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Whistle While You Work

Deleuze and the Sprit of Capitalism

In his Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844 Marx pointedly argues that within the capitalist system ‘the worker is related to the product of his labor as to an alien object.’
 As Marx argues, and as is well known, it is precisely the power of labor as ‘congealed in an object,’ in a commodity (or service), that exists independently and ‘becomes a power on its own confronting him.’ In short, the life which the power of labor has conferred on ‘the object confronts him as something hostile and alien.’
 Our work has become a foe, a test and trial we must endure before we can begin to do what we really want to do. Work or play, as Deleuze and Guattari note, has become one of the great molar segments that divides us, an exclusive disjunction that pervades daily life. There is the melancholy of the Monday morning blues; there is the hope that emerges as Wednesday, hump day, draws to a close and there is less of the drudgery of work before us than behind us; and finally how many times have we heard our colleagues at work express joy at the fact that it is Friday. We can even spend our hard-earned cash at T.G.I. Friday’s, for now it is time to play.

Despite the alienation Marx speaks of, however, we nonetheless continue to show up to work. The reason we do so is simple: we have to. As Marx puts it, labor has become ‘merely a means to satisfy needs external to it’—namely, it allows us to put food on the table. It was for this reason that Marx argues that the worker ‘no longer feels himself to be freely active in any but his animal functions,’
 for as this point is clarified a few pages later, animals such as bees, beavers, and ants produce ‘only under the dominion of immediate physical need, while man produces even when he is free from physical need and only truly produces in freedom therefrom.’
 It is this latter point that will be the focus of the following paper. What does it mean to produce in freedom from physical need? Max Weber has provided us with one answer to this question. One’s labor is freed from physical need when it is in response to a Divine calling, a calling the fulfillment of which assures our personal salvation. It is this sense of fulfilling one’s calling, or what Weber will call the spirit of capitalism, that far from undermining the alienation of workers from the products of their labor actually provides the impetus to initiate and maintain the very process of capitialist exploitation.

In their book The New Spirit of Capitalism, Luc Boltanski and Eve Chiapello set out to update Weber’s account of the spirit of capitalism, an update they argue is necessary in order to reflect post-68 political and economic realities. With Marx’s analysis of the alienation of labor taken as a given, Boltanski and Chiapello argue that it becomes necessary to provide an account of the spirit of capitalism, for, as they put it,

…capitalism is an absurd system: in it, wage-earners have lost ownership of the fruits of their labour and the possibility of pursuing a working life free of subordination. As for capitalists, they find themselves yoked to an interminable, insatiable process, which is utterly abstract and dissociated from the satisfaction of consumption needs, even of a luxury kind. For two such protagonists, integration into the capitalist process is singularly lacking in justifications.

It is the spirit of capitalism that provides for the justification that is lacking: ‘We call the ideology that justifies the engagement in capitalism “spirit of capitalism”.’
 And the spirit of capitalism, as Boltanski and Chiapello define it, ‘is precisely the set of beliefs associated with the capitalist order that helps to justify this order and, by legitimating them to sustain the forms of action and predispositions compatible with it.’
 In particular, the spirit of capitalism infuses the worker with the willingness to work. For Boltanski and Chiapello, the beliefs that sustain this willingness to work underwent a profound transformation beginning in the late 1960s. In response to the critique of transcendent power with its hierarchical structure and its stultifying, standardized forms of production, there emerged in its place an emphasis on the power of immanence, the power of a network of encounters that are unplanned, decentralized, non-hierarchical, and yet which allows through processes of self-organization and self-regulation for a more authentic and individuated creativity. In their book Boltanski and Chiapello single out Deleuze as among the vanguard whose critique of transcendent power and affirmation of immanence exemplifies the new spirit of capitalism, and thus Deleuze’s philosophy, on their view, is simply the most recent ideology that has ‘opened up an opportunity for capitalism to base itself on new forms of control and commodify new, more individuated and “authentic” goods.’

In what follows we will examine Boltanski and Chiapello’s critique of Deleuze. To do this we will first detail how Deleuze (and Deleuze and Guattari) can be used to rethink Marx’s theory of alienation. This will enable us to show that central to Marx’s understanding of alienation, and to Boltanski and Chiapello’s subsequent understanding of the role ideology plays, is the separation of a productive process—namely, labor—from that which is the product of this process. More to the point, labor is alienated from the value it produces, and it is this value that confronts the worker as a hostile and alien force when it is in the hands of the capitalist. In the reading offered here, however, it will be seen that Deleuze fundamentally rethinks the traditional labor theory of value. 

Where Deleuze and Guattari’s rethinking of Marxism diverges from the more traditional reading is in their interpretation of the relationship between labor-power and labor. Labor-power is what creates value—in line with the labor theory of value—and as is well known surplus-value emerges when the capitalist pays less for their labor than the value created by their labour-power. For Deleuze and Guattari, labor-power is thought of as desiring-production, and although desiring-production can be captured by the transcendent power of the capitalist in the form of wage labor, desiring-production is inseparable from and yet irreducible to wage labor and moreover allows for the possibility of value creation that cannot be captured by the nets of the capitalist. Yet is this not simply the new spirit of capitalism Boltanski and Chiapello decry Deleuze for justifying? It is to answer this question that we now turn.

I

To see precisely how Deleuze’s thought is taken to be exemplary in legitimizing the new spirit of capitalism, let us look again at what this spirit entails for Boltanski. First, and most importantly, the new spirit of capitalism is a consequence of the rejection of the spirit of capitalism that preceded it. In particular, it results from the condemnation of the capitalism that, as Boltanski and Chiapello put it, was characterized by ‘closed, fixed, ossified worlds, whether by attachment to tradition (the family), legalism and bureaucracy (the State), or calculation and planning (the firm)’; and in its place what is encouraged is ‘mobility, fluidity and “nomads” able to circulate, at the cost of many metamorphoses, in open networks.’
 Rather than envisioning a professional life where one’s entire career is spent climbing the hierarchy of one and the same organization, what is encouraged is ‘a proliferation of encounters and temporary, but reactivatable connections with various groups.’
 The occasion that reactivates these connections, if only temporarily, is the project. What is prized in this setting, as is repeated again and again in the management literature Boltanski and Chiapello analyze, is the ability to move fluidly and easily from one project to another, and to be capable of reactivating diverse and heterogeneous connections suited to the project at hand. The successful capitalist and entrepeneur, or the ‘great man’ from the perspective of the new spirit, ‘renounces having a single project that lasts a lifetime (a vocation, a profession, a marriage, etc.). He is mobile. Nothing must hamper his movments. He is a “nomad.”’
 

With this call for mobility and nomadism, however, comes a tension between ‘the requirement of flexibility’ on the one hand and ‘the need to be someone,’ on the other, the need to have a reputation or to ‘possess a self endowed with specificity (a “personality”) and a certain permanency in time.’
 In short, there is a tension between the need to deploy an everchanging array of skills throughout a series of heterogeneous projects and the need to establish the unchanging reputation as the “go to guy.” A consequence of this tension is that the personal qualities of the worker become more important than what they might currently be doing. As Boltanski and Chiapello argue, ‘The reference-point is no longer the division of labor objectified in a structure of posts, but the qualities of the person: “what can he do?” replaces “what does he do?”’
 And the ideal answer to the former question is that they can do about anything; they are mobile, flexible. They are, in short, good nomads, good Deleuzians. For was not Deleuze himself exemplary in his capacity to take on diverse projects, to write on Hume, Spinoza, Leibniz, and Nietzsche, among others in the philosophical tradition, but also to tackle such diverse topics as D.H. Lawrence, Proust, Riemann, or cinema, among many others (as a short perusal of A Thousand Plateaus will show). It is for this reason, finally, that Boltanski and Chiapello argue that those intellectuals and philosophers such as Deleuze and Guattari who where ‘in the vanguard’ of the critique of capitalism ‘in the 1970s often emerged [if unwittingly] as promoters of the transformation’ to the new spirit of capitalism.

To begin to show that Boltanski and Chiapello’s critique of Deleuze is off target we can turn briefly to the chapter from Deleuze’s Expressionism in Philosophy: Spinoza, titled “What can a body do?” Among the many issues discussed in this chapter, the most relevant for our present purposes concerns the contrast Deleuze notes between Spinoza and Leibniz concerning the dynamism of the body. On Deleuze’s reading, Spinoza’s conception of dynamism is ‘opposed to’ Leibniz’s in that ‘Spinoza’s dynamism and “essentialism” deliberately excludes all finality,’ whereas Lebiniz’s does not.
 For Leibniz what a body can do has been predetermined by the pre-established harmony of the universe, while for Spinoza the power of the body is a modal expression of God’s absolutely indeterminate power, by which is meant that God’s power cannot be reduced to, or thought in terms of, any determinate, identifiable cause or condition.
 It is for this reason that Deleuze argues that Spinoza stresses the ‘physics of intensive quantity corresponding to modal essences,’ again in contrast to Leibniz who stresses the ‘physics of extensive quantity, that is, a mechanism through which modes themselves come into existence.’
 From the mechanistic perspective the dynamism of a mechanism is closed and predetermined by an already established and identified function. A physics of intensive quantity, by contrast, cannot be reduced to any identifiable function and/or end. Intensive quantities are the condition for the identification of extensive properties and functions, but rather than anticipate through resemblance the extensive properties that actualize the intensive properties, the intensive assures the transformation and metamorphosis of the extensive and identifiable. 

We can now begin to see how Deleuze is doing something quite different than what Boltanski and Chiapello attribute to him. When Boltanski and Chiapello argue that what is important is fluidity, mobility, and a nomadic capacity to engage in and navigate diverse transformations and metamorphoses, this capacity is subordinate to the identity of the project, and to the projects that follow upon this one, and so on and so forth. To be successful entails establishing a reputation for taking on new and different projects, for doing what counts, and often, and yet this is precisely in line with an extensive, mechanistic understanding of capitalism and social interaction. In fact, recent work in social network analysis has sought to show how success in everything from getting a job to becoming a famous philosopher occurs when one accumulates a greater quantity of diverse contacts.
 Similarly, Jorge Hirsh, a physicist at UC San Diego, has argued that a better gauge in determining how good a scientist is is not to know how many articles they have published and in what journals, but to know how many times their articles are cited by other published articles. Referred to as the h-index, it has become a tool that has not surprisingly been adopted by university administrators to help them in their tenure and promotion decisions. What is key to each of these approaches is that a particular dynamic and process—getting a job, becoming an important philosopher, becoming a good scientist, etc.—is analyzed by way of measurable, identifiable characteristics. The point for Deleuze, by contrast, is not to increase extensive quantities, to capture market share. This would be, to use Deleuzian phrasing, to emphasize the becoming-perceptible nature of work, where work is the actualization of the intensive. This does indeed happen, but again the point of work for Deleuze is not the product, the end result, but rather it is the becoming-imperceptible, the becoming-intensive nature of work that Deleuze will stress. This is not a technique or ploy to enable us to foster greater creative powers, powers that are to be evidenced by the appearance of new works. Although such works may be a consequence of affirming multiplicity, to prioritize them as the primary instances of a noncapitalist work would be to reintroduce a hierarchical judgment, and in doing so would play into the hands of a capitalist reading of Deleuze (à la Boltanski). To have done with the judgment of God, however, is to affirm the immanence and univocal nature of work. Consequently, from a Deleuzian perspective one is not becoming-intensive and imperceptible in their work solely when they bring novelties to the world; one may, as Zen master Shunryu Suzuki once said, attain enlightenment wherever one is, even while going to the bathroom.

Turning now to Deleuze’s understanding of intensive quantity, it is indeed what comes to be actualized within the mechanism of extensive quantities. Intensive quantities themselves, however, are processes without a goal or end. In Anti-Oedipus this is discussed as desiring-production, and it is here where the significance of Deleuze and Guattari’s understanding of labor emerges. In particular, Deleuze and Guattari do not interpret labor mechanistically, whereby a determinate input is taken up by labor and a determinate output is the end product. It is this product, as we saw, that is taken up by the capitalist and confronts the laborer as an alien, hostile object. Nor is labor an organic, natural process that is indistinguishable from its product, the product being simply the natural extension of one’s labor. In this view nothing new can be produced by labor for the new would be simply a fold or extension of what one already is or possesses. This, in essence, is one of Badiou’s central criticisms of Deleuze. He reads Deleuze as one who does reduce the new to being a fold or extension of what already is.
 For Badiou, Deleuze makes the same mistake Heidegger does by reducing the event to the historical and the natural, thereby ignoring the fact that for Badiou the new is an event that is a rupture with the historical—it is an ahistorical Truth that then comes to be naturalized and historicized. Haydn’s music, to take one of Badiou’s examples, can be seen to be a natural extension and historical evolution of the Baroque, but interpreting it this way ignores the fact that Haydn’s music, as an event, was a rupture and void that could not be placed within the Baroque context.

With reference to the Haydn example, there is an important extent to which Deleuze and Guattari agree with Badiou. In discussing style and literature, though this could be extended to music and hence Haydn’s “classical” style, Deleuze and Guattari claim that what is important is not the style itself as an identifiable pattern, unity, etc., but rather

…the absence of style—aysntactic, agrammatical, the moment when language is no longer defined by what it says, even less by what makes it a signifying thing, but by what causes it to move, to flow, and to explode—desire. For literature is like schizophrenia: a process and not a goal, a production and not an expression.

In other words, Haydn’s efforts that came to be identified as the classical style of music cannot be reduced to a set of identifiable characteristics, including pre-existing historical precedents. On this point, Deleuze and Guattari would agree with Badiou. At the same time, however, they would not reduce Haydn’s efforts to a rupturing void, to an absence or null set that cannot be placed within any determinate, identifiable context. For Deleuze and Guattari it is desire—or desiring-production—that accounts for the emergence of a style that is an absence of style, a novelty that cannot be reduced to that which preceded it. Desiring-production, however, is not a void or null set; to the contrary, ‘desiring-production is pure multiplicity, that is to say, an affirmation that is irreducible to any sort of unity.’
 Put in other terms, desiring-production as pure multiplicity and affirmation is an affirmation of difference without identity, an affirmation of difference as difference. In discussing the schizophrenic, Deleuze and Guattari argue that ‘He does not reduce contraries to an identity of the same, he affirms their distance as that which relates the two as different.’
 The pure multiplicity is this distance; or, as this is discussed in Deleuze’s Difference and Repetition, this distance and multiplicity is the intensive quantity that becomes actualized as extensive, identifiable differences—namely, as differences in kind or as differences in degree.

We can see at this point why Boltanski and Chiapello refer to the critique of capitalism set forth by Deleuze and Guattari, among others, as the artistic critique, for in this critique the artist emerges as a prime example of one who affirmas multiplicity. This is certainly true in Anti-Oedipus. Whereas the schizophrenic is an example of desiring-production in its ‘raw state’, as Ian Buchanan puts it, a state lacking in coherence and order, ‘the great artist,’ Deleuze and Guattari argue, ‘is indeed the one who scales the schizophrenic wall and reaches the land of the unknown, where he no longer belongs to any time, any milieu, any school.’
 The great artist is one who affirms multiplicity and intensive quantities that cannot be reduced to ‘any time, any milieu, any school’; in the case of an artist such as J.M.W. Turner, for Deleuze and Guattari his work is an example of ‘art as a process without goal, but that attains completion as such.’
 We could take Kafka as yet another example. On the night of September 22, 1912, Kafka wrote the story “The Judgment” in a single sitting. As Reiner Stach describes the event in his biography of Kafka, ‘Suddenly – without guide or precedent, it seemed – the Kafka cosmos was at hand, fully equipped with the “Kafkaesque” inventory that gives his work its distinctive character…’
 As Kafka experienced that night, however, it was not of a rupturing, unnamable void that, on a Badiouian reading, he then maintained fidelity to in his remaining writings; to the contrary, rather than an unnamable void, Kafka experienced it as an excess that is unnamable not because it is a void but because it exceeds all that can be said. As Kafka put it in his diary the day after he wrote the story, ‘How everything can be said, how for everything, for the strangest fancies, there waits a great fire in which they perish and rise up again.’
 In affirming pure multiplicity without succumbing to the raw state of desiring production, the ‘great artist’ is able to forge a style that belongs to no time, place, or school. Moreover, this affirmation need not seek uncharted territories to assert itself but rather the artist (or the Zen master as discussed above) can and precisely does affirm multiplicity right where they are. When David Sudnow, for instance, struggled to learn to play improvisational jazz, he came to realize he did not need to prefigure the paths his hands would take across the keyboard. As Sudnow put it, ‘I began to see and then find use for further work in the observation that note choices could be made anywhere, that there was no need to lunge, that usable notes for any chord lay just at hand, that there was no need to find a path, image one up ahead to get ready in advance...’
 When Deleuze and Deleuze and Guattari thus come to conceptualize work and labor as desiring-production, a preferred example is the work of the artist. We will now turn to discuss Deleuze’s analysis of Francis Bacon to show that, contrary to Boltanski and Chiapello’s claims, the artistic critique does not legitimize the new spirit of capitalism but rather sets forth an understanding of work as becoming-imperceptible, a work that problematizes capitalism and extends well beyond the work of the ‘great artist.’

II

A central concern of Anti-Oedipus is to lay out the tasks of schizoanalysis, and these tasks, as Deleuze and Guattari envision them, are intended to range over a wide array of issues other than the artistic. First and most obviously, as the title Anti-Oedipus itself reveals, Deleuze and Guattari contrast the task of schizoanalysis with psychoanalysis. As they put it, in contrast to psychoanalysis, ‘schizoanalysis attains a nonfigurative and nonsymbolic unconscious, a pure abstract figural dimension…flow-schizzes or real-desire, apprehended below the minimum conditions of identity.’
 Rather than reveal already identified elements within the unconscious that have been repressed and refused entrance into the realm of consciousness, schizoanalysis taps into ‘a nonfigurative’ and ‘pure abstract figural dimension’ that is the very condition for the production of identifiable elements. It is precisely here where Deleuze and Guattari’s work explodes well beyond the work of the artist and opens onto countless processes of the production of identity, or countless forms of work. To see how this unfolds we will begin with Deleuze’s work on Francis Bacon, for it is here where Deleuze lays out in most detail his understanding of the figural in contrast to the figurative, and it is here as well where Deleuze examines the techniques and practices associated with the work of creating the figural.

For Deleuze the contrast between the figurative and the figural is quite straightforward: ‘the figurative (representation),’ Deleuze argues, ‘implies the relationship of an image to an object that it is supposed to illustrate…’ while the figural, ‘through extraction or isolation’ attains an autonomy that cannot be reduced to a represented object.
 Key to how Bacon painted the figural are the ‘“involuntary free marks” lining the canvas, asignifying traits that are devoid of any illustrative or narrative function.’
 These marks, Deleuze adds, ‘belong to an original system which is neither that of the landscape, nor that of the formless, or the ground (although, by virtue of their autonomy, they are apt to “make” a landscape or to “make” a ground, or even to “make” darkness).’
 Throughout his book on Bacon, Deleuze charts the course, or logic of sensation, he sees Bacon following in his construction of the figural, but for our purposes we shall focus on the role these asignifying traits, the “involuntary free marks,” play. These elements are crucial for they are what Deleuze will refer to in other places as the pre-individual singularities, or they are what is ‘apprehended below the minimum conditions of identity.’ And how they come to “make” an identity, a landscape, ground, figure, etc., is through a process of what Bacon calls ‘coagulation.’

How a multiplicity of asignifying traits as an ‘original system’ can “make” an identity through ‘coagulation’ was already a concern of Deleuze’s in his first book on Hume. As I have argued elsewhere, a number of problems that have arisen among Hume’s commentators can be resolved, and Hume’s social and political thought further clarified, if Hume’s impressions are not taken to be the preexistent identities upon which the rest of Hume’s system is built. Hume himself admits that the idea of identity and ‘continu’d existence’ is critical but he likewise admits that this idea cannot arise from the perception of ‘one single object,’ for this ‘conveys the idea of unity, not that of identity.’ It conveys, in other words, the idea of the unity of an object but not the idea of the ‘continu’d existence’ and identity of this object in time, and yet if the impressions maintain their identity so as to assure that ideas are faithful copies of them, or that later memories successfully recall the earlier impressions, then this understanding of impressions presupposes their continu’d existence and identity in time. At the same time a multiplicity of distinct impressions does not give rise to the idea of identity in time for here we have separable and distinct existences and not the continued self-identity of one and the same existence. ‘To remove this difficulty,’ Hume proposes, that we

...have recourse to the idea of time or duration. I have already observ’d, that time, in a strict sense, implies succession, and that when we apply its idea to any unchangeable object [i.e., to a unity], ‘tis only by a fiction of the imagination, by which the unchangeable object is suppos’d to participate of the changes of other co-existent objects … This fiction of the imagination almost universally takes place; and ‘tis by means of it, that a single object, plac’d before us, and survey’d for any time without discovering in it any interruption or variation, is able to give us a notion of identity.

Identity, in short, is the result of an artifice, a fiction, a generative, systematizing process that ‘coagulates’ and accumulates pre-individual, asyntactic and agrammatical traits—a multiplicity—and identity, whether of a sensation, Figure, impression, or self is the result of this process.

This process, however, does not begin ex nihilo. The fictioning of identities always begins in the midst of identity—in media res—or thinking, as Perice said, always begins where one is.
 The same is true for Bacon. Bacon does not begin with nothing, with a blank canvas; to the contrary, as Deleuze argues, and as Bacon admits in an interview, ‘He [Bacon] does not paint in order to reproduce on the canvas an object functioning as a model; he paints on images that are already there, in order to produce a canvas whose functioning will reverse the relations between model and copy.’
 A painter, Deleuze claims, ‘has many things in his head, or around him, or in his studio.’
 Bacon in particular frequently drew from photographs, newspaper stories, and other images from film and elsewhere that functioned as the givens from which Bacon worked. These givens are taken up in a ‘prepictorial figuration,’ or as what ‘is on the canvas and in the painter’s head, in what the painter wants to do, before the painter begins.’ These givens are indeed a ‘first figuration,’ as Deleuze puts it, a starting point or intention of what the painter wants to do or represent. They begin, in short, as models, as the figurative that ‘cannot be completely eliminated; something of it is always conserved.’
 Despite beginning with the figurative, with clichés, Bacon disrupts the relationship between these givens as a model to be represented and his work as a painter by interjecting a diagram. The ‘diagram,’ Deleuze claims, ‘is indeed chaos, a catastrophe, but it is also a germ of order or rhythm. It is a violent chaos in relation to the figurative givens, but it is a germ of rhythm in relation to the new order of the painting.’
 The painter must be careful, however, for they could easily slip into cliché, into figurative painting or into a modern form of abstraction (a la Mondrian) which reduces ‘the abyss or chaos…to a minimum’; on the other hand there is the risk of deploying, in the style of Jackson Pollock, the abyss or chaos to the maximum.
 For Deleuze, on his reading of what sets Bacon’s works apart, Bacon does not allow the diagram, the infusion of chaos, ‘to eat away at the entire painting.’ The ‘violent methods’ of Bacon and of nonfigurative artists in general, ‘must not be given free rein, and the necessary catastrophe must not submerge the whole.’
 The diagrammatical work of an artist, therefore, is work at the edge of chaos, and as such it infuses the figurative givens with an irreducible chaos, with involuntary marks and asignifying traces which allow, if the diagram is not reduced to a minimum, to an equilibrium state, or if it does not swallow the entire painting, for the emergence of a ‘new order of the painting.’ Diagrammatical work therefore, as Deleuze summarizes it, comes down to this: ‘The essential point about the diagram is that it is made in order for something to emerge from it, and if nothing emerges from it, it fails. And what emerges from the diagram, the Figure, emerges both gradually and all at once…’

William Connolly offers a helpful way to understand the sense in which what emerges from the diagram does so ‘both gradually and all at once.’ In discussing Deleuze and Guattari’s arguments in A Thousand Plateaus regarding the state axiomatic, by which Connolly means, agreeing with Weber, ‘a set of heretofore floating elements [that] became knotted together by hook and by crook.’
 In particular, the state axiomatic for Connolly is the set of institutions and elements—namely, money, national banks, state taxation, free labor, among others—that are crucial in instilling ‘confidence in promises about the future that it promotes.’
 This axiomatic, Deleuze and Guattari argue, emerged in ‘a single stroke.’
 Connolly asks the obvious question: ‘How could such a complex axiomatic emerge in “a single stroke”?’
 For Connolly ‘a single stroke’ may indeed be gradual—‘It may last a minute, a month, or a few decades’
—but this ‘duration counts as “a single stroke,” Connolly argues, ‘because during it the markers by which we recognize relatively durable things are under suspension.’
 Connolly refers to such a state of suspension as a state at the edge of chaos. What is crucial to understand is that the elements themselves that are within the edge of chaos state are perfectly identifiable, but they enter into relationships that are far from equilibrium and hence are not yet the systematic identity that emerges from this chaos, an identity that will be irreducible to the elements themselves. This is the becoming-imperceptible of the identifiable elements. In the same way for Francis Bacon, he may begin with photographs, news clippings, etc., that are already on the canvas before he begins to paint, but these will become imperceptible through the work of painting itself, through Bacon’s diagrammatics, which instills chaos into these models such that the copy subverts the identity of the model in a way that allows for the emergence of a Figure that is not the copy of a model.

Revisiting our earlier examples we can see that although the “Kafkaesque” world emerged in a single stroke on the night of September 12, 1912, the elements that would come to form this world had been gradually developed, worked, and reworked. Kafka would not have had that night if it had not been for this work. Similarly for David Sudnow’s efforts to learn improvisational jazz, although it is true that his successful performances could not be reduced to the time spent memorizing scales, jazz-sounding phrasings, scalar devices, etc., he also would not have been able to play improvisational jazz if it had not been for this work. Turning to a quite different example, we could say that Louis Pasteur discovered, in a single stroke, microorganisms; and yet, as Bruno Latour has argued, it was only as the results of Pasteur’s researches became increasingly connected to other areas of research and life (e.g., antibiotics, pasteurization, etc.) that these microorganisms became increasingly real and autonomous, thereby becoming the entities textbooks credit Pasteur for discovering in a single stroke. The textbook fact is taken to be irreducible to the various processes associated with establishing their increased connections to other researchers and to life, and to the work involved in making these connections—the work of scientists as Latour understands it—and yet these textbook facts, or ready-made science as Latour refers to it, would not have been possible without this work.  And finally, to return to Connolly, his goal is to challenge what he refers to as the ‘evangelical-capitalist resonance machine,’ namely the neoliberal orthodoxy that largely equates ‘capitalist innovation and divine providence,’ but which in the end merely provides cover for the increasing economic inequalities of society and the destruction of our natural habitats and resources. What is needed for Connolly is the effort and work of publicizing and participating ‘in microeconomic experiments that reduce inequality, enact sustainable modes of consumption, and return a larger portion of surplus to localities and workers.’
 If a noncapitalist resonance machine emerges it will be irreducible to the varied efforts and experiments that will have been attempted, and yet it would not have been possible without this work and effort.

We can now see that work is not by its nature, for Deleuze, alienating drudgery. From the perspective of a physics of extensive quantity, work is indeed measured by that which is produced, and the product, as Marx argued, can indeed become appropriated by capitalists and used in a way that reduces the value of the labor that produced it. For those on Wednesday who are glad to be over the hump of the workweek and eagerly await Friday, here again work is viewed relative to an end or purpose external to it. Work is merely a means to another end or goal. Now such work cannot be avoided for we are always situated within an extensive physics, within a world of ends and goals, but Deleuze, as we have been arguing, recognizes a work that is irreducible to the work of extensive quantities, or we might say, following Marx, this is a work that is free from the extensive physics of physical necessity. From this perspective, work becomes desiring-production, or it is the becoming-imperceptible of the work of ends and goals. And if one whistles while one works it will not be in order to distract oneself from the drudgery of the work itself, but rather it will be because work has become a process without goal, and yet a process inseparable from the work of ends and goals. As Nietzsche reminds us: ‘Not every end is the goal. The end of a melody is not its goal, and yet if a melody has not reached its end, it has not reached its goal. A parable.’
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