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I.  Introduction

The disciplines inaugurated in early Modernity as Human Sciences faced a great transformation with the emergence of Psychoanalysis and its statement of the unconscious dimension. In fact, it involved a deep questioning (and revisionism) for those disciplinary fields that had been constructed around a conscious, rational and free-will subject. From the outset, aesthetic and political avant gardes such as Surrealism and the Frankfurt School understood the political potential of articulating Psychoanalysis and Critical Theory. The ensuing significant contributions are very well known.

Now, the new century confronts us with a series of complex transformations, including not only the crisis of collective identities and their traditional institutions (nations, markets, family, etc.) but also the different (new) ways of work, leisure, love and pleasures of our days, which seem to have advanced faster than theories. The question therefore is twofold: first, how to think new articulations between Psychoanalysis and Critical Theory and, second, to what extent this may contribute to rethink current political challenges. Our researches into Factories Without Bosses (FERNÁNDEZ, A. M.; 2009-a) (an unprecedented experience from Argentina) make it unavoidable to rethink psychoanalytical concepts if we intend to work with them as new tools for new challenges.

The aim of this paper is to critically think about the way in which most psychoanalytic concepts explain socio-historical dimensions, more specifically the building of believing systems, in order to rescue a fundamental contribution of Psychoanalysis to social theory: the dimension of desire for thinking collective political projects. For this purpose, it will be necessary to review the idea of the origin, the passage from mother’s phallus denial to believing systems, the binary way of thinking the sexual difference and the concept of desire as lack.  

In short, the point lies in removing some effects of truth involved in psychoanalytic dispositifs (FERNÁNDEZ, A.M.; 2000). We start from the premise that all theoretical production will necessarily be incomplete. By analyzing some of its omissions and silences, we will be able to make new, indispensable conceptualizations. To imagine that a field of knowledge has yielded its last fruits through its founding fathers gives rise to institutional conditions for the dogmatization of its theories and for the ritualization of its practices.   

This paper will combine three methodological tools: a) C. Castoriadis’ critical elucidation approach. To Castoriadis, “elucidate” means “think what one does and know what one thinks” (CASTORIADIS, C., 1988). Together with the other two tools, this allows us to denaturalize the discipline’s common senses. b) M. Foucault’s genealogization permits the historization of the a priori from which a discipline has constructed its concepts and notions (FOUCAULT, M.; 1980). c) G. Deleuze’s philosophical tenet about problematizing (DELEUZE, G.; 1970), through which we can critically examine the configuration of some of psychoanalysis’s most significant invisibles, those that cannot be uttered. 
Thus, we do not mean to seek for errors within a specific field of knowledge and practices, but to point out some of the issues that have configured the unthought of the discipline.

   II.  (De)negation 


O. Mannoni has worked about the beliefs’ origin, from a psychoanalytic perspective. The author deals with the ways in which beliefs are produced, basing his thesis on two important works by S. Freud: Fetichismo (1927) and La escición del Yo en los procesos de defensa (1938). (FREUD, S.; 1968).  A critical elucidation of some issues considered by O. Mannoni will provide examples for both the difficulty and the richness that psychoanalysis may contribute to reflecting on collective issues. (FERNÁNDEZ, A. M., 2007-a). In O. Mannoni’s words, 

"When the child first becomes aware of feminine anatomy, he discovers the lack of penis in actual fact, but rejects the denial imposed upon him by reality for the sake of protecting his belief in the mother’s phallus existence... The belief in the existence of the mother’s phallus is preserved and abandoned at one and the same time (...) What is repudieted above all is the belying imposed by reality upon a belief (...) According to Freud, the (de)negation through which the belief persists after having been denied is explained by the insistence of desire and the laws of the primary process”
. (MANONI, O.; 1978)

    
 Starting from the above, O. Mannoni opens up two considerations, one based on the said Freudian works and the other on J. Lacan’s conceptualizations. Freud enables him to say that there is no such thing as unconscious belief, while Lacan prompts him to aver that belief assumes support of the other. Consequently, French psychoanalyst Mannoni concludes that the contributions made by Freud and Lacan reveal that Psychoanalysis may explain for both a private fetish and a collective belief. Thus, he states that the (de)negation of the mother’s phallus might well be the first model of all rejection of reality and constitutes the origin of every belief that survives the belying of experience. 

Such assertions pose two problems. Firstly, one should bear in mind that the unbearableness of “discovering” the difference between the sexes is by itself an outcome of the Social Imaginary. (CASTORIADIS, C.; 1983) That the difference (the female sex) needs to be thought of as a deficit in equality (the amputated penis) is a collective signification of the Social Imaginary and it works earlier than infantile sexual fantasy.   Thus it is a social and historical construct, not something natural. In fact, it is because the difference is collectively signified as unbearable that there arises the need to belie it, reject it, and create a fetish. (FERNÁNDEZ, A. M.; 2000)


At the same time, since the theoretical corpus does not “see” the existence of a social construction of significations that precedes the infantile “discovery”, it undertakes a number of naturalizing operations in order to preserve invisibility. No doubt one of the most striking operations is the one that naturalizes inferiorization in the sexual difference. When something that has been constructed by the collective imagination is taken as natural, lack of visibility causes it to miss the possibility of inquiring into political dimension of sexuation. Besides noticing the difference, boys and girls will not complete their sexuation process unless they succeed in believing that women are flawed.  (FERNANDEZ, A. M.: 2009-b)


The second problem to be highlighted is related to the origin. Why should we think that the mentioned infantile construct lies “at the origin” of the construction of believings? Why should we think that a belief in the existence of the mother’s phallus is the model of all the successive transformations undergone by believings?  Perhaps F. Nietzsche (FOUCAULT, M.; 1995-a) has been one of the thinkers that has more lucidly undone some of the implications supporting the notion of the origin. Such notion assumes that the origin contains the very essence of the thing, its purest identity, carefully enclosed in itself and protected from what is external, accidental, and successive. To seek for the origin entails lifting the masks of appearances to uncover the essential.  Also, an essential origin assumes the perfection of things in their beginnings. The notion of perfection not only presumes a divine reference but also locates the origin in a place of truth. 

     
Therefore, stating that the belief in the existence of the mother’s phallus lies at the origin of the construction of refusals establishes an essential truth: the female body is flawed. This makes essential something that is a historical construct deriving from imaginary significations that establish what necessarily constitutes the condition to be a man or a woman. As long as it is essence and truth, it becomes a universal given. 


To Psychoanalysis, this universal given is not biological but unconscious. In this way, Psychoanalysis took as given what is in fact a realm of imaginary social significations. This prevented it from questioning itself about such a rarity of culture while making possible the essencialization of the notion of difference. The sexist consequences of this a priori have been repeatedly underscored by Feminist Studies. 

Concurrently, when Psychoanalysis says that the (de)negation of the mother’s phallus is the origin of beliefs constructions, it psychologizes; i.e. it offers a psychological narrative to explain complex religious, cultural, and political processes. However, explanation amounts to extrapolation. If it explains and extrapolates, it produces ideology. It naturalizes a historically rightist ideology that establishes family as the origin of society.


It is much more relevant to consider that the psychoanalytic field enables us to understand the conditions that grant the subject of desire –in terms of the theory, not of the individual– the capacity to reject unbearable realities. It accounts for subjectivity’s potentiality of rejecting an uncanny reality, of belying it by creating a belief, a fetish, an ideology, a utopia, and so on. That is to say, it lends intelligibility to the conditions of subjectivity through which the subject of desire (as such) would not remain subjected to some unbearable reality.

This is not the same as imposing a “psychological” narrative on the origin. Such narrative: a) applies the model of the sex discovery trauma to collective events, b) naturalizes the traumatic nature of the “discovery”, c) identifies “the trauma” depending on the modern a priori of the difference. (FOUCAULT, M.; 1969). (FERNÁNDEZ, A. M.; 1993). In accordance with Judith Butler’s early warning, it seems crucial to resist the myth of internal origins, whether understood as natural or culturally determined (BUTLER, J.; 1992)

In fact, the two problems posed in O. Mannoni’s text –to naturalize the sexual difference as unbearable and to think the truth through the origin– derive from a long-standing binaristic way of thinking the differences in the Western culture, where the difference is essentialized and social inequality is naturalized. This is no mistake of Mannoni’s or of Psychoanalysis. It is typical of a mode of building concepts (as well as the world) in binary terms. 

III. The difference 

The way in which the “difference” is built cannot be detached from the way in which “identity” is. In this regard, we need to emphasize three issues that intertwine in the modern way of sustaining the tension between identity and difference: a) the difference as that which is not identical. Thus, B is non-A. The difference can only be thought as the negative of what is identical. b) the difference as the other. Here the difference can be thought only in terms of otherness; the other is always extrange. This manner of construction yields “the different”, always threatening and usually giving rise to the need of berating or disqualifying it. c) the difference in being: being different. Identity is built starting from the “different” trait. Identity with the trait turns the later into totality, defining the being through that different trait. Accordingly, I am anorexic, I am Jewish, I am black, homosexual, aboriginal, Latin, etc. From a whole range of characteristics one is singled out and turned into a particular subject’s essential trait. In other words, totalization is achieved through disequalization.

What is working here is the epistemic base, not only to think the difference but also to produce and reproduce social inequalities. The philosophic problem of the difference involves an enormous political dimension. Throughout the centuries, “the other”, always represented as strangeness, difference, complement, supplement, have been always view as an anomaly. Non hegemonic nations, cultures, religions, ethnicities, sexualities and genders are “the other”

From this standpoint, in which the difference is thought as the negative of identity, inequality is instituted with the very movement that recognizes the difference. It is not about a mere difference, but about unequalized differences. (FERNÁNDEZ, A. M.; 2009-b) This lends support to many centuries of discrimination, exclusion, stigmatization, or extermination of the other.
Now then, the historic merging between the subjectum (that which remains) and Man (HEIDEGGER, M.; 1990) not only inaugurated the varieties of humanism and human sciences but (concerning the construction of modern truth) also gave rise to the idea of a universal subject, identical to itself. This instituted the tenet that whatever is not “I” is “the other”; which amounts to otherness, strangeness, and difference. As has recurrently been highlighted by the politics and philosophies of the difference, there the human status became synonymous with a male citizen who was, besides, a white European heterosexual adult owner and consumer.
The notion of unequalized differences entails the possibility of thinking that difference is constructed inside power dispositifs, such as those involving gender, class, ethnicity, geopolitics, etc. This points to two issues: a) A difference is not first constructed to be then disequalized by an unfair society and, b) the point is not to describe differences or inequalities but to critically elucidate the biopolitical dispositifs (FOUCAULT, M.; 2007) that, in one same movement, have shaped differences and inequalities throughout history.

 
Raising the problem of power at the very core of the creation of the “difference” means bringing to light the fact that both subordinates and masters construct their identities and psyche within the power nets of the biopolitical milieus in which they live.

The historical a priori in which the difference can be thought only as the negative of the identical has been operating ever since the beginning of Western culture. Therefore, strictly speaking, it is not a specific difficulty of Psychoanalysis. Although, it has functioned as a naturalization mechanism whenever this particular field of knowledge and practices has had to deal with “the sexual difference”, for example.   

While Psychoanalysis was able to break with the subject of consciousness, the very break that inaugurated this discipline continued to preserve the logic from where to think the difference. 

While substantive changes can be found in both the theory and the practice of Freud’s followers (Klein, Lacan, etc.), none of them altered the episteme that maintains that women “are” difference. In this view, they are either the complement or the supplement of an ahistorical, universal subject of desire. Thus, women always remain closer to nature than to culture. This leaves them always as flawed.

 The sociopolitical dispositifs that have placed men in dominant positions and women in subordinate positions have become invisible. In such operation, the political dimension and the relations of power (both of them central to the constitution of subjectivity) stay out of the theorization and clinical listening. They are not considered relevant to the specific field of the discipline. And this is how they have come to constitute one of the toughest matters to which Psychoanalysis has devoted no thoughts.

For these socio-historical unthought issues to become thinkable, it is necessary to rework the concepts involved. The new approach should permit the following: a) To dediscipline the psychoanalytic field as remained caught in the modern episteme; that is to say, in the binaristic, ahistorical way of thinking the difference (in this case, the sexual difference). b) Starting from criticizing the notion of the origin, to retrace psychologistic analyses of socio-historical issues. In this particular case, issues related to the construction of collective hopes. c) To rescue the necessary and important contribution of Psychoanalysis to socio-historical and political studies: the desiring dimension existing in collective action. As has already been said, it is not about thinking on the psychological origin of beliefs’ systems but about thinking the force, the power, the potentia of the subject of desire to reject the unbearable, to imagine better ways of living through the construction of collective hopes, and to run actions with others, in order to transform daily realities.

IV. On desire

No doubt one of Freud’s most significant contributions to the ideas of his time was to show that desire was subject to neither procreation nor genitality. G. Deleuze acknowledged the importance of this notion when he pointed out that Freud discovered abstract libido and operated the great change: desire should no longer be understood as triggered by its objects or goals; it is to be regarded as libido. At the same time, Deleuze posited that such a great discovery remained captured in Freud’s works, when the subjective activity of desire (now renamed libido) took its place among the subjective representations of the family and of Oedipal complex (DELEUZE, G. 2005). Ontologization of desire as lack and familiarization of desire are two central issues to be reconsidered (denaturalizing its effects of truth) in order to apply psychoanalytical tools to think collective actions. 

               In this context, ontologization of desire as lack should be understood as a reductive operation. It establishes that one of the possible dimensions of desire (we desire what we lack) constitutes the essential characteristic of desire. In this sense, it might be helpful to pinpoint a few items that will enable us to briefly trace the genealogy of this ontologization. 

          Genealogizing the notion of desire as lack involves considering the marks of “inherited thought” on current knowledge. Such is the name given by C. Castoriadis to a philosophical tradition that focused on the problems posed by representation and could not then think of the importance of what the collective imaginary may invent (CASTORIADIS, C.; 2002).

            It also involves de denaturalization of an historical episteme: the world is made of essences and appearances. Absolute, everlasting, perpetual essences and imperfect deceitful appearances constitute the world of the senses as a thwarted reflection of the world of ideas.


From a different philosophical stance, Gilles Deleuze also remarks that the Aristotelian-Platonic tradition established that Philosophy had closed its realms around the sphere of representation. He also points out some of the effects stemming from the fact that representation is defined by its reference to the model rather than by its relation to the object (DELEUZE, G.; 1970). From this perspective, human beings would be flawed copies of the original idea or, at a later historical time, of a God (creator) that made Man in His own image.

               For Aristotelian-Platonic thought, human beings would be flawed copies of the original idea or subsequently of god. Christianity brought together flaw and guilt. After that, the government of the Christian Pastoral added atonement and resignation ideas. In this way the flaw-guilt-atonement-resignation series was instituted. Desire thought as lack would account for humans’ impossible yearning after reaching the perfection and wholeness of the Idea-God. Hence the place of castration becomes inherent to desire. In the history of Philosophy these ideas have insisted from Plato to Hegel. 


The flaw-guilt-atonement-resignation series has been very functional to power dispositifs. Power strategies, in which the lineage of lack-castration works producing subjectivity, remained invisible too. Along these lines, we may well remember Spinoza’s warning (taken up by Deleuze) (DELEUZE, G.; 2003) that the sad passions are necessary for the tyrant to exercise his power. 


It is striking that, in order to think about desire, both Nietzsche’s proposal to reverse Platonism and Spinoza’s question about what a body might point to the idea of desire as force or potentia rather than to the desire as lack. From this viewpoint, desire is regarded as a productive power or potentia urging to action, as a force that sets bodies in action. Thus, the conceptualization of the notion of desire will depend on the philosophical lineage chosen. 


It is to be noticed that most psychoanalytic authors have insisted on the lack– castration – frustration series, while few have laid emphasis on the jubilant series. In a paper about psychoanalytic contributions to the issue of submissiveness, Radmila Zygouris, one of Lacan’s first disciples, wonders why joy, which appears as early as anxiety does, was in fact kept away from psychoanalytic theories (ZYGOURIS, R.; 2005). R. Zygouris finds three exceptions to this: a) Freud’s fort-da discovery. In order to overcome its dependence, at the infans stage the child does not cry as it throws the spool away from it; it rejoices. b) the mirror stage, during which the child experiences joy and exultation at its total body autonomy and the novelty of that experience. Lacan called this “jubilant assumption.” c) the creation of the transitional object and the game area. Winnicott stated that the transitional object is the purest invention of the psyche to cathexisize, appropriate, and resignify some object in its environment.

         As can be noticed, all three instances of jubilant series entail bodies in action, imagination of new actions and practices, invention of new significations and creation of spaces of autonomy or freedom. It could be said that these are the basic requirements for joy. Certainly, in these drab times, it is not saying little. (FERNÁNDEZ, A. M.; 2007-b)

V. On bodies

      If thinking desire productions implies thinking bodies in action, it becomes necessary to include some elucidations about how bodies have historically been thought and to introduce some of Lacan’s ideas on this subject.

     Taking up again genealogic criteria, we can say that ever since the early division of the Human Sciences into disciplines it would seem as if bodies, their affections (DELEUZE, G.; 2001) and intensities (DELEUZE, G.; 1995), have constituted themselves in the unthought realm of language. Two operations appear to have taken place simultaneously. Bodies were thought as self-contained units and, in turn, when the body-organism was thought as a biological system, it became split from the soul, from thought, and from language. Thus bodies turned into one of the most striking unthought realms of thought and language (FERNÁNDEZ, A. M.; 2007-a).
     One of J. Lacan’s greatest contributions has been to think the unconscious as the place of connection and differentiation for two different kinds of signs that, on the one hand refer to the field of sense and on the other hand to the field of jouissance (LACAN, J., 2008), (ZARKA, Y. C., 2004). Once Lacan´s notion of the unconscious was instituted, it stands to reason that language –its constituent –cannot be regarded as a mere system of linguistic signs. It composes a specific blend of both types of signs, always incomplete and inconsistent.  This prompts the need to think the intrinsic articulation of signifier and a-signifier elements in productions of subjectivities. These two types of signs connect two heterogeneous fields: that of sense and that of jouissance. The relation between both fields is, at one and the same time, of union and separation. By connecting to or replacing one another, some signs produce effects of signification: these signs are signifiers. There are other signs that make inscriptions on bodies, even when they lack of signification. They are meaningless traits, traces and marks that repeat their illegible strokes. They are landmarks of the drive that make up the libidinal base of what is human; here, we are speaking about jouissance (LACAN, J. 1971-1972). To Lacan, jouissance is always jouissance of the body. Although the “language-bath” comes first, language cannot signify the body completely. Jouissance and sense do not operate as parallel series, but intertwine with and disentangle from each other in mutually implicating nets of uncertain cartographies.
 
Jouissance pervades language to the extent that it disrupts the possibility of thinking the signifier as a mere linguistic unit. Freud’s invention of the unconscious and even more so J. Lacan’s reformulation of it had problematized the “modern” way of thinking knowledge relations: the knowledge relations between the conscious subject and objects. The productions of the unconscious have highlighted that "the subject" is always evanescent and never gets to capture “the object”. This object as such is always lost and never found. 

J. Lacan insisted that jouissance is always of a body. Jouissance is hugging it, holding it tight, turning it to pieces (LACAN, J. 1971) but, as has already been said, language fails to signify it completely. The notion of corps morcelé had already installed the idea of a fragmented body that would become a coherently unified whole only in the imaginary register. Deploying Lacan’s theory on the subject lies beyond the scope of this work, but it is important to assemble these issues in order to move on toward our own thoughts about bodies in collective situations.   
How to think, then, bodies that disassemble a state of wholeness, surpass language, move among-other-bodies, put themselves in action with-other-bodies? How to think these intensities crescendos that produce affections but put no words?
To think bodies as machinistic intensities (DELEUZE, G., GUATTARI, F.; 1994) operating in the production of subjectivity leads to theoretical problems worth highlighting. As they always operate among other bodies, they always imply collective logic operations. To think intensity as a way of action, in which bodies move within a countable number of people (where bodies are perceptible) (FERNÁNDEZ, A. M.; 1986), makes it necessary, once again, to appeal to dedisciplinary resources. At the same time, we have to point out the complexities involved in current debates of the philosophical issue of intensity. According to M. Foucault in his praising comments on Deleuze's work (FOUCAULT, M.; 1995-b) this is no way a minor matter within philosophical thought. He declares that thinking intensities and affections calls for tools that may operate on and refute all metaphysics of identity and lead to think of differences of differences; that is to say, multiplicities. It is not a mere coincidence that he cite famous names in 20th century art; names that broke with the forms of their time and opened our minds to the Philosophy of Surface. Quoting Foucault:
“To think intensity –its free differences and repetitions –is no insignificant philosophical revolution. It is about refusing the negative (a way to reduce what is different to zero, to vacuum, to nothingness); it is about rejecting once and for all the philosophies of identity and of contradiction, metaphysics and dialectics, Aristotle alongside with Hegel. It is about reducing the prestige of what is recognizable (which enables knowledge to find identity again under diverse repetitions and from the difference brings out the common core that keeps reappearing); it is about rejecting once and for all the philosophies of evidence and of conscience, of rejecting Husserl as well as Descartes. In brief, it is about recusing the great Sameness that, from Plato to Heidegger, has not ceased to imprison Western metaphysics.
     It is about setting ourselves free to think and love what has been roaring in our universe since Nietzsche; reckless differences and repetitions without origin that shake our old, extinct volcano, that have exploded in our literature since Mallarmé, that have cracked and multiplied our painting (Rothko’s divisions, Notan’s grooves, Warhol’s modified repetitions), that ever since Webern have definitively broken the solid line of music, that announce all historical ruptures in our world. In sum, it is about thinking the differences of today, it is about thinking of today as differences of differences” (FOUCAULT, M., 1994, p. 86)
 
According Foucault, if we may state that bodies have constituted the unthought realms of language, we could also say that intensities have composed the unthought realms of representation.

VI. Collective actions 


Recapitulating the above, if the subject of desire can refuse to subject herself to unbearable realities, if desire implies inventing practices and creating new significations, and if joy expresses an enlargement of the autonomy’s boundaries, how can we use these conceptual tools to inquire into collective hopes today? Today, when utopias about happy, egalitarian worlds no longer work as motors for social change. 

           The libertarian-and-egalitarian political utopias that engineered the revolutions of the 19th and 20th centuries blended the power of uprisings through a specific narrative: the “revolutionary utopia” which became a fundamental dogma since Marxism inspires those revolutions. In such a blend, utopian narratives took on the dynamics of the uprisings, while the utopias endowed the uprisings with a sense of direction. (BACZKO, B.; 1991) B. Baczko has remarked that this point has been interrogated by G. Sorel in his critical work about Marxism. Early, in 1908 he pointed that blend was a way to discipline the revolts and to burocratize the revolutionaries processes. 


Nowadays, the utter exhaustion of modern revolutionary imaginaries and practices deployed from the French Revolution to the fall of the Berlin Wall shows that this historical connection between the power of uprisings and libertarian egalitarian utopias has broken up.

          If utopian modes no longer direct uprisings, how do contemporary collective human forces of desire express themselves? Watching how Latin American social movements resist today the enforcement of neoliberal policies, we can see that they have not abandoned their collective hopes for more egalitarian worlds. As they say in their very mottos: “a different world is possible”, “a world that can contain many worlds”, “to occupy, to resist, and to produce”, etc.

          The disruptive capacity of actions by movements such as Porto Alegre’s  Social Forum, Brazil’s Landless Workers, Mexico’s Zapatistas, Originary Peoples (particularly in Bolivia and Ecuador), Argentina’s H.I.J.O.S. de desaparecidos (Children of the disappeared), some unemployed people’s organizations, and the country’s recovered enterprises speak of network action that do not follow guidelines issued from a centralizing utopian thought. This is quite an achievement in Latin America. 

              At the same time, the forms of political organization that they invent make clear their distrust and rejection of representative systems, political parties, classic trade unions, etc. Many of their choices of political construction privilege direct democracy, horizontalism, and self-management. Decisions are made in self-managed assemblies. They gather from a wide diversity of political stances. Rather than emphasize “their” difference, they think and act highlighting the importance of diversity in the making of their collectives. They self-manage territorial practices and production undertakings; that is to say that they have dispensed with supervisors, managers, delegates, and bosses (FERNÁNDEZ, A. M.; 2008). Rather, these movements take action in territorial practices that transform their daily realities here and now (ZIBECHI, R.: 2008).


In the face of the “unbearable realities” that today define Latin America as the most unequal region in the world, the force of desire evidenced by these social and political movements seems to have blended with a variety of modes of action that operate collectively in order to change their conditions of existence here and now. These movements are territorial. They take abandoned properties and they made them work: plots of land to sow, houses to occupy, factories to successfully produce. Not only do they resist but also invent worlds, small worlds, but of their own (FERNANDEZ, A. M.; 2009-a).


Summing up, the collectives’ forces of desire adopt different sociohistorical forms. The way in which force and form are articulated will determine the particular characteristics of every historical moment and social movement. These particular characteristics cannot and should not be essentialized. It will be necessary to examine their specific modes case by case. Generally speaking, neither Political Theory nor classic leftist movements have duly valued these manners of political behavior. Likewise, post-modern stances seem to have hastened to announce the death of collective dreams.
In regard to this, we have been fortunate enough to witness how Argentinean factories without bosses (FERNÁNDEZ, A. M.; 2008) have stretched the boundaries of what has been imagined as possible in absolutely extreme conditions. Facts have forcefully proved that moving forward the boundaries implies, in this collective way, recovering forces of desire. They create increasingly free ways of working, thinking, being...
 

In our days geopolitical and economic strategies globalize production and concentrate capital. At the same time, biolopolitical dispositifs (FOUCAULT, M.; 2007) of isolation and vulnerabilization are essential for the reproduction of those strategies. The factory of solitude separates and isolates everyone from her own power. I become more and more separated from the others. Every time I think that I am capable of less, and I keep doing less, longing for less. In the other hand, those deprived from equality are inventing other ways to live. Hence the importance of enquiring into these collective logic systems.  (FERNÁNDEZ, A. M.; 2007-a).

These new manners of grouping together show once again that it is always possible to put to work vanishing lines (DELEUZE, G., GUATTARI, F.; 1994) in front of the dominant powers. Spinoza posited that in the face of the sad passions (those imposed by the tyrant to subdue his subjects) it is necessary to create joyful passions (DELEUZE, G.; 2003). A record of one’s own powers is critical to this purpose. Such a record is never kept in solitude: it is composed with others, among-others, among-many. Such a record is never kept without joyfully passionate bodies The factories without bosses are an example of this (FERNÁNDEZ, A. M; 2009-a).

These collective logic systems, these territorial policies, often have to do with timeless strategies, in which calendars do not count. It doesn’t mean there’s no hurry, but that these strategies are permanen. It is not about some utopian future, but about com-possible existentiaries (FERNÁNDEZ, A. M.; 2009-b). In no way does the com-possible mean adapting to the possible. Rather, the idea is to move forward its boundaries. As it’s been said, it’s not only about resisting. These experiences make it evident the importance of resist inventing. That blend of resistance and collective invention becomes possible only because collective forces of desire are running.  This allows them to create increasingly free ways of loving, working, being, thinking... among-some, among- many. 

VII. New tools…

From this perspective, important possibilities open up for the contributions of Psychoanalysis to Critical Social Theory. 

This will make necessary to de-discipline (de-dogmatize) the field of knowledge and practices, and to put to work transdisciplinarian ways of thinking its conceptual contributions. Thus, Psychoanalysis will share spaces with another discipline’s contributions, all of them in a “tool-box”. (FOUCAULT, M.; 1980) Foucault’s idea of “tool-box” becomes central for a transdisciplinarian way of thinking. It implies putting at work some discipline’s concepts as instruments or tools in new fields of knowledge.

It assumes to establish clear differences between this and others multi-disciplinarian ways to work that a) apply theories as conceptual systems in toto, b) operate as world’s views, c) consider its discipline’s concepts as human grounds, the final ratio that would make possible the comprehension of social-human beings’ behaviors.

In order to be able to use then conceptual tools instead of theoretical systems, it has been offered in this paper a methodological criteria configured by elucidation, genealogization and problematizing strategies.

 
Applied to what we have discussed, it means to renounce psychologizing History. This will enable Psychoanalysis to offer transdisciplinarian fields, new tools to analyze, for each particular situation, how the forces of desire are always working in sociohistorical transformations. In this way, new links may be thought between Desire and History and between Psychoanalysis and Politics.
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� My translation of Spanish version.


� My translation from the Spanish version.


� The recovery of factories and companies by their workers took place in Argentina after the economic crisis and revolts of December, 2001. These revolts sparked collective actions in different social spaces (i.e.: movements of unemployed workers and neighborhood assemblies) and accelerated factory takeovers by workers, who decided to run the factories themselves relying on their own resources. Most of these factories are now being run as self-managed cooperatives by their workers. By means of self-management and collective decision-making, those companies abandoned or bankrupted by their owners, have become productive and profitable once again. Nearly all are working today and they have consolidated their client portfolios, increased their salaries, created new jobs, and some even export their products.  To put the phenomenon in numbers, about 220 factories have been recovered and roughly 15,000 workers are working in them. Many of them have hired new workers. The most successful ones had inaugurated cultural centers, libraries, schools for their workers and for students who have been excluded from the formal educational system, etc. These are the matters of facts why we are able to state in this paper that they not only resist, that they have invented other factories; that they are building other ways of living, other ways of being.
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