
'Control ' essay, 

One of the most important question s will 
concern the ineptitude of the unions: tied to the 
whole of their history of struggle again st the 
disciplines or within the space s of enclo sure, will 
they be able to adapt them selves or will they give 
way to new form s of resistance again st the 
societies of control? Can we already grasp the 
rough outlines of the coming form s, capable of 
threatening the joys of marketing?' 3 

The trade unio n movement is evidently still capable of mobilising 
hundr eds of thou sands of people. Oc cupy and gro ups like UK 
Un cut , meanwhile, have energ ies, concepts and strategies whi ch 
the trade union s lack . A synthesis of these two app roaches wo uld 
yield something th at was gen uinel y new. 

Mu ch of the leftist discourse aroun d horizontalism stems 
from a tim e wh en Stalini sm was a clear and present danger; to say 
the least, it doesn't pose such a danger any more. It isn't a case of 
havin g to choose betwee n an 'old', discredit ed Stalinism and a 

12 Charlesworth , op. cit. 
13 Deleuze op. cit, p. 182. 
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'new ' network ed post-leftism. Rather, we can learn from what the 
neo liberals did, and use an ensembl e of strategies. The spectre of 
Stalin ism is one of neo liberalism's mo st pow erful weapons , and it 
contin ues to suck resolve from th e left. W e must cease to confuse 
auth orit arianism w ith authorit y. As lefti sts involv ed in public ser
vices or curatorial cultur al pra ctice, we are already engaged in 
positions of authority - th e aim should not be to dissolve this 
auth ority, but to stru ggle to find ways to constitute it in a more 
democra tic and collective fashion. Th e primary challenges we 
now face no longer concern the critiqu e of ossified structures, but 
the creation of new organi zation s and concepts. The time of de
in stitution alization is past - now we mu st have the courage to 
invent new in stituti ons, in stitution s th at will have both the Oexi
qility and th e robustness to combat capital. Similarly, rather than 
bein g confin ed by a to o-ri gid set of ideological do gmas, the prob
lem is a set of ideas th at are too loose and vague to pose a challenge 
to the neoliberal orthodoxies which continue to domin ate our 
workp laces, our public services and the media. 
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