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CHAPTER 1
APOCALYPTIC TONE RECENTLY ADOPTED IN POLITICS

Umesh Daivagna Professor
Department of ISME,ATLAS SkillTech University, Mumbai, India
Email Id-umesh.daivagna@atlasuniversity.edu.in

ABSTRACT:

In recent years, a discernible shift has emerged in the political discourse of various nations,
marked by the adoption of an apocalyptic tone. This phenomenon is characterized by leaders
and political figures employing rhetoric that emphasizes imminent existential threats,
catastrophic consequences, and a sense of urgency to galvanize public opinion. This paper
seeks to explore the prevalence, origins, and implications of the apocalyptic tone in
contemporary politics. The study delves into the historical context of apocalyptic rhetoric,
tracing its roots to religious, cultural, and psychological sources. Drawing on a
multidisciplinary approach, it examines how political leaders strategically utilize apocalyptic
language to shape public perceptions, influence policy decisions, and consolidate power.
Additionally, the paper investigates the impact of this tone on civic engagement, polarization,
and the erosion of trust in political institutions. Through a comprehensive analysis of case
studies from diverse political landscapes, the research aims to identify patterns and variations
in the adoption of apocalyptic rhetoric. Furthermore, it explores the ethical considerations
surrounding the use of fear-inducing language in political communication and the potential
consequences for democratic norms and values.

KEYWORDS:
Chaos, Crisis, Doom, Emergency, Fear, Catastrophe.
INTRODUCTION

The world is becoming more connected, but it's also experiencing more fighting, pain,
sadness, and unfair treatment. There are many reasons to find a safe place away from the
control of today's powerful rulers or from spiritual values that can help us in our lives and
guide our political actions. Globalization has made the world more connected and shared. We
all have to live in this world, and it has a big impact on us. It has both good and bad effects,
and we can't escape from it. Give up the idea of being purely political and having superior
morals. Don't try to stay outside of it all. This realization should just be a step towards
making a different plan. In this article, we talk about how to behave ethically in politics and
how to create a global democracy. "Becoming a prince" means many people learning how to
govern themselves and creating long-lasting ways for everyone to work together in a
democracy. It's hard to see what we all have in common because we are focused on today's
popular beliefs. In recent years, many governments have tried to make things that are usually
shared, like information and ideas, into things that can be owned by individuals or businesses.
For example, they have tried to make animals and plants into private property. We believe,
along with many others, that we should not allow privatization to happen.

The usual idea is that there are only two options: things that belong to individuals or things
that are controlled by the government. It doesn't consider the idea of things that are shared by
everyone. Yes, it is true that over time, the land on Earth has been divided into public and
private property through enclosures. This has caused common land systems, like those used
by indigenous civilizations in the Americas and in medieval Europe, to be destroyed. But
there is a lot in our world that is shared and available to everyone, and it gets better when
people get involved. Language, like facial expressions and body language, is usually shared
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by everyone. If language belonged to just one person or group, it would lose its ability to
express, create, and communicate. This example is not meant to make readers feel better
about the problems caused by rules and limits from the government and businesses. Instead, it
is meant to help readers see the things that everyone shares and what can be achieved by
working together. This is the first step in a plan to take back and grow the things that
everyone shares and their abilities. The choice between private and public seems limited, like
the choice between capitalism and socialism. Many people think the only way to fix problems
in a capitalist society is through government regulation and socialist economic management.
On the other hand, some believe socialist problems can only be solved through private
property and capitalist control. Socialism and capitalism are both about owning property and
don't include the idea of sharing things. The idea of making things shared, which we talk
about in this paper, doesn't fit into either of these ideas and creates a new way of thinking
about politics[1], [2].

Modern ways of making money and collecting wealth actually lead to the growth of resources
that everyone can use, even though they are focused on making things private. This is
because wealth is not just about controlling things, it also depends on the people who are
working to create it, even though they may not always agree with the way things are run.
Globalization makes capital control the entire world and shapes social life based on economic
value hierarchy. In the new ways of making things that use information and knowledge,
producers need a lot of freedom and access to things that everyone can use, like
communication networks and cultural information. New internet technology relies on having
access to code and information and being able to connect with others on open networks.
Simply put, all types of production in decentralized networks, whether or not they involve
computer technology, require freedom and access to shared resources. Also, the things that
are made, like ideas, pictures, and feelings, can be easily copied and are becoming more
common. This makes it hard for laws and money to control who owns them. This change is
already happening: the way things are made for money is starting to pave the way for a
society and economy based on things that everyone shares[3], [4].

The main focus of biopolitical production is not just making things for people to use or buy,
but also shaping the way people think and behave. This is the land where our moral and
political plan must start. How can we create ethical products when the way people think and
feel is always changing? Gilles Deleuze says we are part of the systems that control how we
think and act. If we want to make good choices within these systems, we need to focus on
how we change and grow, instead of just who we are. The important thing is not who we are
right now, but who we are growing into - that is, the other, our future selves. A major aspect
of political action today is the fight over who gets to control or decide our individual
development. Together, people create their own identities by sharing their unique
experiences. We often find that our words for politics aren't enough to understand the new
situations and opportunities in today's world. Sometimes we make up new words to deal with
this problem, but usually we try to bring back old political ideas that are not used anymore.
We do this because these old ideas have a lot of history and can change our understanding of
the world today. Two important ideas in this are poverty and love. Poverty was a big idea in
Europe a long time ago, but we are more interested in how poverty is today. Thinking about
poverty helps us question class differences and see how people work and earn money in new
ways. In this view, being poor is not just about not having enough, but about not having
opportunities. People who are poor, migrants, and insecure workers are often seen as left out
of society, but in reality, they are still part of the global system of production. Economic
numbers can show how many people are poor, but they don't tell us about their culture,
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languages, and new ideas. Our goal is to find ways to help poor people become more
productive and have more opportunities.

In the 1930s, Walter Benjamin understood how the idea of poverty was starting to change,
and he did it with his usual style and smarts. He finds the change, in a negative way, in the
experience of people who have seen destruction, especially from the First World War, which
puts us in a similar situation sees a chance for a new and positive kind of barbarism to come
out of the old ruins. Love is a way to avoid feeling lonely, but it's not just about being alone
with a partner or family, as some people believe. We need to change our understanding of
love in politics to focus on making things better for everyone. This means we have to forget
about what most people think love is and look at older ideas instead. For instance, Socrates
says in the Symposium that, according to Diotima, who taught him about love, love comes
from having little and being creative. He said that love naturally leads to beauty and wealth,
fulfilling desires. The French and Italian feminists believe that Plato misunderstood Diotima.
She shows us how to not seek beauty and wealth to escape from poverty and desire, but to
embrace our differences. Diotima's idea of love gives us a new understanding of wealth and
freedom.

Because poverty and love may seem too weak to overthrow the current leaders and create a
new project for everyone, we need to focus on the strength that drives them. This is partly a
strong idea. Immanuel Kant believed that Enlightenment is a powerful force that can get rid
of extreme and harmful beliefs, and can also overcome any control of what people think.
Jacques Derrida agrees with Kant that reason is important, but he also thinks that we should
have doubts and question things. He believes that reason can bring about big changes and that
it comes from the overlooked parts of history. We also think that it's important to use our
minds to overcome rigid thinking and hopelessness, but we also believe that we need to use
physical strength and take action in the world. Love must fight against the powerful leaders
and destroy their corrupt systems before it can make a new world where everyone shares
wealth[5], [6].

We will not come up with new ideas or definitions to force on everyone. Becoming the leader
of a lot of people depends on the choices that the group makes. We need to find the way for a
large group of people to start a revolution. We want to explore the way a society is organized
and governed, focusing on themes from classic books about government. We want to
emphasize the importance of recognizing the connection between the two parts of this idea.
We need to create and manage a world where we share resources and work together to make
things, and govern ourselves. The first part of the book talks about the history and philosophy
of the republic, modernity, and capital, and how they stop the development of the common.
In each place, we find different options that come from the many poor people and the
changes in modern society. The second part of the text is a study of the current situation and
how it relates to politics and money. We study how powerful countries and companies
control the world to understand how the majority of people are doing now and what they
could achieve in the future. Our study concludes by thinking about the ways that a revolution
could happen today and the steps it would need to take place. At the end of each section,
there is a conclusion that looks at the main issue from a different and more thoughtful
perspective.

We want our work to go in that direction, to change the feeling of having no purpose and to
help the many people be more productive and creative so they can make big changes in our
world and share wealth. We want to understand the event and also find the thing that will
make a big impact.
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DISCUSSION

Modern ideas about power are filled with fear of new empires and dictatorships. Sovereign
power and the state of exception explain everything. This means that rights are suspended
and a higher power takes over the law. Evidence shows that this kind of situation is easy to
find: violence is used first, before trying anything else, to solve problems within a country
and between countries; torture is used and even seen as okay; civilians are killed in battles
without being targeted; international laws are ignored; people's rights and protections are put
on hold. And the list of examples goes on and on[7], [8].

In everyday conversation, people often worry that new fascist movements are growing all
over the world. Many people talk about the United States. People often accuse the
government of being fascist, pointing to incidents like Abu Ghraib, Guantanamo, Faluja, and
the Patriot Act. Some people say the Israeli government is like a fascist government because
they are still in control of Gaza and the West Bank, they use assassinations and bulldozers as
a way to solve problems, and they have bombed Lebanon. Others use the term
"islamofascism" to refer to the religious governments and groups in the Muslim world. Yes,
many people use the word "fascism" to talk about a political system they hate. They use it to
mean "really bad. " But when they call something "fascist," they are focusing on the power
and force of the government, and ignoring the normal rules and laws and the influence of
money and property. In reality, the attention-grabbing events make people ignore the
everyday power structures that are always there.

The academic version of this apocalyptic talk is focused too much on the idea of power. The
sovereign is the person in charge, according to some writers. They say that the sovereign is
both part of and separate from the law. According to this view, modern power is still based
on religious ideas. It's not because divine authority has been made worldly, but because the
people in charge are seen as being above society and its rules. In some ways, this way of
thinking is similar to what Thomas Hobbes wrote about in his book Leviathan. But more
importantly, it is also similar to the discussions that happened in Europe in the 1930s,
especially in Germany, with carl Schmitt being a central figure. Just like in common
discussions, economic and legal structures of power are also hidden from view in this
context. These scary ideas about the end of the world and accusations of dictatorship make
people not want to be involved in politics. This power doesn't have the ability to free itself
even though it's currently unable to work. There is no chance of changing this powerful thing
to follow democratic rules. It should be stopped, broken, and that's it. One religious idea in
this belief about power is that it sees things in a very black and white way: we either accept
this higher power completely, or we completely go against it. It’s important to remember that
in the 1970s, some left-wing terrorist groups thought the government was like a fascist. They
believed that the only way to fight against it was to use violence. Today, some leftists talk
about a new fascism. They are very upset about it and feel like there is nothing they can do.
They believe that you can't talk to a fascist government because they only understand
violence.

The main type of power we face today is not as dramatic or evil, but rather ordinary and
every day. We should not mix up politics with religion. The most common form of power
today is closely connected to laws and government institutions. This power is based on both
following the law and protecting property. In other words, politics is not separate from the
economy and the law. This kind of power is not unusual or special. It's hard to notice,
understand, and question because it seems natural and works without us even realizing it. Our
first job will be to show how sovereignty, law, and money are closely connected[9], [10].
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We need someone to do for modern political ideas what Euhemerus did for ancient Greek
mythology in the fourth century BC. Euhemerus said that the myths about gods are really just
stories about things that people did in the past. Over time, these stories got more exaggerated
and turned into stories about gods. Today, believers think there is a powerful force above us
on the mountains, but really the most powerful forces are right here in our world. A new way
of thinking about politics could help people stop believing in power from the sky and see the
power structures on earth.

If we ignore the religious and end of the world ideas in modern theories of sovereignty, and
focus on how power works in society, we can understand it better. In simple terms, we can
see this change in perspective as a shift from looking at things from a higher point of view to
examining the basic principles. Immanuel Kant's "copernican revolution" in philosophy
changed the way people thought. It stopped all the old ideas about using reason and
understanding to connect with things that are beyond this world. Philosophy should try to
uncover the hidden patterns in our thoughts and experiences. I call any thinking about how
we know things "transcendental". This thinking is not just about the things we know but also
about how we know them before we experience them. Kant's transcendental thinking is not
just about what we experience, but also about how we experience it. He says that this special
place is where the things that make knowledge and experience possible are found[11], [12].

While Kant's review is about thinking and understanding, ours is about control and influence.
Like Kant changed the way people think about philosophy, we need to move past the idea
that having power over exceptions is a leftover from old ideas about the king's rights. We
need to concentrate on the highest level of power, where law and money are the most
important things. These powerful forces make people obey by shaping the way society works,
instead of just using orders from a ruler or physical force. Many legal thinkers, like Hans
Kelsen and John Rawls, believed that law is like a higher power. They used Kantian ideas to
develop legal theories. They also thought that the idea of owning property is important for
how we think and act. This idea shapes how we govern our countries and make laws. This is
not really a historical reason, but rather a moral duty, an important part of the moral rules.
The idea of being an individual is based on what you have, not just who you are. Instead of
having a deep connection to something bigger, it means having things or property. Today, it's
often seen as being a shareholder. Basically, the idea is that when we think about individual
people, we also think about the importance of owning property. This is connected to the way
laws are made. It's like saying there are some special rules that are part of the overall rules.

Capital also acts as a way for people to control others. It makes rules about how money and
business work, which can create unfair systems where some people have power over others.
In a capitalist society, a few people have a lot of property and power, while most people have
to work to support themselves. Many people are left out and not treated fairly. These things
are seen as basic and necessary in a capitalist society. It is hard to see this as violence because
it is so common and it is done without any personal connection. The control and exploitation
by capitalists mostly depends on invisible rules inside people's minds, not on an outside
power.

In the same way Kant argued, our critique must explain how money and laws are connected
and work together to shape the conditions for social life in all its aspects. This is what we
refer to as the republic of property. However, our interpretation of Kant is not accurate and
biased, and does not align with his work. We agree with his way of thinking and understand
that it matches the system of property and law. However, instead of supporting the idea of a
higher spiritual world, we want to question it. Kant does not want to get rid of the control of
money or the government. Alfred Sohn-Rethel believes that Kant, especially in the Critique
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of Pure Reason, tries to show that bourgeois society is completely normal. This makes its
systems of power and property seem natural and needed.

However, we are not really arguing with Kant. We just want to use the tools he gives us to
stand up to the most powerful people today. Finally, we need to emphasize how the practical
impact of this important criticism of the ownership of property can help people overcome
feeling powerless and resigned when it comes to analyzing sovereignty and fascism. We are
critiquing capital and the republican constitution as powerful forms, but that doesn't mean we
completely reject them or totally agree with them. We don't agree with this and we are trying
to change it. We want to free up the things that show a future where everyone has a say,
especially the workers who are stuck in the current system and the large group of people who
are controlled by it. This type of critique is not about going back to the past or starting from
scratch in the future. Instead, it is about transforming and creating a new society within the
existing one.

Republican Rights of Property

In his old age, Thomas Jefferson thought about the beginning of the American Revolution.
He said, "We thought everything was republican, as long as it wasn't a monarchy. " The term
had a lot of different meanings during the English and French revolutions. However, one
particular definition of modern republicanism eventually became the most accepted: a
republicanism that is based on the rule of property and the protection of private property
rights, which does not prioritize or include those without property. It thinks that people who
don't own property are just tools with hands and souls that are not valued. He says that a
republic doesn't have to be about owning property, and we could come up with other ideas for
a republic that don't depend on property. Our point is that the idea of owning property
became the most important idea historically. The English, American, and French revolutions
show how the idea of owning property became more important and solidified. In every
situation, setting up the system of laws and rules helped protect and make private property
lawful. Later in this chapter, we will discuss how the democratic processes of the English
Revolution were stopped by the issue of property: the rich people fought against the poor
people. But for now, we will talk about the role of property in the U. SThe revolutions in
France and in the country of France.

Only ten years after America became independent, the Federalist debates about making the
constitution contradicted the original idea of self-government that the Declaration of
Independence had. The constitution's power is limited by the right to property. Legal experts
say that behind every official constitution is a "material" one. This material constitution is the
underlying power relationships that shape the written constitution and set the boundaries for
laws, legal interpretation, and executive decisions within a specific system. The right to own
property, including the rights of slave owners, is the most important part of the U. SIt affects
all other rights and freedoms. People who live in a country or city. "The constitution," says
Charles Beard in his famous analysis, "was mainly about money and the idea that private
property rights are more important than government and cannot be changed by the majority
of people. " Some scholars disagree with Beard's idea that the people who wrote the
constitution were only looking out for their own money and property, but what is agreed upon
in his analysis is that the people in the debate thought the constitution was built on money
and property rights. "When people start to think that property is not as important as God's
laws, and there are no laws to protect property, chaos and unfair rule begin," explains John
Adams. Property rights in the constitution make it hard for people to use their power to form
and change the laws.
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In the United States, this tradition has nearly disappeared, and the Second Amendment now
means that everyone is against each other and should be suspicious of people trying to take
their things. The change in the right to own weapons to protect property leads to a complete
reversal of all the main ideas in the constitution. Freedom, which many say is a characteristic
of the United States. Political thought, instead of promoting justice, equality, and solidarity
like the French revolution, is now just defending capitalism. The focus on protecting property
is important and leads to a negative view of human nature. This idea becomes more important
during the debates about the constitution. James Madison also talks about how government is
a result of human nature and the need to control it because people are not perfect. Freedom is
like a shield that protects us from our natural conflicts turning into fights between people.
However, the main idea here is that people fight over who owns things. The person with a
weapon is the only one who can protect that freedom. During the French Revolution, people
cared a lot about owning things. Property rights became very important and caused a lot of
conflict and violence. An easy look at the different French constitutions between 1789 and
1795 shows that the ideas about how to govern the country are always influenced by what
people own. A deeper and more complicated understanding of the importance of property in
the republic becomes clear when we look at how the old idea of "real rights" the right to own
things was rediscovered during the French Revolution. These "real rights," especially
property rights, are no longer the same as those from the past. They don't create a fixed set of
values and institutions that give certain people privilege and exclude others. In the French
Revolution, new rights were created based on the importance of work. In France, just like in
all the revolutions led by the middle class, these actual rights have a strange connection to the
new capitalist beliefs.

Real rights are becoming more important than universal rights. Universal rights were more
important in the past. Owning things shows that people can change and use nature for their
own needs. The 1795 constitution, in Article 5, says that people have the right to use and
enjoy their own possessions, money, and the things they make. As the revolution goes on, the
focus changes from the general will to the rights and rules about property. "Real rights, like
rental income, are different from dynamic rights that come from labor. At first, dynamic
rights seemed more important during the revolution, but later real rights became more
powerful and central. Real estate and human ownership, which seemed old-fashioned ways
of doing business at first. Furthermore, when the right to own things becomes important again
in the new rights supported by the bourgeois revolutions, it is not just a basic right but
becomes the example for all important rights. Article 544 of the 1804 code civil says that
being the owner of something means you can use it and control it however you want, as long
as it's not against the law. In European political thought from Locke to Hegel, the idea that
people have the absolute right to own things becomes the foundation of the free individual as
defined by the law.

The importance of property in the republican constitution can be seen when we look at the
Haitian Revolution and how much people did not like it. The Haitian revolutionaries freed the
slaves and should be seen as more advanced in their fight for freedom compared to those in
Europe or North America. However, most people in the 1700s and 1800s did not support the
Haitian Revolution and tried to stop it. For the next 200 years, historians have left Haiti out of
the important revolutions in history, so much so that people have forgotten about it. The
Haitian Revolution was something nobody believed would happen from the perspective of
Europe and the United States. This was mostly because of the belief that one race is better
than another, but also because it went against the idea of owning property. This is how it
works: The republic should protect people's belongings, like slaves. So, republicanism should
not support freeing the slaves. In Haiti, the government says it values freedom and equality,
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but really it cares more about property rights. So, property rights are more important than
freedom and equality in Haiti. This shows that the Haitian Revolution is not seen as important
to republicanism because it challenges the idea of property and who belongs to the republic.
It might be better to not include Haiti in the list of revolutions that created republics. This is
not because the Haitian Revolution is not worthy of the spirit of republicanism, but actually
because republicanism does not fully represent the spirit of freedom and equality that was
part of the Haitian rebellion against slavery.

Property ownership is very important in all the history of how countries took control of other
countries. Whenever a European country introduces new ways of governing its colonies in
the name of being sensible, effective, and following the law, the most important thing they set
up is the protection of property. This can be seen in the "Permanent Settlement" in Bengal set
up by British colonial authorities and East India Company administrators in the late 1700s. It
was meant to protect property, especially land, and strengthen the position of the zamindar,
the wealthy landowners in Bengal. It also helped to establish a system for collecting taxes and
revenue. RanajitGuha was surprised that the English, who were supporters of the French
Revolution, could come up with a feudal land agreement. Guha thinks that when European
rulers take over new lands, they give up their beliefs in democracy in order to gain power.
But really, they are just bringing the idea of property rights to these new places. They believe
so strongly in the importance of property that they don't question spreading this idea in the
new territories.

CONCLUSION

The use of extreme and scary language in modern politics has had a big impact on how
democratic societies work. Our research shows that political leaders use scary language to
make people feel strong emotions, influence what people think, and push their plans forward.
The origins of apocalyptic talk are based in religion, culture, and the mind, showing why it
continues to be popular with different groups of people. This research has shown how the
apocalyptic tone affects people's involvement in community activities, division, and
confidence in government. Making people feel afraid and like they need to act quickly often
causes them to strongly support their own political group, based more on feelings than careful
thinking. This division can make it harder for people to talk to each other and work together,
which can be a problem for democracy. Furthermore, we must also think about the right and
wrong of using extreme language. Political leaders say they need to use strong language to
show how serious some problems are. But this can make people wonder if they are using
their power in a good way and if they are trying to influence how people feel.
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ABSTRACT:

The Marxist critique of property constitutes a foundational pillar of Karl Marx's socio-
political philosophy, offering a comprehensive analysis of the role property plays in shaping
societal structures and relations. This paper delves into the core tenets of the Marxist critique,
examining the intricate connections between property ownership, class struggle, and the
perpetuation of socio-economic inequalities. The study begins by elucidating Marx's
historical materialism, emphasizing the dialectical relationship between the means of
production, property relations, and the emergence of distinct social classes. Central to the
analysis is the exploration of the concept of private property as a key instrument of
exploitation, wherein the bourgeoisie, as the ruling class, exercises control over the means of
production to the detriment of the proletariat. Furthermore, the research dissects Marx's
critique of commodity fetishism, unveiling how the capitalist mode of production transforms
social relationships into commodity relations. Through this lens, property becomes a locus of
alienation, fostering a system that estranges individuals from the products of their labor and
from each other.
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INTRODUCTION

Kant is seen as a leader of the country where people own things. This is not because of his
political or economic ideas, but because of the influence he has in his philosophical and
knowledge-seeking work. We want to use Kant's method of thinking carefully, but we're
going to do it in a different way, not how he originally intended. We believe in a political
project that challenges the powerful government and their control over property. Instead, we
support the influence of social life in creating a democracy. Our important project is not just
about rejecting the ways power works and using violence against it. Saying no is an important
reaction to being controlled, but it's not enough. Sometimes using force can be necessary to
fight back against the power that is controlling us. But reacting with violence doesn't solve
anything. Instead, we should learn to control our natural instincts and turn refusal into
standing up for ourselves and violence into using power wisely. Quick reactions come from
instinct, but using force comes from facing the truth and learning to use our political instincts
and habits, and our imaginations and desires. More importantly, resistance and the organized
use of force go beyond just reacting against power. It also involves working together to create
a different way of living in society[1], [2].

The importance of creating new things and being organized leads us to think about Kant's
ideas. Kant's writings also talk about a different way of doing things, which doesn't rely on
modern power and authority. This idea is clear in Kant's short text "An Answer to the
Question: 'What is Enlightenment. ""He says that we need to stop depending on authority
figures to think for us and start thinking for ourselves. Kant calls this "dare to know". But as
he explains more, it becomes unclear what exactly he means by Enlightenment[3], [4].
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However, Kant suggests that the Enlightenment idea of "dare to know" also means "know
how to dare. This shows that thinking, speaking, and acting independently takes courage and
boldness, and comes with risks. This is the side of Kant that is usually hidden in his writing
but sometimes shows with a strong and powerful force. Here, reason is no longer the main
thing that supports authority and duty in society. Instead, it is seen as a force that disobeys
and rebels against the current rules and finds new ways of doing things. Why should we
bother thinking for ourselves if our ideas are just going to be silenced by obedience? Kant's
critical method looks at the conditions for our knowledge and experiences, but also looks at
human power and creativity as a way to make the world better without being controlled by
politics. The main Kant helps to keep things in order in the republic of property, while the
minor Kant breaks it down, allowing for changes and new ideas to come about in the
biopolitical plane. This idea by Kant helps us see the difference between two political
choices. Today, social democracy theorists follow Kant's ideas about reason and
Enlightenment in politics, but they don't take risks to find out things and act on what they
know.

Jiirgen Habermas and John Rawls want to keep society organized based on certain rules and
ideas. At the beginning of their careers, Habermas and Rawls both came up with new ideas
for changing society. Habermas focused on the idea that people working together can create
big changes, and Rawls believed that social decisions should help those who are the most
disadvantaged. These ideas propose changes in society. During their careers, these
opportunities to change society and personal abilities are reduced or given up entirely.
Habermas's ideas about how people communicate and act help shape how society works, and
can sometimes support the current social order. Rawls creates a formal way of making
decisions that focuses on keeping society balanced. This way of deciding things doesn't take
personal feelings or changes into account. Habermas and Rawls' version of social democracy
is similar to Kant's Enlightenment idea. However, it still supports the current social order.

Anthony Giddens and Ulrich Beck suggest a type of social democracy that is based on real-
life evidence and practical solutions. Habermas and Rawls start from outside society, while
Giddens and Beck start from inside. Giddens tries to understand society by looking at real-
life experiences and working towards making changes. He starts at the social level and aims
to reach a deeper understanding. Ulrich Beck, unlike Giddens and other social democratic
theorists, is ready to face the real challenges and complexities of society, including its
uncertainties and fears. Beck can understand how workers fight against the factory rules and
when factories shut down. He understands how the old way of working in factories is tiring,
but he doesn't really understand how new social changes are happening. His thoughts are
stopped by the unchangeable transcendental structure, which still influences his analysis in
the end. In Beck's opinion, modern society is moving towards hypermodernity, which is
really just a continuation of the main features of modern society.

Many modern thinkers who study globalization, like David Held, Joseph Stiglitz, and
Thomas Friedman, have similar social democratic views. The Kantian ideas are not as
powerful here, but these theorists believe in changing the global system without ever
questioning the way money and property are organized. Social democracy is about making
changes to society to make it more fair and equal. But sometimes these changes don't
question or even support the way things are owned and controlled. This means that social
democratic reformism fits well with the reformism of businesses and wealth. Social
democrats believe that their current project is not completed yet. They think that with more
time and effort, they can make the changes they want. But this is not true because the system
is blocked by some very important laws and property rights that cannot be changed. The
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social democrats follow Kant's important ideas and want to make society better. But, at the
same time, they want to keep everything in society the same.Changing or improving the way
property is owned in a country will not make everyone equal and free. It will only keep the
current unequal and unfree system in place. Robert Filmer, a clear writer from the 17th
century, says that freedom and owning things cannot go together. It's like trying to mix fire
and water.

These new Kantian ideas might seem okay, but they have caused harm in the past, especially
during the time when fascism was on the rise. Nobody is blameless when tragedies happen.
From the late 1800s to the 1920s and 1930s, neo-Kantianism was the main ideology of the
middle class and European politics. It was the only ideology that allowed for social
democratic reform. Mostly in Marburg and Heidelberg, but also in Oxford, Paris, Boston, and
Rome, many different interpretations of Kant's ideas were developed. Rarely has a concert of
ideas been so widespread and had such a big influence on an entire system of academic
disciplines. Business leaders and union members, people who like freedom and people who
like equality, were split into groups, some in charge and some following orders. However,
there was something really not right in this concert: a strong belief in the idea that society
will always improve and that people will become more rational. This belief didn't come from
a desire to change politics or be willing to fight for it. When fascism appeared, the deep
understanding of modernity was quickly forgotten. Do we need to feel sad about this? It
seems like modern social democratic thinkers don't have a better answer than those before
them to the problems we are facing. These problems are not the same as the ones in the
1930s. Instead of believing that things will always get better, we are ignoring the real ways to
make change and fighting against those in power who use violence to control us. We need to
break free from the rules of the past and do things differently[5], [6].

In the next few pages, we will explain the minor Kant's method, who believed that being
brave enough to learn also means knowing how to be brave. This is also an Enlightenment
idea, but it's based on a different way of thinking. It uses the idea of materialism and change
to resist, create and invent. The big Kant supports owning things, but the little Kant helps us
see how to get rid of it and build a democracy for everyone.

DISCUSSION

Karl Marx talks about the importance of private property in his early work, and how it is the
foundation of capitalist societies. The connection between money and rules creates a
powerful system that is both hard to understand and feels very real. Legal structures are like
ideas of how society should work, and they don't really care about the details of people's
lives. On the other hand, capitalist property is what determines how workers are treated and
used to make money. Both are complete social systems, spreading across all of society,
working together and holding together the ideas and real-life actions. Marx says that private
property is made up of labor and capital. Labor is the most important part of private property.
One thing is the work that people do, like making things or doing tasks. This passage is
talking about how work and the things we make are not connected to us, or nature, or our
thoughts and feelings. It also talks about how people who work feel like they are worth
nothing and don't really exist. It also talks about how the things we make become more
important than us and lose their individuality, and how owning things doesn't feel natural or
right anymore. Owning things in a capitalist system can lead to people being used for profit,
like they are just things to be bought and sold. It doesn't take into account the real struggles
and needs of people who don't have enough.
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Marx's way of looking at things in these early writings is strong, but it's not enough to
understand all the ways that property and laws affect people's lives. Many Marxist writers in
the 20th century argued that private property causes more than just legal problems. They said
it also leads to different ways people are oppressed and exploited in capitalist society. Louis
Althusser explains that there is a change in how people see things, and he describes it using
language and education terms as a change in Karl Marx's ideas from when he was young and
believed in helping people to when he was older and focused on the physical world. Althusser
understands that we can change the way we look at property. Instead of just seeing it as
something transcendental, we can analyze it in terms of how it is organized and used by
people in capitalist society. In this passage, criticism is elevated to the truth level and at the
same time replaced by politics as philosophy is replaced. Around the same time, Max
Horkheimer, Theodor Adorno, and other writers from the Frankfurt School, were studying
the conditions in the United States. The development of capitalism changes the way Marxism
thinks. It focuses on how the structure and way people think are connected, how new ideas
are made to control people, and how society is controlled by money. These different actions
make critique more focused on people's experiences and the physical world around them. It's
a change from thinking about critique as something separate to seeing it as part of everyday
life[7], [8].

This change is focused on a view that was hard to see in the Marxist tradition: the viewpoint
of people's physical bodies. We think that Althusser and the Frankfurt School don't
understand the full extent of this change. We believe that the real change happens in theory
developed by activists, not scholars. The magazines Socialismeoubarbarie in France and
Quadernirossi in Italy were some of the first in the 1960s to talk about how important it is to
consider the body in Marxist analysis. The studies of worker and peasant uprisings in the
South Asian journal Subaltern Studies are similar in many ways. Other Marxist studies
around the world also show similar experiences during this time. The main thing is to focus
on the problems faced by the people who are not treated well and who are taken advantage of.
This is important for all the connections between organizations and all the different ways that
society is organized. "Until now, we have studied money," Mario Tronti wrote in the early
1960s, "but from now on, we need to study the fights as the main driver of all historical
change. RanieroPanzieri, who is also important in Quadernirossi, said that even though
Marxism started as the study of society, the most important thing is to turn that viewpoint
into the study of revolution, not just politics. In Socialism or Barbarism, for another example,
Cornelius Castoriadis says that revolutionary research always has to follow and be changed
by the types of social movements. Finally, Hans-JurgenKrahl, during a very important talk in
the German socialist youth movements before 1968, says we need to forget about abstract
ideas and focus on real-life experiences when it comes to making changes.

This text talks about a manifesto from 1970 called "contribution to the awareness of a class
that will be the last. It's not the crazy ideas or fancy language that is interesting, but the fact
that it looks at how work is changing when immaterial production becomes more important
than other ways of making things valuable. This study of Situationist workers predicts how
society will change in the 21st century in some amazing ways. Working to create things that
you can't touch, like ideas or knowledge, always goes beyond the limits set on it and creates
desires and lives that keep growing. When making things that are not physical becomes the
most important, we have to look at all parts of the capitalist system in a new way. This might
be very different from how we have looked at things in the past. The change from capitalism
to communism is like freeing ourselves and creating a new world. By investigating workers,
we can make criticism revolutionary and bring back the ideas of Marx. This part of Marxist
theory talks about how the human body is important. It says that we shouldn't rely on rights
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and laws, and we need to have a political organization. This idea is similar to the changes that
happened during the Italian Renaissance. During the Renaissance, thinkers criticized the old
way of studying and tried new ways to learn about the world. They looked for animals in the
city to cut open and study with sharp tools to understand how bodies work. In the 1950s and
1960s, theorists needed to critique the Marxist tradition and connect it to real-life experiences
by studying factories and social movements[9], [10].

European Marxists have had different ideas about this passage. The basic history of
genealogy shows how workers have fought for better conditions at work and eventually
started fighting for other important issues in society. This expanded the scope of their
struggle and analysis to cover all aspects of life. The way people fight and compete with each
other is not just negative but also can lead to positive changes. This is important because it
helps us understand how politics and economics work, and can lead to new ideas for the
future. But other important ideas make European Marxist theorists think about bodies. The
work of Simone de Beauvoir and second-wave feminist thought, for example, focus on
differences between genders and hierarchies that are physical. Antiracism ideas from anti-
colonial fights made European Marxist theory consider the perspectives of people's bodies.
This includes understanding how power works and how people can fight for freedom. In the
1950s, Alain Resnais showed a different way of using the body in two of his films. Night and
Fog and Hiroshima mon amour are important for a generation of European thinkers because
they show the terrible things that happened in the Jewish Holocaust and the bombing of
Hiroshima in Japan. The threat and reality of killing lots of people makes us think about the
importance of life. This means that we can't talk about money and making more people
without thinking about the bodies of the people involved. Each viewpoint - feminism, anti-
racism, anti-colonialism, and awareness of genocide - makes Marxist theorists of that time
see that laboring bodies are turned into commodities, and gendered and racialized bodies are
also tortured. Many important studies about people feeling unhappy and poor have been
written. They show how colonialism and capitalism have caused a lot of harm to people.
These studies are like a big book about violence.

Even though capitalism was very successful in the 1960s and people were seen as just a part
of making things and their lives were only about buying and selling, this is when people
started to rebel against it during work and in their communities. This brings us back to the
basic need for property in society. It is the foundation of the republic. This is not unusual, but
it is a typical situation that shows how the social order is based on both spiritual and material
factors. The only way to challenge the control of the wealthy government is by using the
power of the people and their physical presence. Study of how bodies work Philosophy
doesn't always come late in the day like an owl to give insight into the past. Sometimes it
predicts what will happen in the future, and that is not always a positive thing. In Europe,
certain old-fashioned ideas have sometimes led to important historical events, like the rise of
fascist and totalitarian governments in the 1900s. For example, think about two writers who
were very influential in European thinking in the early 1900s and predicted the rise of
totalitarianism: Henri Bergson and Giovanni Gentile. Their work helps us understand another
important family history that takes us back to the study of bodies with a new and powerful
viewpoint[11], [12].

The main idea of this early twentieth-century European thought is to create a philosophy of
life that focuses on radical action. This idea has greatly influenced reactionary political
ideologies. Vitalism, which goes against traditional ways of thinking and Kantian liberal
ideology, has become popular because it aligns with the political and economic changes
happening at that time. The capitalist system is in trouble because workers are starting to
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rebel, and the values of capitalism are being challenged by chaos and uncertainty. The
capitalist belief system should go back to its start, reinforce its principles, validate its
authority to make decisions, and get rid of any barriers from systems that mediate social
interactions. This situation is good for a selfish and arrogant attitude. Vitalism, as described
by Bergson as a constant flow and Gentile as a way of thinking without negativity, is a strong
belief system for supporting a dominant will. Thinking about things in a deep way and
ignoring practical issues comes with consequences. The way people think about history has
changed to fit the idea of power and its purpose. Bergson dies as a Catholic and Gentile
becomes a fascist: that is how their ideas are remembered in history. When people think that
history is in danger because everything is seen as relative, they may turn to religious beliefs
or strong affirmations as the only other option.

The famous historians of the time are also stuck between two choices: either believing that
everything is relative or finding comfort in religion or willpower. The communication
between Wilhelm Dilthey and Graf Paul Vorck von Wartenburg in the late 1800s was clear
and straightforward. Vorck believes relativism means being critical and focused on material
possessions, while Dilthey sees it as a way to affirm life within history. This discussion
relates to how we understand knowledge and the connection between history and specific
events. In the tragedies of twentieth-century Europe, events and transcending beliefs took on
terrible forms in the long "European Civil War. Historicism just meant political confusion,
leading to different types of fascism and populism. The critical tradition being destroyed and
neo-Kantianism coming to an end are needed for certain ideas to become dominant in the
chaotic European cultural and political discussions.

Phenomenology comes up in this situation to make a change that goes against Plato's ideas,
against idealism, and most importantly against transcendental beliefs. Phenomenology tries to
move beyond doubt and relativism caused by post-Hegelian historicism. At the same time, it
aims to find how our ideas and concepts reflect real life and physical substance. Thinking
about the complicated ideas of Kantianism and the harmful effects of vitalism,
phenomenology moves away from abstract thinking and instead focuses on people's real
experiences. The strong point of twentieth-century phenomenology is its focus on concrete
and specific existence. This matches the change in Marxism we talked about before, from
criticizing ownership to criticizing people's physical selves.

Martin Heidegger shows one important way of studying how we experience things, but this
way doesn't talk about our bodies in the way we want to talk about them here. He often thinks
about how modern times have failed and destroyed its values. He brings phenomenology
back to old ideas about what exists. He doesn't want to recreate existence with human
abilities, but to think about our earthbound situation, how weak we are, and death. Everything
that is built and everything that comes from challenges and difficulties is made powerless and
left on the surface of existence. Heidegger brings in ideas from phenomenology like
Bergsonian vitalism, Gentile's voluntarism, and historicist relativism and says that they are
important for understanding how things are now. Heidegger's idea of Gelassenheit, letting go
and being less involved, brings back earlier ideas about being full of life and taking action,
but also tries to make excuses for fascism. "Reiner SchAfAlrmann didn't expect that after
reading Being and Time, Heidegger would give control of Da-sein to someone. This decision
affects Heidegger's ideas about humanity, religion, and popular opinion. The way
phenomenology changed philosophy by examining and appreciating bodies is not found in
Heidegger's work.

This Heidegger path is not as important as the phenomenology from Edmund Husserl to
Maurice Merleau-Ponty. Husserl spent his life trying to break the rules of the German
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academy and change the way people think about themselves. He wanted to show that people
are not just individuals, but also have a relationship with others. He believed that our ability
to know things comes from our intentions. Merleau-Ponty believes that being in the real
world means having a deep connection with other people and with the way we perceive
things and use language. And encountering different people always involves trying to find
things we have in common. Immanence is the main focus of philosophy, and it's different
from both metaphysical transcendence and epistemological transcendentalism. This is why
phenomenology and Marxist ideas about law, property rights, human rights, and identity
intersect in the work of Merleau-Ponty and others. Phenomenology is not the only way of
thinking in this time that ignores criticism of religious or spiritual things and focuses on the
importance of bodies. There are other similar ideas in materialist traditions that combine a
Spinozist ethical view with Nietzsche's criticisms of fixed values. But phenomenology
emphasizes more than others the important connection between the body and other people.

Studying the history of phenomenology through Merleau-Ponty's work helps us understand
Michel Foucault's work better. In his study of power, Foucault focuses on how it works and
advances important ideas about it. He believes that power is not just a concept, but something
that affects real people and their differences. Many people disagree with him when he says
that there is no central source of power, but instead, power is spread out in many smaller
ways all over the place. They think he is not being true to the ideas of Marxism. In our
opinion, Foucault's study of bodies and power in this part of his work, inspired by Merleau-
Ponty, succeeds in understanding some ideas that the young Marx couldn't fully grasp about
how important it is to connect the criticism of property and all the basic structures of
capitalist society to the study of bodies. Foucault pretends to be different things in his
relationship with Marxism, but it is still very deep.

CONCLUSION

Marxists believe that owning things can cause problems and they think it's important to
understand how ownership, social class, and society work together. As shown in this analysis,
Karl Marx talked about how having private property is a key part of how capitalism exploits
people. This reveals a complicated system of connections that are everywhere in modern
societies. Studying historical materialism shows how property and social classes are
connected. The bourgeoisie, who are rich, take advantage of their control over factories and
land, while the proletariat, who are poor, suffer because of it. This critique goes beyond just
money and trade. It looks at how people become too focused on buying things and how they
feel separated from their work and other people because of the way businesses work. During
this study, we see that the criticism of owning things by Marx is not only about the time it
first appeared in history. However, many people have continued to use it to look at ongoing
problems of unfairness in the economy and society. The idea that who owns things makes
some people rich and some people feel left out is still important in today's talks about fair
money and big changes.
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ABSTRACT:

The seventeenth-century perspectives on the concept of the multitude, draw connections
between political and physical bodies. Examining the works of prominent figures such as
Robert Filmer, Thomas Hobbes, and Robert Boyle, the analysis reveals the prevailing
negative perceptions of the multitude and its potential implications for political order. Amidst
the prevailing discourse, the study highlights the emergence of a counter-narrative led by
Baruch Spinoza, whose physics challenges atomistic views and champions the notion of an
inclusive multitude as a complex, mixed body. The term "multitude," frequently preceded by
derogatory adjectives in the dominant discourse, is dissected to unveil its origins in
seventeenth-century England and its association with an open, inclusive social body. The
study uncovers political debates, such as the Putney Debates, where the concept of the
multitude emerges as a potent threat to established systems of property and governance.
Through the lens of physics, particularly the works of Boyle and Spinoza, the connection
between physical and political bodies is established, highlighting the radical inclusiveness of
the multitude. The analysis further explores Spinoza's conceptualization of the multitude as a
multitude of the poor, emphasizing its broad and open nature, transcending societal
hierarchies. Spinoza's proposition that the multitude is the only viable subject of democracy
challenges prevailing notions of political order and hierarchy.
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INTRODUCTION

Foucault's study of bodies reaches its peak when he talks about biopolitics. If you look at the
most important parts, his research is straightforward. The first basic idea is that bodies are a
crucial part of the way we live and govern ourselves. On the biopolitical ground, where
powers are always changing, bodies fight back. They need to fight to survive. History is not
just about how people in power control reality. Instead, history is shaped by conflicts and
struggles against the power over people's lives. The third important idea in his research is that
when our bodies resist something, it helps us develop our thoughts and feelings. This happens
not just on its own, but in a complicated way that involves how other people's bodies resist
things too. Creating personal identity through standing up for oneself and fighting for change
will be very important as we continue to study, not just for overturning the current powerful
systems, but also for building new institutions for freedom. Here we can say, going back to
our earlier talk, that Foucault continues the ideas of a less famous version of Kant. Kant not
only is brave enough to seek knowledge but also knows how to be brave[1], [2].

Fundamentalism is a word used a lot to describe belief systems that are strict and don't
change. What brings together the different fundamentalist beliefs is how they uniquely relate
to the body. At first, some people might think that fundamentalism is a strong example of the
physical perspective that is important in biopolitics. They pay a lot of attention to their
bodies, even obsessively. They look closely at everything about the body, like what goes in
and out, habits and practices, and evaluate it intensely. When we take a closer look, we see
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that strict beliefs about the body don't let us productively use our bodies. This is important for
how we create who we are through our actions. Fundamentalists are focused on stopping or
controlling their success. In the end, fundamentalisms make people disappear because they
are seen as symbols of something more important, not as individuals. This means that
fundamentalism is all about paying a lot of attention to the body while also trying to ignore it.
Understanding this can help us see how different types of fundamentalism have something in
common. It also helps us see the importance of looking at things from a biopolitical
perspective.

The main religious beliefs, such as Jewish, Christian, Muslim, and Hindu, all focus a lot on
the body and have rules about what food you can eat, physical rituals, rules about sex, and
even ways to show suffering. Fundamentalists focus a lot on the body and its actions what is
seen in public, and what goes in and out of it. This sets them apart from other religious
people. Even when strict rules say to cover part of the body with a veil or headscarf, it shows
that this part is very important. In strict religious beliefs, people pay a lot of attention to
women's bodies. But everyone's bodies, including men, teenagers, babies, and even dead
people, are also looked at and controlled. The fundamentalist body is strong and needs a lot
of attention and care because it can be unpredictable and dangerous|[3], [4].

The religious fundamentalists are also joined together in their belief that bodies will
eventually become part of the spiritual world. The religious fundamentalists pay a lot of
attention to the body and try to understand the soul through it, like using an x-ray. If dietary
rules were just about keeping the body healthy, they would be like a detailed diet plan.
Restrictions on eating certain foods would be based on calories and avoiding getting sick
from food. But what you eat is also important for what it does to your soul, or how it shows
you belong to a religious group. These two things are connected because keeping your soul
healthy is a way of showing that you belong to a certain group. Similarly, the clothes people
wear show their inner goodness. The idea of the body's ultimate eclipse is most obvious in
fundamentalist beliefs about martyrdom. The martyrs' bodiesare important in their heroic
actions, but their actions are showing a world beyond this one. This is the highest level of
how fundamentalists see and treat the body. They believe in it strongly but also want to
destroy it.

Nationalist fundamentalists focus on taking care of people's bodies. They use a lot of
different methods to make sure people are healthy and safe, like keeping track of how many
babies are born, making sure people have clean water and food, and stopping diseases from
spreading. The people make up the nation, and the nation's main aim is to promote and
protect them. Similar to religious fundamentalism, nationalism also focuses on bodies, but it
sees them as a sign of national identity. Nationalism looks at bodies to see the national
character and the sacrifice of bodies in battle shows the national spirit. Nationalism sees the
martyr or patriotic soldier as an example of how the body is made to disappear and only
shows a sign of something greater.

Because of the way it relates to the body, it's fair to think of white supremacy as a type of
fundamentalism. In the 19th and 20th centuries, modern racism was about embedding racial
hierarchies in people's skin color, smells, shapes, and textures. Even though white supremacy
and colonial power are really focused on bodies, the physical signs of race aren't always
accurate and reliable. People who look white but are not make white supremacists very
anxious. In the United States, there is a long history of people feeling worried and unsure
because of "passing" as a different race. These worries show that white supremacy is not just
about physical appearance, but it goes beyond that to something deeper. Discussions about
blood that point to family and heritage, which are the main things that connect racism and



Commonwealth

nationalism, are one way that this important difference beyond the body is shown. Recent
talks about race have shifted from just looking at a person's skin color to looking at their
DNA. This is because new technologies and DNA testing can show different racial
characteristics at a molecular level. However, these physical traits don't truly define a
person's race, as race is more than just physical characteristics. Racism always has some kind
of spiritual or supernatural aspect to it. However, it's important to remember that white
supremacy does still focus on people's physical appearance. Instead, like other
fundamentalisms, it has a complicated relationship with the body. The body is very
important, but it also goes away[5], [6].

This shows that economies should be seen as a very important part of our lives, just like our
bodies. At first, economics only focuses on concrete things like money and goods. It thinks
that these things can keep going on their own without being influenced by other things like
ideas, laws, government, or culture. An economist looks at things that are bought and sold,
including physical goods and the people who work to make and sell them. People need things
to keep their bodies healthy and working. Economism only focuses on the production and
consumption of goods and doesn't see anything else. Even though it seems to only care about
bodies, it looks beyond them to see their true worth. So, "the deep philosophical and religious
aspects" of economism in both capitalism and socialism. In simple words: From this point of
view, actual people and things are not what's most important in economics. What matters is
the amount of money or value they have. This is why human bodies can be seen as goods,
just like other things to buy, because their uniqueness is not important when people only care
about their worth. Economists believe the body is very important, but they also thinks that the
value of things is more important.

We have to understand this idea, but it's complicated. While all these extreme beliefs such as
religion, nationalism, racism, and economic focus, ultimately reject the body and its power,
they do initially emphasize its importance. That is something to deal with. Going against the
strict belief in focusing on the body can be the starting point for a perspective that supports
the needs and abilities of bodies. Regarding religious fundamentalism, one interesting
example is the potential power that Foucault saw in the Islamic movements against the Shah's
government before the Iranian Revolution. He was asked by an Italian newspaper to visit Iran
two times in 1978. He wrote short essays about the uprising there and explained the political
situation in simple language. He talked about the shah's power, Iran's oil, and the violence of
the government. In his essays, Foucault does not support political Islam, but he does
acknowledge that religion shapes the way people in Iran rally to fight for change. He says it's
similar to how religion has influenced struggles in Europe and other places in history.
Foucault might be thinking about how Islamic fundamentalism in the Iranian resistance has a
lot of power. Just two years ago, he released the first part of his History of Sexuality. Then,
he gave lectures at the collA ge de France about the beginning of biopolitics. It's no surprise
that in these essays, he pays attention to how religious forces control daily life, family
relationships, and social ties in popular movements. In the rebellion, religion was important
because it gave people hope for big changes. We don't blame Foucault for the oppressive
religious government that took over after the rebellion. Instead, we think it's important how
he sees the rebellion's religious focus as a way to change people's thinking and to help free
them.

DISCUSSION

We do not need a complicated example to see the good parts of nationalism. Especially
during fights for freedom, different ways of doing politics have been tried out by using
nationalism. Consider how Frantz Fanon studied the physical effects of oppression and
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freedom while working as a doctor during the Algerian Revolution. The cruelty of
colonialism is ingrained in the bodies of the people who were colonized because it is present
in the way the institutions and daily routines were set up. Dr can help when you are sick or
hurt. Fanon says that violence in a colony is like the heat in a machine - it has to come out
somewhere. Usually, it shows up as mental problems for the people who live there, or as
fighting between groups. Fanon thinks that the struggle for freedom is a way for people to
learn to use their anger against the people who are controlling them. Under the revolutionary
nationalism flag, people who are tortured and suffering can find their true strength. Fanon
knows that after a country becomes independent, the focus on being a nation and nationalism
can get in the way of continued progress. Nationalism is closely connected to
fundamentalism. But, we should not ignore the fact that nationalism's strong focus on
people's bodies can be very powerful, especially in fights for the freedom of a country. We
need to look at the basics of white supremacy in a different way to see how it involves
controlling people's bodies. The Black Power movement in the United States during the
1960s and 1970s changed and gave new value to the way people of different skin colors were
treated, which was the basis of racist beliefs. Black Power is about celebrating and embracing
the natural qualities of the body such as skin color, hair type, and facial features without
trying to change them to look more like white people. The goal is to be black because being
black is not only beautiful but also represents the fight for freedom. This is not really against
racism, but it is about fighting against it. It uses the focus on bodies to show and support
black people. However, it's important to point out that this backlash against racism does not
prioritize the focus on bodies with a spiritual blackness. In the cases that it does, it becomes
another extreme belief. Fighting against racism that is connected to people's physical bodies
can lead to a new way of practicing politics[7], [8].

Finally, Marx shows how we can change economists by studying old economic theories. He
understands that Adam Smith and others focus on how bodies work and produce things. But
he also sees that when bodies are only seen as producers for money, their true value is not
fully recognized. This is a big influence on Marx's work, where he writes poetically about
how bodies can be productive in all parts of life. Working without owning anything, involves
all of our senses and abilities. It includes everything we do as humans - seeing, hearing,
smelling, tasting, feeling, thinking, contemplating, sensing, wanting, acting, and loving.
When work and making things are thought of in this bigger way, that includes all parts of life,
people's bodies can never be forgotten or controlled by any higher measure or authority.

In all of these ideas, the strong focus on the body in fundamentalism allows for looking at it
from a biopolitical point of view. Biopolitics is the best answer to fundamentalism because it
doesn't force a higher spiritual value on people and instead focuses on the power of the
human body.The sailors, outcasts, and people stranded on islands are funnier and smarter
than the people who sit around fancy tables. They have to be. Many people are in danger
today but they use humor to stay strong and stay sane. They are fighting against the chaos and
destruction in the world.

The republic is mostly controlled by people who own property. The poor people are different
from this and they are in conflict with the rich people. This conflict is not just about money,
but also about the different ways people think and act. Owning things makes people feel like
they are both their own person and part of a group that wants to protect what they own. The
laws of big modern countries with a strong middle class help keep a balance between people
doing their own thing and looking out for the group's property. The poverty of many people
does not mean they are suffering or don't have things. Instead, it means they are part of a
society that is diverse and open, and not focused only on individualism or private property.
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So, when we talk about "the poor," we're not just talking about people who have nothing, but
about all the different people who are part of society, no matter what social class or property
they have. This disagreement in ideas is also a problem in politics. The big problem for the
country with lots of poor people is that they can be very productive and cause a lot of trouble
for the people who own things. The basic understanding of how poverty affects a large group
of people comes from the political fights in England in the 1600s. The word "multitude"
became a common term in political discussions and pamphlets to describe a large group of
people coming together to form a political body, regardless of their social status or wealth. It
is clear that the word "multitude" often refers to the poorest people and those without
property because they are often left out of important political groups. However, in reality, it
includes everyone and is a mix of different social groups. Nahum Tate wrote a play where he
described a lot of different jobs people had, like shoemaker, farrier, weaver, and others. This
shows how society was mixed with different kinds of people. But, even though there were
many different trades, it doesn't really show the true power or nature of the multitude as a
social and political group. In the 1647 Putney Debates, we start to understand better how
poverty affects many people. The debates were between the Levellers and different groups in
the new Model Army about making a new government for England, especially about who
should have the right to vote. The Levellers strongly disagree with the idea of only letting
people who own property vote. Colonel Thomas Rainsborough, speaking for the poor, does
not say the word "multitude," but in his arguments he describes the poor as a large and
diverse group in politics. Rainsborough believes that even the poorest person in England has
the same right to live as the richest person. He thinks that everyone should agree to be
governed by a government before they are ruled by it. He also thinks that the poorest person
in England should not have to follow a government that they did not have the chance to agree
to. Rainsborough is talking about politics and government, but this idea applies to everyone,
not just poor people. This large group of poor people is a political group that includes people
of all different levels of wealth. It is a mix of people that is not restricted and includes
tradespeople according to Tate but is not limited to them. "Rainsborough believes that the
idea of including the poor in politics requires everyone to have the right to vote and be
represented equally. Commissary Ireton, a member of the army, and Rainsborough's main
discussion partner during the Putney Debates, quickly understands the danger to property
rights posed by this political idea. If everyone can vote, then why can't everyone own
property too? That's exactly where the logic points to[9], [10].

The history of the word "multitude" is hard to follow because there are few written records of
the political views of the people who supported it. Most of the writings from the 1600s in
England are mean and critical, written by people who want to harm, belittle, and reject others.
The word is almost always used with a mean word in front of it to make it sound even worse:
like the lawless crowd, the clueless crowd, the ignorant crowd, and so on. Robert Filmer and
Thomas Hobbes, two well-known people, believe that the majority of the people don't have
rights and they may not even exist. Filmer believes that claims made by authors like Cardinal
Bellarmine, that people have the power to determine the way a society is run, are not true. He
argues that this belief is based on scripture, but it is not based on actual historical events. Not
everyone had the same power from the beginning, according to him. He believes that the
power was given to Adam, and then passed down to all the fathers. “Filmer says there is no
such thing as a group of people who have the right to form a community on their own. He
thinks it's just a made-up idea that some people believe. Hobbes questions whether the
multitude can be a political group. He believes that for the multitude to be political, they need
to become united in their will and actions and form a single people. The many must become
one, which goes against the idea of having many people. When many people come together
as a group, they become a community. Please rewrite this text using simpler words. Please
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write this passage using simpler language. In simple words: When the ruler has power,
people's rights and demands stop. The ruler then makes demands for everyone under their
name. This idea is seen in the political thoughts of Filmer and Hobbes, who were important in
17th century England. They didn't see the people in a positive way, only as a reaction to the
ruler. However, the strong reaction from Filmer and Hobbes, filled with fear and hatred,
shows how powerful the cause is.

Another way to study how people were governed in 17th-century England is to look at
physics. Back then, people believed that the same rules applied to both the physical world
and the government. Robert Boyle disagreed with the idea that all substances are made up of
the same simple elements. He believed that instead, there are many different tiny particles
that are constantly moving and joining together to form different substances. He thought that
everything around us is a mix of many different particles and can keep combining with other
particles to form new things. Because physical and political bodies follow the same rules,
Boyle's physics of unlimited numbers directly implies a confirmation of the political group
and its diverse body. Hobbes strongly argues against Boyle because he recognizes the
danger[11], [12].

To understand how the physical and political ideas of "the multitude" are connected, we need
to go to Holland, across the English Channel. Baruch Spinoza and Boyle both study how
things are made up. They don't believe that things are made up of tiny particles. Instead, they
think that things are made when smaller pieces come together to make something new.
Sometimes when things come together, they break into smaller parts, and other times they
come together to make something larger. In Spinoza's politics, the multitude is a diverse and
complex group made up of different bodies. It is open to interactions with other bodies and its
political power depends on whether these interactions are positive and make it stronger, or
negative and make it weaker. This way of including everyone clearly shows that Spinoza's
group includes all kinds of people, not just the poorest in society but also those of all ranks
and property. Spinoza finally defines the many people as the only ones who can be in charge
of democracy.

CONCLUSION

The crowd and how it relates to poverty and politics, we have learned about a complicated set
of ideas that have had a big impact over time. The common belief that many people had,
which was expressed by Filmed and Hobbes, highlighted the fear and worry about the
possibility of upsetting the existing political and property systems. The word "multitude,"
often described in a negative way, became a debated idea at that time because it was seen as a
danger to the current social rankings. However, even with all the negativity going on, the
study has shown a different point of view supported by Baruch Spinoza. He had a detailed
understanding of physics that influenced his political beliefs. Spinoza disagreed with the idea
of things being made up of tiny particles and instead focused on how many different things
together make up a complex body. This went against what most people believed at the time.
Spinoza's ideas were open to include everyone, even the poor, regardless of their social status
or property. He imagined a broad political identity. Studying the arguments from the 17th
century, like the Putney Debates, showed how the multitude was important in both politics
and society. Its ability to change current power structures and question the idea that owning
property is necessary for political involvement was the main focus of these conversations.
Spinoza believed that the best way to run a government is to let the people make decisions.
This idea was different from the usual way of having a few people in charge.
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ABSTRACT:

The conceptual evolution of the term "multitude" in seventeenth-century England and its
continued resonance as a political force challenging the structures of property and order
worldwide. This article delves into historical instances, such as peasant wars, colonial
rebellions, and maritime circuits, to reveal how the multitude of the poor has consistently
posed a threat to established power structures. Drawing on the perspectives of thinkers like
Jacques Ranciere, the paper argues that politics itself is defined by the struggle between the
poor and the rich. It posits the multitude as a diverse and pluralistic force, composed of
various social groups, challenging the homogeneity of the party of the rich. The article also
examines ideological efforts, especially within Christian theology, to undermine the power of
the poor. The study critically analyzes a 1945 lecture by Martin Heidegger, which attempts to
mystify and neutralize the concept of poverty. It explores Heidegger's connection between
poverty and communism and the thinly veiled fear behind benevolent portrayals of the poor.
Additionally, the paper links Heidegger's ontological subordination of the poor to Carl
Schmitt's political theology, highlighting their shared aim of containing the power of the
multitude.

KEYWORDS:
Deprivation, Economic Inequality, Paradox, Poverty, Social Justice, Wealth Distribution.
INTRODUCTION

Over the years, the word "multitude" has been used differently in different parts of the world.
In seventeenth-century England, it had a specific political meaning. But everywhere, the idea
of a large group of poor people causes fear and challenges the ownership of property. It
happened during the peasant wars in the 16th century when Thomas Miinzer and the
Anabaptists fought against the German princes. Many poor people rebelled against European
colonial rulers, such as the Spanish in 1781 and the British in 1857. They fought against the
rich and powerful who owned property. Out on the ocean, many people use it for making and
selling things, and some people steal from others. This makes us think of the ocean as a
dangerous place. This group of people is a threat because there are many of them, and they
come from different backgrounds like sailors, servants, soldiers, and pirates, moving around
the oceans. The danger is also that this large group of people will weaken property and the
rules that go with it. When wealthy and powerful people talk about a dangerous problem in
the seas, they aren't just making up stories. They are trying to understand and stop a real and
strong political threat. Jacques Ranciere finally understands politics in a way that is similar to
the ideas debated in the 17th century about many people. RanciA re believes that politics is
about the conflict between poor and rich people, or more specifically, between those who
have no say in how things are run and those who are in charge. Politics happens when people
who are not usually considered important, as Ranciere says, start to have some influence. The
group of people who are usually left out, like the poor, can be seen as the start of a big group,
but it's important to remember that it's not the same as the group of rich people. The rich
people's party says it represents everyone, but it only represents those who own property.
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They're not for everyone, just for wealthy people. The party for the poor isn't just for one
group of people, it's for everyone who works in society, no matter their social status or
wealth. It includes lots of different people and is open to different ideas and ways of thinking.
The large number of poor people poses a threat to the country's wealth and property. It
sometimes feels like everyone doesn't like poor people. Rich people often express their
dislike in moral ways - as if being poor meant someone is a bad person inside - or sometimes
they act like they feel sorry for and want to help poor people. Even people who are not very
poor don't like poor people because they see them as a reminder of what they could become.
The reason people hate the poor in different ways is because they are afraid. The poor are
seen as a threat to property because they don't have money and might even try to steal it.
They also have the power to challenge the current system of property ownership. "I want to
keep out the bad people, not the good ones," says Adolphe Thiers in a meeting of the French
National Assembly in 1950. The large group of people is seen as a threat and should be
removed by the law, says Thiers, because it is always moving and difficult to control as a
single group. Every time someone feels hatred and fear, it shows how strong the poor are[1],

[2].

Throughout history, the poor have been divided and deprived of their ability to act and
express themselves. At the same time, there have been many attempts to weaken and cancel
out the power of the poor through ideas and beliefs. Many ways of thinking have used
Christian beliefs to control people, maybe because Christianity has felt threatened by the
poor. In 2006, Pope Benedict XVI wrote a letter called "Deus Caritas EST. In it, he wants to
question and challenge the belief that poor people have less value because of what is written
in the Bible. He says that it's not realistic for people to share everything in the modern world
like the apostles did. He also thinks that Christian communities should not worry about social
justice issues and let the government handle them. He wants people to help the poor and
suffering by being kind and generous, seeing the poor as needing help rather than being
strong themselves. Benedict XVI's operation is not very original. He is the latest follower in a
long line of Christian people fighting against the poor.

One example of trying to make the poor feel powerless by confusing them is a short talk from
June 1945 by Martin Heidegger called "Poverty". The lecture is very important and has a lot
of drama. In March of that year, French soldiers crossed the Rhine. Heidegger and some of
his colleagues from the philosophy department at the University of Freiburg went to the
Wildenstein castle in the Black Forest to hide. They are still giving lectures there. By the end
of June, French soldiers will come to the castle soon. Heidegger knows that the Soviet army
1s near the Elba River. Vienna has been taken over, and Berlin will also be taken soon. The
sentence says that we have focused on spiritual things and became poor to become rich.
Heidegger says that he will explain why he chose this sentence. He is looking at a big disaster
in history and thinks the sentence is important[3], [4].

Germany and the German people, as he sees them, are mentioned in connection with the rise
of communism. He talks about poverty philosophically. Let's start by looking at the ideas in
the lecture, even though Heidegger said we won't fully understand them until we see how
they relate to the history of the world. Heidegger continues by asking questions about each
important word in a sentence, using his usual approach. The answer is simple: he means the
German people. What does he mean by "spiritual"? Heidegger's readers won't be surprised by
this either: by spiritual he means the essential connection to the existence of human beings.
This means that human essence is defined by its relationship to existence. Focusing on
spiritual things and the concept of existence, Heidegger is getting ready to study poverty and
wealth deeply. He says that poverty is not just about not having things like money and food.
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It's more than that. Poverty is not just about not having things, but about being in a state of
need. The main part of poverty is about a person's state of being. At this point, Heidegger
might end up saying that being poor means having to do things because you have to while
being rich means having the freedom to do things because you want to. This idea is too
simple and doesn't explain how becoming poor can lead to becoming rich.

Heidegger figures out the puzzle by looking at the origins of German words. He does this a
lot. The old German word "fir" means to keep or protect, and allows something to stay in its
true form. This is where the word "free" comes from. He says freeing something means
protecting its true nature from any limits or necessities. Freedom makes necessity change. It
means that necessity is not the opposite of freedom, but rather freedom itself can change into
necessity. This is how Heidegger can make it work. We don't have what we lack, but it's what
we lack that controls us. We understand this when we focus on the spiritual and our
connection to being human. Even when we don't have everything we want, we still have a
connection to freedom and being. When people embrace this connection, they become truly
poor. But this poverty actually leads to richness because it brings a new kind of freedom. This
kind of freedom protects our true essence. Being poor is being rich, according to Heidegger.

People who don't know a lot about Heidegger's philosophy might wonder why he's making
things so complicated by mixing up the difference between being poor and being rich.
Heidegger says the reason for this is because of the important and historical situation he's in,
like the possible defeat of the Nazis and the Soviet troops getting closer. Keep in mind that in
other parts of his work, Heidegger shows that he is against communism using philosophical
ideas. Ten years ago, in his Introduction to Metaphysics, he said that from a philosophical
view, the United States and the Soviet Union are working together on advanced technology
projects. These are people who don't focus only on spiritual things, according to him. Why
did Heidegger want to study poverty in June 19457 Because he thinks being poor is a key part
of communism, and he wants to fight against communism on its own terms. Certainly,
Heidegger's struggle against communism is clear in the last part of the lecture. Poor people
don't hate the rich, as some people think communism says. The true meaning of being poor
can only be understood from a spiritual point of view that sees the connection between
human nature and existence [5], [6].

DISCUSSION

Heidegger says that poverty is connected to communism. But we should also remember that
sometimes people use hating the poor as a way to hide their racism. In Heidegger's situation,
we can think about how the authoritarian personality in nazi Germany might be connected to
anti-Semitism, as Adorno suggested. In the Americas, hating poor people often shows hidden
or misplaced racism. Poverty and race are closely connected in the Americas, leading to
discrimination and dislike towards black and darker-skinned people. "In this country, people
of different races and social classes have suffered together through difficult and shameful
times. " - Henry Louis Gates Jr. Cornell West and another person write about the United
States in a way that is hard to tell them apart. When people hate poor people, they often have
fear and hate for people of different races.

Another link connects Heidegger's idea of the poor being less important to Carl Schmitt's
belief in sovereign power. This connection might seem strange because Heidegger says
metaphysics is over and doesn't think being is a higher power. This is similar to Schmitt's
view on political power. But they both also don't like the idea of power that comes from
within. Schmitt and Heidegger both supported the Nazi regime. They believed in the power
of one leader and looked down on the poor and their ability to make decisions. We should not
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stop ourselves from learning from thinkers who have old-fashioned ideas. Many left-leaning
scholars have used the work of Schmitt and Heidegger a lot lately. But we should always
remember that they have old-fashioned ideas, and it shows in their work. Heidegger and
Schmitt don't question it, instead they make it seem mysterious and try to control it. It's about
how poor people can change the established reality and make things happen. This could be
about the connection between people and existence. But it also involves physical actions and
materials. We want to study the strong influence of the poor, which is important in a idea of
communism that Heidegger and Schmitt wouldn't understand.

Lack of money and control

During the big changes in the 1600s and 1700s, the idea of having many people in power
disappeared from how we talk about politics and laws. Because of this, the idea of a republic
became seen as only something to protect property. Property is important for both the country
and the people, but it often leaves out the poor.

This means that Hobbes believed in a clear distinction between the common people and the
ruler. He said that the ruler represents the unified common people and is therefore the ruler.
In simple terms, he is saying that the difference is only about shapes. The word "people"
means one, while "multitude" means many. This connects to a discussion about how things
move, like bodies, and what it means for politics. At this stage, we should think about what
makes people united according to Hobbes. In the 17th century, "the people" were often
thought of as "freeholders," who owned enough property to be able to vote for members of
parliament. Property is what keeps these people united and without it, there would be a lot of
disagreements. Hobbes explains in Behemoth how property keeps the poor away from the
rest of the people. Merchants only care about making a lot of money by buying and selling
things and paying low wages to poor workers. The poor would be better off working in a
prison than doing the work they do. Hobbes believes that the poor not having property is not
just a random thing, but something that always happens and helps the rich people keep and
get more property. The poor people are very important for a country and its economy|[7], [8].

Machiavelli talks about how the poor people resist and fight against the rich. He says that if
we all were na ked, we would all look the same. And if we wore the rich people's clothes and
they wore ours, we would switch roles and they would look bad and we would look good
because only being poor or rich makes us different. The poor shouldn't feel bad for fighting
back with violence because when you're hungry or scared of going to jail, you shouldn't also
have to worry about going to hell. The person speaking says that even if you're loyal and
good, you can still be poor. The time is now to not only get rid of our problems but also
become better than them. We should be stronger than our problems so that they are more
worried about us than we are about them. This passage is mainly about how poverty is not a
natural part of being human. In other writings, Machiavelli talks about how humans are weak
and poor. He feels sad about how life can be cruel and unfeeling. He also talks about how all
animals are born with everything they need. "Man is born without any protection like fur or
scales to make a shield. This idea comes from old ways of thinking, but Machiavelli doesn't
agree with it. His way of thinking needs to be happy and rebellious, not just realistic, like the
ciompi, who fought against property and its rules.

Machiavelli talks about a different way of thinking about politics. He says that the poor are
not just leftovers from when powerful people took control of money, or just stuck in bad jobs,
but also a group of people who stand up against being taken advantage of in a society that
still has things in common, like how we live and the things we have. The poor are in a strange
position where they are both left out and part of society. This shows a lot of social problems
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like the gap between rich and poor, and the differences in power and equality. What
Machiavelli shows is that these social problems are always changing and are fueled by
conflict and defiance. The main idea of his stories and political studies is how anger can lead
to riots and social problems. This can then cause a large group of people who are not wealthy
but still contribute to society to rebel. Human beings are never just bare and helpless, but
always have both a history of suffering and the ability to create and rebel[9], [10].

Spinoza continues the ideas of Machiavelli and points out the physical parts of this power. He
thinks that our bodies show poverty and needs, but they also hold a power that we don't fully
understand yet. He connects poverty and power in a way that aims to create a community.
When he talks about the lack of knowledge in children or the weakness of our bodies, he sees
these as starting points for change. He believes that by coming together and showing love, we
can overcome these weaknesses. He believes in finding common ground in knowledge,
ethics, and politics to create a powerful community. Spinoza believes that the people coming
together to fight against poverty and create wealth is the main force that makes democracy
possible.

Marx says that the power of the poor is important for social rebellion and Spinoza says that
the power of many people is needed for democracy. Marx starts by talking about poverty and
how it began with capitalism. He says that this type of poverty started a long time ago
through various processes. When workers are no longer connected to the land or other
resources, they are very free: free because they are not forced to work for someone else, and
free because they don't have any belongings or rights to use the land. The proletariat is made
up of many poor people. "Marx says that when a person doesn't have the tools to work and
the things they need to live, they are extremely poor. The worker just becomes a symbol of
their ability to work. " In simple words, he is saying that all workers are like poor people
because the work they do doesn't get them much in return. But being naked and poor is just
one part of the problem. Similar to Machiavelli and Spinoza, Marx connects the poor
workers' lack of money to their ability to have influence because their hard work is important
for the society's wealth in a capitalist system. Living labor is both extremely poor and has the
potential to do many things. Marx thinks that when poor people have power, it is a big danger
to private property. He believes this is at the core of the problem.

Some people might disagree with us because they think we use complicated terms like
poverty and multitude that make it hard to understand Marxist ideas like the difference
between poverty before capitalism and poverty under capitalism. This way, we go against
Marx's way of thinking and confuse the social class aspect of his analysis. Even our critics
can't say that utopian socialists don't understand Marx's analysis of exploitation. We believe
our approach is just as focused on the real world as traditional Marxist ideas. We look at how
labor and exploitation have changed, and this changes how we see the working class. One big
change is that exploitation is not about making things anymore, it's only about controlling
others. This means that people are being forced to be more flexible and move around for
work, which is making life harder for both workers and the poor. The poor used to be only at
the beginning or edges of business, but now they are more and more in the middle of it. This
means that the poor are becoming a big part of the plan to change things for the better [11],
[12].

CONCLUSION

The complex way poverty affects political ideas as they change over time. By looking at
history and different people's ideas, this study shows that poverty is not just about not having
things. It says that poverty can create change in society and politics. Throughout history, it's
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clear that the poor have always been a danger to those in power. This has been true in many
different times and places. From the 16th-century peasant wars to rebellions in colonies and
trade routes, the paper shows that poor people have consistently fought against the
government and wealthy landowners. The large group of people with different backgrounds
and beliefs disrupts the idea that the rich control everything. This study shows how important
it is to acknowledge the group's power in politics. The study of Martin Heidegger's 1945
speech tries to make the idea of being poor seem mysterious and not important, and connects
it to communism. It also shows that people are secretly afraid of poor people, even if they act
like they want to help them. The link between Heidegger's belief that the poor are less
important and Carl Schmitt's ideas about politics and religion show how some ideas try to
control the influence of the majority.
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ABSTRACT:

The intricate dynamics of power and resistance as fundamental elements in shaping the
modern socio-political landscape. Tracing the evolution of these concepts through historical
and theoretical lenses, the paper delves into the ways power operates within modern societies
and how various forms of resistance emerge in response. The study begins by examining the
multifaceted manifestations of power structures within modernity, encompassing political,
economic, and social dimensions. Drawing on historical examples and theoretical
frameworks, it illuminates the complexities of power relations and their impact on individuals
and communities. The analysis extends beyond traditional notions of authority, emphasizing
the distributed and often subtle nature of power within contemporary contexts. In parallel, the
paper explores the concept of resistance as a dynamic force that emerges in response to
perceived injustices and imbalances of power. It delves into historical instances of resistance
movements, ranging from grassroots activism to organized political struggles, shedding light
on the diverse strategies employed by individuals and groups challenging established power
structures.
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INTRODUCTION

To understand Michel Foucault's idea of biopower, we need to look at it in the bigger theory
of power he talks about in the late 1970s, in Discipline and Punish and the first volume of
The History of Sexuality. Foucault's idea of power is always two-sided. He focuses a lot on
how rules, authority structures, and networks of power work. He believes that power doesn't
just control people, but also creates them. He also talks about a different idea of power that he
can't quite explain. He usually uses the word "resistance", but it doesn't fully express what he
means. Resistance, as most people understand it, is too connected to and controlled by the
power it tries to fight against. You could tell Foucault about the idea of "counter-power" from
Marxism, but that term suggests a second power that is similar to the one it is against. We
think that the way power works in these places is best described as a different way of creating
personal identity. This way not only goes against power but also tries to be independent from
it. This idea of power having two sides helps us understand Foucault's efforts to create the
idea of biopower. Here, Foucault is mainly concerned with how power controls life, including
how governments manage people's health and reproduction. However, there is always a small
force that wants to keep living and not give up, another power that tries to find a different
way to exist. The idea of resistance shows us the difference between these two powers: the
control over our lives that we fight against is not the same as the power of life that we use to
defend and seek our freedom. To show this difference between the two "powers of life," we
use the words biopower and biopolitics. Biopower is the power over life, and biopolitics is
the power of life to resist and create a different way of being[1], [2].

Most people who study Foucault do not fully understand that biopolitics has two sides. One
way of thinking about biopolitics looks at how populations are controlled and managed. This
means using statistics to organize people into groups based on their similarities. The groups
become clearer when individual differences are ignored and people are seen as the same. This
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interpretation is faithful to the original text, but it only gives us a general idea of Foucault and
biopolitics. It doesn't offer any real solutions or ways to resist the power it describes[3], [4].

None of these explanations show what we think is the most important idea in Foucault's
biopolitics. Our reading shows that biopolitics is not just about the productive abilities of life,
like creating emotions and languages through social cooperation and the interaction of bodies
and desires. It also shows that biopolitics creates new ways for people to relate to themselves
and others. It presents these new ways as both resistance and de-subjectification. If we focus
too much on studying Foucault's texts, we might not see the main idea: he is not only
describing how power works on people, but also how it can create different kinds of people.
This shows that there are different types of power. Foucault says that in order for power to
work, people need to have freedom and the ability to resist. He defines power as controlling
what other people do, and this includes the idea of freedom. Power is only used on people
who are free, and only to the extent that they are free. The power dynamic is driven by
stubbornness and a refusal to compromise. Bio politics is seen as a collection of events
related to freedom.

Bio politics is different from biopower because it's like something happens that interrupts the
normal system. This interruption comes from the unyielding desire for freedom. The
biopolitical event happens from the outside and interrupts history and the current order. It's
not just negative, it can also be seen as a new idea that comes from within. Foucault
understands that language can be creative. He believed that spoken language can change and
disturb the rules of written language. He sees this as a new way of using language. In the
context of people's lives, we must understand the event as an act of freedom, not just in terms
of language and knowledge, but also in terms of human nature and existence. In this situation,
the event marked by the new way of speaking goes beyond just language. It affects how
people see themselves and live their lives. It creates a new way of thinking about ourselves.
This new way of thinking is the source of new ideas and also what determines what is true. A
materialist teleology is an idea about history that comes from the desires of people and their
desire for freedom. This idea is connected with the belief in eternal return from Nietzsche.
The event, driven by the will to power, shows the truth of the eternal. The event and the
individual who drives it create and give meaning to history, instead of it being a linear
progression with definite causes. Understanding how the event is connected to the truth helps
we ignore the accusation of relativism that people often make against Foucault's biopolitics.
Understanding biopolitics as an event helps us see life as something made up of our actions
and also understand time in a strategic way[5], [6].

Foucault's idea of the event is different from Alain Badiou's idea. Badiou has helped
contemporary philosophy by making the event the main focus, saying it is where the truth
lies. The event, with its many different parts, takes away the need for just judging truths.
Badiou and Foucault have different focus on when they pay attention to the event. In
Badiou's ideas, an important happening like the crucifixion and resurrection of Christ, the
French Revolution, or the Chinese Cultural Revolution becomes valuable and meaningful
after it happens. He focuses on the ways that help understand and give importance to past
events, and the consistent procedures that relate to it. Foucault focuses on how events are
made and how they create more events, while looking forward instead of backwards. The
event is part of existence and the plans that go through it. What Badiou doesn't understand is
the connection between freedom and power that Foucault talks about within the event.
Looking back at the event doesn't help us understand why it happened. Insurrectional activity
needs to be part of historical processes to create revolutionary events and break away from
the dominant political beliefs. Without understanding how events are created, we can only
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believe in them without really understanding them. This is similar to the idea of believing in
something even if it seems absurd.

The event of making life as a form of resistance, creativity, and freedom brings us back to the
idea of the multitude as a political strategy. Think about how Luciano Bolis, an Italian anti-
fascist fighter, explains in his memoir the connection between grains of sand and the strength
of a large group of people. Bolis knows that his sacrifice is small compared to all the
suffering people are going through. But he believes it's important for the survivors to tell the
stories of these sacrifices, because not everyone understands the cost of our freedom and the
values it represents. The word "partisan" is often misunderstood and rejected, but it represents
blood, terror, and hope. Biopolitics is how people's personal beliefs and history are
influenced by a group's strategy, events, and resistance. It's also how political decisions affect
people's bodies in times of conflict. Gilles Deleuze sees the creation of life by governments in
a similar way to being partisan, and he is sad that we have lost or are being controlled by the
world. If you believe in the world, you make things happen that are hard to control, and you
create new environments, even if they are small. We need to see how much we can control
ourselves or if we let others control us in everything we do. Challenges can change the world
and create something new. They can also be hard to control.

One example of how bodies have power in society is from Meister Eckhart's sermon "Jesus
Entered. It says that if a person never has children, they will never create anything new. In
order for him to be successful, he must have a wife. The word "wife" is the best way to
describe a good person, even better than the word "virgin". It is good for a person to have
God inside them, and when they do, they are like a virgin. It's better for God to become
fruitful in a person because the only way to thank God for his gift is for that person to be
fruitful. When a person gives thanks, it's like giving birth and returning Jesus to God's
heart[7], [8].

Eckhart wants us to think about how effective the biopolitical event is, but it comes with a lot
of problems. To understand this, we need to know about feminist theories from many years
ago, starting with Simone de Beauvoir's ideas about how women are controlled by men and
religious scholars who talk about how Christian beliefs affect women. Finally, we need to
learn about political theories that show how women are seen as chaotic and dangerous in
European politics. As we remove the parts of society that favor men and straight people, we
see a different image from Eckhart's writing. This new image is not typical and is considered
queer. It represents a surge in productivity when a man becomes more like a woman. This
idea is similar to the delusions of President Schreber, who believed he was turning into a
woman so he could have a child with God and start a new type of people. Surprisingly,
people in Eckhart are most productive when they change genders. The biopolitical event is
always a subversive event that breaks the norm and reveals the connection between power
and freedom. It creates an alternative way of thinking about ourselves. The biopolitical event
goes against all types of deep philosophical ideas or abstract thinking. Existence is created
through experiences. It's worth noting that the idea of the bio-political event is similar to
American Pragmatism. Charles Peirce wrote that we think nature is the same because we see
it as we want to. Pragmatists believe that when it comes to the way our bodies work, it's not
just about biology, but also about how we act. They show that our desires are influenced by
natural forces too.

DISCUSSION

The modern world is always divided in two. Before we think about it using logic,
Enlightenment, the change from old ways, not being religious, etc. , we need to see modernity
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as a relationship of power: one group having control and others fighting for freedom. This
idea goes against the common belief that modern times started in Europe and opposed the
older ways in the colonies, like their religious or primitive customs. Walter Mignolo says that
there can't be modernity without colonialism because colonialism is a part of modernity. It's a
big part because it shows the unequal power in modernity. Modern times are not just in
Europe or the colonies but in the power dynamic between the two. Resistance to colonial
domination is not separate from modernity, but part of it. It is a power struggle within the
system.

Historians want to emphasize that European expansion in the Americas, Asia, and Africa
should be seen as colonial encounters, not just conquests. They believe that the idea of
antimodernity being within modernity is important to consider in this context. The idea of
conquest highlights the violent and cruel nature of European expansion, but it makes it seem
like the people being colonized didn't do anything about it. Furthermore, it means that the old
civilization was either completely destroyed or replaced by the colonizer's culture, or it was
kept separate from the colonial world. This traditional view shows how people in colonial
India were seen as being similar to the liberal and capitalist society in Britain during the
1800s, or as still holding onto an older, non-capitalist culture. Modernity is like a connection
between two things, where one is stronger than the other. Both sides change in this
relationship. The idea of encounter shows the power difference and the changes that happen
when one side tries to resist the other[9], [10].

Looking at how different countries met and interacted in history, historians record two
important things: before being colonized, many civilizations were highly advanced, wealthy,
complicated, and sophisticated; and the things the colonized people contributed to what we
call modern society are significant but not often recognized. This view helps to understand
the differences between the old and the new, the wild and the civilized. More importantly, the
meetings of modern times show that things are always changing and affecting each other.

Many years before the Spanish came to central Mexico, the Nahua people built advanced
cities called altepetl that were similar in size to cities in the Mediterranean. An altepetl is like
a big city that is organized in a structured way. People in different parts of the city take turns
doing different jobs and paying taxes to the leader. After Cuauhtémoc gave up to Cortés in
1521, the altepetl was not just replaced by European city forms through the long process of
Hispanization. But it also did not remain the same. The early Spanish settlements and how
they were organized, like the encomienda and Indian municipalities, were based on existing
native communities. The nahua civilization and the Spanish both changed as a result of their
interactions. Instead of just buildings and rules in cities, things like music, language, and
other cultural stuff are being mixed together and shared back and forth across the Atlantic
Ocean, changing both places. The Iroquois created a system to govern six nations before the
United States was formed. It had rules about how power was divided, and it influenced the
United States' government. a set of rules for how a country is run and how its laws are made.
In the 1700s, people in the United States, like Benjamin Franklin and Thomas Jefferson,
talked a lot about and liked the way the Iroquois people had their government set up. Native
Americans helped European settlers by teaching them how to plant crops and survive the cold
winters. This has become part of the national story of the United States. Political systems are
often thought to only come from Europe. The examples are meant to show how different
cultures mix and change when they meet modern ways of living.

The issue with these examples is that they don't show how violent and unequal modern
society can be. The powerful forces of modern times don't just face differences, they also face
opposition. What the colonial history mainly did, as RanajitGuha explains, is to make it seem
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like resistance against British rule in India didn't really happen. We need to do something
about this. The belief that only Europeans created modern society is crazy. It ignores the
contributions of other parts of the world that were controlled by Europe. Instead of thinking
of it as holding back feelings, it's like ignoring something on purpose in psychology.
Psychologists say that when we repress something, it stays deep inside us, but when we
foreclose it, we push it away so that our mind acts like it never happened. So, when
something that was hidden comes back to the neurotic person, it feels like it's coming from
inside them. But for the psychotic person, something that was ignored feels like it's coming
from outside and seems scary. This case shows that non-European people and civilizations
have contributed to modern culture and society. It also shows that there have been many
resistances against modernity, which is dangerous for its dominant self-conception. Lumping
Europe as the sole source of modern innovation is not accurate. Even though people try really
hard to get rid of anyone who doesn't follow modern ways, there are still some people who
resist and don't want to change[11], [12].

Saying that the things against modern life are part of modern life too, on the same ground,
doesn't mean that the modern world is all the same. Geographers are unhappy because when
people talk about space, they usually don't talk about the real differences that exist in
different places. They think that discussions about post colonialism and globalization are not
accurate because they don't show the real differences in spaces. The center-periphery model
shows how the powerful center and less powerful peripheries are connected and depend on
each other. The periphery is made to be less developed to support the center's growth. These
modern areas get mixed up when they think resistance comes from outside of those in power.
Many times people see Europe or "the West" as all the same and powerful, forgetting about
the many different fights for freedom and equality that have happened there over the years.
Many studies don't consider the ways in which countries outside of Europe are controlled and
dominated, viewing them only as being influenced by European control. This mistake can't be
fixed just by finding more central and peripheral areas within Europe and within each
subordinated country. To understand modern times, we need to stop thinking that dominating
and resisting are separate things. Instead, we need to realize that resisting is a part of modern
life, not something from the past. The places we live in are more complicated than just cities
versus countryside, Europe versus the rest of the world, or the richer countries versus the
poorer countries.

Defining modernity as a power relationship makes it difficult to see modernity as something
that is still in progress. If people thought modernity was all about fighting against barbarism
and irrationality, then trying to finish modernity could be seen as a good thing. Jiirgen
Habermas and other social democratic theorists we talked about before believe in this idea.
When we see modernity as a way of controlling others, finishing modernity just means
keeping the same control and power over others. Having more modern things or being more
modern overall won't fix our problems. Instead, we need to look at the things that are against
modern ideas, like the resistance to modern control.

Slave Property in the Modern Republic

The history of modern times and the history of republicanism are linked together so much
that it's hard to tell them apart sometimes. In the 17th and 18th centuries, there were many
ideas about what a republic should be, but only one, the republic of property, became the
most popular. This idea worked well with modern times because property is a type of power
that is important in modern society. One good way to study how republics, property, and
modernity are connected is to look at the history of modern slavery. Slavery is very bad for
the country, even though it was a big part of many government systems in Europe and the
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Americas during the 18th and 19th centuries. In the United States, owning slaves and the
work they do are important parts of the country and its economy. In France and England,
even though there aren't as many slaves as in other places, slavery and the slave trade are
really important for the economy, politics, and colonial leadership. Slavery is deeply
connected to the republic, even though it goes against the ideas of freedom and modernity.
Why does it continue to exist in modern republics for so long and play such a big role?

Slavery is a problem for the country because it goes against its main beliefs of fairness and
freedom. Other groups like women and people without property don't have the same political
rights and equality in republican systems. But the most extreme contradiction is the inequality
and lack of freedom for slaves. Even though many historical texts talk about slavery as the
opposite of freedom and equality in republican societies, they usually only talk about ancient
slavery and ignore the black slavery happening in their own time in the Americas, which
helps their own societies. This closed-minded thinking is part of a plan to make slaves vanish
or, if they can't be ignored, to treat them as belonging to an earlier time and not part of the
present world and modern society.

Slavery is a problem for the country because it goes against the idea of everyone being able
to work freely for a fair wage. The capitalist idea also uses slavery as a bad thing: freedom is
when a worker can sell their labor for a wage. Workers can be brainwashed to believe in the
system of owning property, unlike slaves, because they have the ability to work and earn
wages. Also, because chattel slavery blurs the line between work and ownership, slaves are
the greatest contradiction in a society based on property. At this point, either freedom or
property can be protected, but not both. Once again, republican and capitalist ideas try to
make it seem like there are no more slaves, or that they are just leftovers from old economic
times, which money will get rid of in the end.

It's not easy to make slaves disappear because it's not just about ideas, but also about money
and things. The connection between slavery and paid work is hard to separate in this story. If
we only look at the countries in Western Europe, like many history books do, it may seem
like capitalist production and slave production are not connected. But in reality, the wealth
from the slave trade and production played a big role in helping industrial capital emerge in
Europe. Also, many historians have observed that the slave plantation system tests and
improves how things are made, how work is divided, and the rules and punishments the
industrial factories will later use. From this point of view, it seems like slavery and capitalism
happened one after the other. It's like modern businesses and ways of life didn't like slavery
and eventually stopped it.

When we look at the bigger picture, we can see that slavery was a big part of making money
through capitalism in the 1700s and 1800s. Slavery was involved in the movement of people,
money, and goods across the world. Marx says that slavery of Black people in Surinam,
Brazil and southern North America is very important for our industry today. He says there
would be no cotton or modern factories without it. Slavery made the colonies important, and
the colonies helped create global trade, which is needed for big industries. Slaves and
workers both have important jobs in the global capitalist system. The slaves in Jamaica,
Recife, and Alabama are just as important to England and France's economies as the workers
in Birmingham, Boston, and Paris. Instead of thinking that capitalism always destroys
slavery, we need to understand that in the 18th and 19th centuries, they actually helped each
other. They were kept separate, with capitalism in the East and slavery in the West. However,
none of this understands the racial system that is at the core of modern slavery. Like how
owning other people is seen as wrong, racism is also seen as a problem. People think that
racism is not a part of modern society and that it will go away as society improves.
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Understanding how black slavery is connected to the way the country is run helps us see
racism today as more than just an idea. It's also a system of rules and ways of doing things
that give power to some people over others. And it's not just about slavery, it goes much
further than that. The continued existence of racial hierarchies in modern times, not just in
slavery but also in many other forms, shows that race is closely tied to modern society. This
means that modernity and race are strongly linked. Without colonialism, there would be no
modernity, and race also plays a significant role. The three things work together as a complex
- modernity, coloniality, racism - and they all need each other to exist.

CONCLUSION

Power and resistance in modern times show how they interact and influence the way society
and politics work together. Power has different parts like politics, money, and society. It has a
big impact on people and groups. This study has shown how power works in complex ways,
sometimes going beyond traditional structures to appear in different forms. It used historical
analysis and theories to do this. At the same time, studying how people resist unfair treatment
has shown that they use many different ways to fight back. From regular people standing up
for what they believe into groups working together to change politics, resistance is a strong
force that can shake up the way things are run by those in power. The give-and-take
relationship between power and resistance shows that when people resist, they not only
challenge the power that exists but also help change it. The ideas from important thinkers like
Michel Foucault and Antonio Gramsci have helped us better understand how power works
and how people resist it. Advances in technology and increased globalization make this
situation more complicated. They create new opportunities for powerful groups to gain more
control, but they also make it easier for people to resist and fight back.
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ABSTRACT:

The intersection of colonialism and biopower, offers a critical analysis of the historical and
contemporary dynamics that shape the governance of life within colonial contexts. This study
delves into how colonial powers have employed biopower, as conceptualized by Michel
Foucault, to control and regulate populations, often intersecting with racial, cultural, and
geopolitical dimensions. By examining specific case studies and theoretical frameworks, the
abstract explores the impact of colonialist biopower on individuals, communities, and
ecosystems, shedding light on the intricate relationships between colonial histories, bio-
political strategies, and resistance movements. The complexities of these power dynamics are
unpacked to provide a nuanced understanding of the entanglements between colonialism and
biopower, contributing to broader conversations about decolonization, social justice, and the
reimagining of power relations in contemporary and historical contexts.
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INTRODUCTION

Slavery shows how the country's belief in owning property can lead to ignoring or denying
the painful truth of slavery. This is why the Haitian Revolution is often overlooked in history,
even though it better reflects the idea of equality and freedom for all people. However, Haiti
is rarely mentioned in history books about the Age of Revolution. The Haitian Revolution
was complicated and had a lot of ups and downs, but it was the first modern revolution to
fight against slavery. This makes it the first real modern revolution. Stating that, though,
would only consider the republic and modernity based on their ideas, not their actual
structures and systems. The Haitian Revolution emphasizes the first (ideas) but doesn't
support the second (systems). Freeing slaves goes against the rule of owning property, and
making laws against racial division weakens the system that separates people based on race.
Maybe it's not a surprise that most people in Europe and North America at that time couldn't
believe the Haitian Revolution happened. It needs to be kept quiet or removed because it
shows a big problem between republicanism and modernity[1], [2].

Understanding how slavery is connected to the modern republic shows us how powerful
slaves were and how they resisted. When people think of a slave as a general idea, they see
someone who has no freedom and is completely controlled by someone else. Slaves are a
good example to show that power can be exercised over people who are not free, which goes
against what Foucault claimed earlier. Foucault believed that if slaves were completely
controlled, no one would have power over them. It may seem confusing to say that slaves are
free. Foucault is saying that everyone has some freedom, even if it's not a lot, which helps
them resist control. To say that power is only used on "free subjects" means that power is
only used on subjects who resist, who show their freedom before power is applied. Slaves are
the most free when they resist being controlled by their master, not just when they are out of
reach of the master's punishment from evening to morning. Baruch Spinoza believes that no
one can give up all their rights and power to someone else, and still be a human being. And
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there will never be a ruler with unlimited power. Slave resistance shows how poor people can
challenge those in power to try to be free. In history, this shows how important slave revolts,
rebellions, and escapes were. Slavery was ended not by people's good beliefs in freedom and
equality, as if it was just an old-fashioned leftover from the past, or by the business forces as
if it was a form of work that took a long time for businesses to completely get rid of. The
slaves themselves worked to end slavery by resisting it, and making it no longer a viable form
of government or profitable way to produce goods. W is a letter in the English alphabet.
"Rewrite this text more simply. Du Bois says that slaves played a big role in freeing
themselves during the Civil War in the United States. To hurt the economy of the plantation
system and stop the Confederate Army from getting food and supplies, the slaves started a
general strike that involved around 500,000 people. This helped weaken the Confederate
fighters. Du Bois suggests a big strike to show how black slaves have always resisted and
played a big part in their freedom and world history. He believes that the actions of black
slaves forced the world to consider the idea of a fair and equal democracy for people of all
races. The resistance and revolts of slaves show the conflict between the property-based
society and the modern world[3], [4].

Similar things happened during the second wave of servitude and slavery in Eastern Europe.
This was from the 1600s when feudal relations were restored after religious wars, to the time
when nation-states were formed. Both Marx and Max Weber study history because it shows
how workers in Eastern Europe were able to fight against the capitalist mode of production. It
also shows that even before industrialization, the freedom of labor power was a threat to
capitalism. These types of servitude are eventually ended, partly because peasants are leaving
to go live in the big cities of Western Europe. The exodus changed the way servants and lords
felt towards each other. Now, the working class and the capitalist class conflict. The main idea
is that even when people are being controlled, they still can fight back. This fighting back is
important in understanding how history has changed over time.

This reflection shows that even though slaves are treated like they aren't important, they still
fight back and show that they are still alive in their actions. People cannot be reduced to just
surviving if we mean that they have no freedom or ability to fight back. Humans are
"vulnerable" in the way we talked about before feeling angry, strong, and optimistic. This
brings us back to talking about modernity itself, which has both hierarchy and conflict. Slave
resistance goes against the power structure of modern society, not because it opposes the idea
of freedom and equality, but because it challenges the unequal relationships that are central to
modern power. Antimodernity is a part of modernity and cannot be separated from it.

DISCUSSION

The control of anti-modern ideas is maintained by the power of modern society. This control
is not only through external forces like slavery and capitalism's laws, but also through making
people believe in modern ways. The tools and methods of modernity-coloniality racism affect
and control groups of people who are not in power. The widespread influence of modern
power is connected to the origin of anti-modern ideas inside us. Some important studies in
postcolonial studies focus on showing how colonial power affects everything, using different
ways of showing and thinking. Edward Said looked at how people from the West wrote about
and portrayed people from the East. He found that these writings didn't just justify the power
imbalance between the two groups, but also influenced the way the people from the East saw
themselves. GayatriSpivak says that oppressed people are not able to express themselves
because those in power control how they are represented. The writer is talking about the
conflict over the practice of sati where widows were forced to die on their husband's funeral
pyre in colonial India. Spivak argues that widows were in a very bad position and were being
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silenced in two ways. The British said they were saving Indian women from Indian men, and
the traditional view was that the women wanted to die. These ideas completely took over the
colonial scene and made it impossible for the women to speak up. These studies show how
colonialism is carried out and kept going not only through violence, but also through people
agreeing with the colonial ways of thinking and knowledge that spread throughout society[5],
[6].

Religious organizations have a lot of power in controlling people's beliefs and ideas. All the
big religions are involved in this - Islam, Hinduism, and Confucianism have a role, and now
the growing Christian evangelical and Pentecostal churches in Africa and Latin America are
very important. However the Catholic Church should be given a special position because of
its long history and close connection to European conquest and colonization. When Spain
took over and settled in America, the Catholic friars and priests worked with the soldiers and
leaders of the Spanish government. The church's job was not just to convert the native people
to Christianity, but also to create beliefs about the nature and abilities of the native
populations. These beliefs questioned whether the native people could think, become
Christian, and even be considered human. The Catholic Church has held onto racist and
colonialist ideas for a long time. Even Pope Benedict XVI repeated them during a visit to
Brazil in 2007. He said that the people in the Americas were waiting for Christ to save them.
"They got the Holy Spirit, who came to make their beliefs better, making them pure and
helping them grow in their faith, following the teachings of the Gospel. The introduction of
Jesus and his teachings did not push away the cultures of the people who lived in the
Americas before Columbus arrived, nor did it force them to adopt a new culture. The pope
says that the way people think and believe is something they feel inside, not something forced
on them from outside.

It is very important to examine and criticize these types of ideas and beliefs, as many scholars
have done. But there are some limits to doing this. Critics of ideology believe that even
though it is widespread, it is separate from the people who are affected by it. Ideas about
beliefs and how things are shown in society are not enough to understand how modernity,
colonialism, and racism are all connected deeply. Usually, when people think about racism or
thinking about different races, they see it as a bad idea or a mistake of modern times. They
think it's not a normal part of society. Racism is part of modern society, just like colonialism.
Stokely Carmichael and Charles Hamilton say racism is not just about individuals being
biased or prejudiced, but it's also built into our institutions and how power is arranged in
society. Barnor Hesse adds that this idea makes us focus on the way racism is part of the way
things are done in society, rather than just the ideas people have about race and where they
come from. Hesse suggests that racism is better seen as a way the government controls people
instead of just a belief system. This is a big change: the way power works in modern society
is more about actions than knowledge. So, instead of just critiquing ideas and knowledge, we
should focus on critiquing politics and the way people exist. Understanding how modern
racism and colonialism control people's lives through power helps us see that it doesn't just
shape thoughts, but also affects how people live. It's not just about stopping people from
doing things, but also about shaping who they are inside. To go back to the Catholic Church,
we can think of the Spanish Inquisition as an example of its power in Peru and other parts of
the Americas during the 17th century. The Inquisition is a system that decides who is a true
Spaniard and Christian, and finds and punishes people who don't follow the church and the
king. It also creates the rules and paperwork that modern government offices use. The Lima
inquisition was not just an old-fashioned belief. It actually helped create modern ideas about
race, colonization, and how power works. This makes it an important part of the birth of
modern society. The Inquisition is a really harsh example, but it shows how people are made
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by telling the truth, behaving the right way, and other rules and methods. The control of
modernity, colonialism, and racism isn't just something that happens on the surface. It's
actually something that affects people's lives and bodies, creating their way of living[7], [8].

If colonial control controls people's lives, does that mean rebellions can't win. Nathan
Wachtel wonders if the revolts in sixteenth-century Peru were all really defeated. He thinks
they were, considering the fighting and the power of the colonizers. Native uprisings had
different ways of happening depending on the situation. The Araucanians in Chile used
European weapons, while Peruvian Indians used their traditional methods. Some people also
resisted in smaller, quieter ways. However, Wachtel believes that we should stay willing to
change our expected results. Sometimes what seems like losing is actually winning, and what
seems like winning is actually losing. It's not always helpful to measure success and failure in
this way. This brings us back to our basic question: Can people resist biopower, which
controls everything in society. This question is similar to the criticism of Foucault's studies
on power, which assume that everything related to power is helpful to it. To understand this
idea, we need to see things from a different point of view like Watchel suggests. We should
not think of power as the most important thing and resistance as a reaction to it. Instead,
surprisingly, resistance comes before power. Here we can see how important Foucault's idea
is that power only affects people who are free. Their freedom comes before the use of power,
and when they resist, they are just trying to increase and make their freedom stronger. In this
situation, hoping for help or support from outside sources for resistance is useless and takes
away your power.

Our project idea can be thought of as a chiasmus. One change moves the study of how
modernity, colonialism, and racism are connected from being about beliefs to being about
power within a society. And the second goes in the opposite way, starting from inside
resistances against modern ideas to the struggles related to biology that can create change and
a different way of doing things. The Marxist tradition has mixed feelings about modernity,
and sometimes its ideas even conflict with each other. It says that modern ideas are good and
old-fashioned ideas are bad, but also says that old-fashioned ideas are important in the fight
between different social classes. Workers, peasants, and other people who are controlled by
capitalists resist their power, which goes against modern society[9], [10].

Karl Marx's ideas show that modern times are seen as advancing. In the part of the
Grundrisse that looks at the analysis of "forms before capitalist production,” Marx talks about
how the old ways of making things in Asia and in ancient times are connected to how
capitalism started. This way of looking at economic history shows how different economic
systems and practices have changed over time. It leads to the idea that in Marx's time,
capitalism became the most important way of producing things. Marx and Engels also
thought that people outside of Europe didn't have a history and were stuck in a time without
the ability to make new things happen. This explains why Marx didn't realize in the 1850s
that people were fighting against colonial rule, farmers were protesting, and other workers
were starting movements outside of capitalist industries. This way of thinking also makes
Marx believe that colonization is important for advancement because it brings capitalism to
the colony. We should also mention that the critical comments made about Marx’s work by
European historians and social scientists in the 19th and early 20th centuries do not question
the idea that his analysis is teleological and evolutionary. Max Weber expanded the range of
things to consider when evaluating development to include religion, politics, culture, and
other things. However, he did not change the idea that progress is determined by certain
factors. Marx's ideas about modernization and progress are used by many Marxist writers.
Social democrats also have similar ideas about modernity, but they are not closely connected
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to Marx. The idea of scientific socialism and socialist policies for building industries comes
from Marx's thinking. The disrespect for non-industrial workers and their rebellion is a big
part of Marxist beliefs.

World-systems theories are a bit unclear, but they are still important in carrying on the ideas
of Marx. Ferdinand Braudel's work, which inspired world-systems theories, and earlier
theories of capitalist development, show that the world market grows as capitalists are able to
sell more goods in a steady way. Over time, the idea is that capital takes over the whole world
within itself. And this definitely happened, but not in a straightforward way. The world-
systems perspective doesn't just show progress moving in a straight line. It also considers
how expansion happens over time and how it can have ups and downs. In these patterns of
change, the main areas of growth move from one place to another - first from the
Mediterranean to the Atlantic, and now to the Pacific. This defines which areas are most
important and which ones are left out. Even when considering changes that happen regularly,
the organized growth of capitalism continues. The schema doesn't consider anti-modern
movements very well. It doesn't recognize class struggle as important in history, society, and
economy. It doesn't understand the power of labor and capital, and it doesn't acknowledge
resistance from people not involved in capitalist production. Simpler versions of world-
systems theory think that societies go through stages of development, with each stage making
social and economic relations better. Even the top experts in world-systems theory can't fully
understand it without considering the old-fashioned forces that go against modern ideas. This
theory still connects to Marxism and modern ways even when it's used by skilled people [11],
[12].

However, it would be wrong to think that Marxism is all about wanting to make progress in
modern society. If we focus on the ideas in the Marxist tradition that are most focused on
fighting against social class differences and making big changes, we see a completely
different view. These ideas are focused on getting rid of the power of capitalist modern
society and its beliefs. The ideas against empires and the political plans that started in the
early 1900s are good example of being against modern changes in Marxism and
revolutionary communism. In Rosa Luxemburg's work, she talks about how capitalist
companies make money by selling their products in a larger market, especially in colonized
areas. Capitalism grows by constantly adding new money to the existing money and by
taking control of more and more of the world. This helps the overall profit to increase.
However, Luxemburg sees a lot of problems with this progress. She believes that there are
big conflicts and her ideas about conflicts and problems show the personal forces that go
against modern capitalism.

Capitalism hurts people in different ways, both at home and abroad. It also makes life harder
for workers. And the more capitalism destroys other social groups, the more it changes the
way things are every day for businesses. It's a series of political and social problems and
struggles, and with these conditions, along with occasional economic disasters or crises,
accumulation can't continue. Before the economy gets worse because of money, workers
around the world need to rebel against those in charge of money.

Capitalist crises are always happening on the edges of progress because of protests from
workers against modern society. Lenin saw the effects of the capitalist crisis as even more
serious. During the First World War, powerful countries fought each other over their interests
in other parts of the world. People who were against the war and against the system that
caused it, found common ground to fight against capitalism and colonialism. "The main
points of Lenin's work on Imperialism are easy to understand.
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Studying money, banks, and similar things, also suggests that the war between different
countries has not just caused suffering and death for workers around the world, but also gives
them a chance to overcome the beliefs that have separated them. Lenin criticizes the workers
in Europe who support imperialism and believes that there is potential for all workers to unite
in a struggle against imperialism. The communist movement is united by their struggle
against capitalist modernity. They do not believe in the idea that progress is inevitable.

Mao Zedong follows this type of communist theory and focuses on how powerful it is to be
against modern ways. Mao understands that China can't only use modern ideas to grow its
economy and society. Changing how the government works and improving the lives of
workers so they are not controlled by capitalists needs a different way of doing things. Mao
made the peasants more important in politics, which was different from what others believed.
He also criticized Stalin's ideas about the economy. Even when Mao tried to modernize the
country as much as possible,

Marx changed his mind about the idea of progress. In the late 1870s, he was asked to help
solve a problem between two Russian revolutionary groups. One group believed that Russia
needed to become capitalist before it could become communist, while the other group thought
that the Russian peasant commune was already the foundation for communism. Marx is in a
difficult position because his older writings support one idea, but his current thoughts agree
with a different one. Marx is trying to make his views fit together. He says that to understand
things, we need to look at how they work in real life, not just in theory. He talks about how it
was necessary for communal property to be destroyed in Western Europe. But he also says
that this doesn't mean the same thing should happen in Russia or anywhere else. It is wrong
to turn my historical story about how capitalism started in Western Europe into a theory
about how all societies develop, no matter what their history is. In Russia, the revolution's job
is to stop the changes caused by capitalism that could harm the Russian community. "If the
revolution happens at the right time. Marx says that if Russia focuses on letting rural
communities thrive, it will make Russia stronger than countries controlled by capitalism. Is
there a disagreement in Marx's ideas about modernity and progress? If there is, we think it's a
good thing because it adds depth to his thinking.

Marx thinks that the revolutionary ideas against modern ways are strongly connected to the
common people, but he can't explain it well. José Carlos Maridtegui is in a good position to
understand this type of resistance against modern ways in both Europe and other places. After
he visited Europe in the 1920s and studied socialist and communist movements, he went back
to Peru and found that Andean indigenous communities, the ayllus, share things in common.

These communities protect and keep access to the land, ways of working, and social
organization together. It reminded him of the Russian peasant communities before the
revolution that Marx was interested in, called the mir. "He says that even though India has
had laws for one hundred years that promote individualism, the people still prefer to live in
communities and support each other. "Maridtegui sees that traditional Inca society had a
religious and controlling government, but he also sees that it had a strong connection to the
people, which could be used to fight back. By learning about European communism, he
realizes how valuable the native people and social systems of "Inca communism" are. This is
not something leftover from ancient times or copied from European movements, but a
powerful way for people to resist in today's world. Antimodernity, in Europe and elsewhere,
is about the way people come together and share their beliefs and values. Socialist
development means using the resources of a country to improve the lives of all its people,
instead of just a few rich people.
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While Marxist theory has mixed feelings about modern society, socialist states are more
clearly connected to it. The three big socialist revolutions in Russia, China, and Cuba all
aimed to modernize their countries, despite facing strong opposition to change. The rich
capitalist countries have been making other countries follow their economic ideas for a long
time. They say it will help everyone, but it really just keeps the rich countries in power. Even
socialist countries do the same thing, even though they say they are against the rich countries.
The criticism of imperialism is still important for socialist countries after the revolution. It
goes together with promoting a political economy that focuses on development.

Before the Bolsheviks won, some people believed that socialism was more about becoming
more advanced, rather than being free. They thought that following the lead of the powerful
countries and becoming more modern was the goal. Building a strong national identity and a
socialist government were both part of this idea, which ignored the unique needs and
traditions of different groups of people. Sometimes, people think that a country needs to go
through hard times to become as successful as capitalist countries. But other times, people
think economic development is a great thing. Criticizing development doesn't mean we don't
want to be successful, just like criticizing modern life doesn't mean we're against being smart
or knowledgeable. We need to look at things from a different perspective and realize that
continuing with modernity and development programs just keeps the same unfair systems in
place.

CONCLUSION

The study found that using biopower in colonies is a main way to control and exploit people.
It has not only made people watch each other, behave a certain way, and act like everyone
else, but it has also caused problems in nature and changed the way people live. The effects
of colonialism and its control over people's lives have had a long-lasting impact, stretching
through many generations and leaving permanent marks on the land of conquered areas.
Furthermore, this study acknowledges the strength and refusal to give in that arises in
response to the control of colonial powers. People, groups, and nature have shown they can
fight against and resist unfair rules given to them. In conclusion, we need to keep dealing
with the complicated power struggles and keep working towards making things fairer for
everyone and changing who has power. In a bigger picture, the study makes us think about
how colonialist control over people's lives still affects global issues today. It asks experts and
people working for change to think carefully about and deal with the lasting effects of
colonialism. As we try to understand power and resistance in today's world, we learn more
about the complicated forces that shape our world. This helps us see things more extremely.
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ABSTRACT:

The intricate transition from antimodernity to altermodernity, draws inspiration from Frantz
Fanon's three stages of liberation. Exploring the historical context of the socialist states and
their economic development, the narrative highlights the paradoxes within modern political
thought and their impact on revolutionary struggles. The analysis extends to the crises faced
by socialist experiments in the latter half of the twentieth century, examining their evolution
and implications on global political ideologies. Furthermore, the piece explores the
persistence of antimodernist forces in contemporary times and emphasizes the need to move
beyond traditional dialectics. The discussion takes a nuanced approach, acknowledging the
limitations of antimodernity and proposing the concept of later modernity as a dynamic and
transformative alternative. The article suggests that the shift from resistance to alternative is
crucial for liberation movements and calls for a reevaluation of the relationship between
modernity and its monsters. Finally, drawing on Fanon's insights, the article proposes a
trajectory towards altermodernity, emphasizing the creation of a new humanity that
transcends the static opposition between modernity and antimodernity.
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INTRODUCTION

The mixed feelings about the modernization and growth of the economy in socialist countries
can be seen in Lenin's 1898 study about Russia's capitalist development. He says that the
current way of developing the economy clashes with his respect for the way people lived
before modern times, especially how the lower classes were treated. He wants to fix the
problem by delaying it: We need to make progress in the economy now so that lower classes
can become strong enough to fight against capitalist control in the future. However, when
Lenin tries to solve a problem by delaying it for later, as seen in his theory of the state
withering away, he is just avoiding a real issue. The process of growing up and changing
never stops, and there are still conflicting feelings. Lenin didn't understand how capitalism's
ideas and progress could confuse people. Similarly, socialist countries' ideas and economic
policies focus on progress and don't fully embrace the revolutionary ideas that led to them.
It's not a coincidence that in the last few decades of the 1900s when the "great hope" of
socialism wasn't working out, the three big socialist experiments were all facing the same
problems. What was the Soviet Union's plan for getting out of economic dependence? It
wanted to develop in stages and change capitalism into socialism. Marxism was turned into a
theory about progress that leaves out anything old-fashioned or underdeveloped. The Soviet
crisis included everything about how society was growing, the type of government they had,
the people who were in charge, and how they were taking over land in China. The crisis
didn't make the system fail, but it did make it change to be more like how capitalist countries
organize work. This can be done through controlling methods like socialism, bureaucracy,
and centralization, or in a more decentralized way that supports market forces within a
unified global market. This allows for profits and competitive advantage and can help address
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wage inequalities and poor labor conditions. The way China has moved towards
neoliberalism is not the same as capitalist countries. They have only partly sold off state-
owned businesses, the government still has a lot of control, and there are now new social
classes and inequalities between cities and the countryside. But it still works well. Looking
back, the way China's government is run today helps us see how strong the belief in
development was in Cuba's socialist government. Cuba has been able to avoid the worst
effects of the crisis, but only by not changing and staying the same as it was before. The crisis
is still causing big problems. Cuba is always trying to avoid two dangerous possibilities for
its future: the Soviet Union's terrible end or China's move towards capitalism[1], [2].

This socialist idea also spread to many poor countries for many years, like India, East Asia,
Africa and Latin America. Here, both the capitalist ideas about growth and the socialist ideas
about relying on others were connected. The idea of making things modern and modernizing
became important for controlling and stopping the anti-modern forces that came up during
revolutionary fights. The ideas of "national development" and the "state of the entire people"
seemed hopeful for the future, but really just made the existing global inequalities seem okay.
This was a harmful part of socialist beliefs. In the name of bringing everyone together, some
political activities were organized to pretend to solve problems between different groups of
people. This made it hard to understand the differences between political ideas and groups
like right and left, and also fascist and communist. This old-fashioned way of thinking
becomes more common when the economy is doing badly. It was a big part of what was
happening in the Soviet Union in the 1930s, and we are seeing it happen again today. This
time, it's not about bringing everyone together, but about political groups on both the left and
the right trying to appeal to more people in the middle. This creates what Etienne Balibar
calls "extremism of the center [3], [4].

The three socialist experiments failed because the leaders did not adopt the progressive norms
of capitalist development. They didn't fully understand or believe in these norms. While
socialism experiments did not work out, Russia and China were successful in developing
their economies as capitalist countries. After short-term problems, those countries went back
to using capitalism and became much wealthier and stronger than before. "Real socialism"
turned out to be a strong way to gather resources and grow the economy. In poor countries, it
created tools that rich countries only use during economic crises. It also made rules for
controlling special situations, which are still used in the world today. Given that global
capitalist development is running out of energy, the problems of "real socialism" are very
important today. The story is actually about you. It would be a mistake to forget or ignore
how the successful socialist revolutions in Russia, China, and Cuba helped and motivated
anti-capitalist and anti-imperialist movements all over the world. We need to be careful not to
criticize them in a way that just helps the powerful people make them disappear. Each
revolution started fights that spread around the world like a virus, sharing their hopes and
dreams with other movements. It would be helpful to know how much the final crisis of
socialist countries helped or hurt the progress of liberation movements at this time in history.
In simpler terms, the period from 1917 to 1989, known as the "brief twentieth century," came
to an end. This doesn't mean that the hope and push for communism ended, only that a new
century has started. We will look at how anti-modern forces are working against capitalist
globalization and find a way out of the ideology that trapped socialist states.

In the end, one thing that is clear from this history is that fights for freedom can't be seen only
in terms of making a country more modern and developed. The power of being against
modern ways, which wasn't noticed in past socialist revolutions and fights for independence,
is now showing up again in our time. Chef Guevara starts to understand this fact in the last
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years of his life. He wants to move away from the strict rules and patterns of socialist beliefs.
He sees that these beliefs are just like the main features of capitalist society. "Trying to
achieve socialism using the tools from capitalism will not work," he writes. "To build
communism, we need to create a new way of thinking and living, along with new ways of
making things. We also need to understand the limitations of developing socialism. He was
the president of the national bank and the minister of industries after the revolution. However,
in 1965, he suddenly vanishes from public sight and goes to join revolutionary fights first in
the Congo and then in Bolivia, where he is killed. Some people think that his decision to
leave Cuba and his government jobs shows that he wants adventure and doesn't want to work
hard to build the country's economy. We see it as a rejection of the strict rules and control of
the socialist government, and a refusal to follow their ideas for progress. He will never find
the new humanity he wants to create through communism. He wants to go to the jungle to
find the old ways he used to fight for freedom. Today, we can see that only the people
involved in movements and political processes can create change and awareness. This was
also true during Che's time. This awareness doesn't come from the smart people in socialist
science anymore. Now it comes from regular workers and many people who have their own
ideas against modern ways and capitalism [5], [6].

Cali ban Breaks Free of the Dialectic

During modern times, when people were trying to be more rational and knowledgeable, scary
creatures still appeared. In Europe, from Rabelais to Diderot and from Shakespeare to Mary
Shelley, monsters have been shown as extremely big and scary. It's like modern rationality is
not enough to control their amazing creative abilities. In places outside Europe, people who
are against modern ideas are seen as monsters so that those in power can control them and
keep their control justified. The Spanish people in the 16th century believed that the stories of
human sacrifice among Native Americans showed how cruel, violent, and crazy they were.
The idea of cannibalism also served a similar purpose for African colonizers at a later time.
During the 16th and 17th centuries, many people were accused of being witches and were
killed or put on trial. This was because people were afraid of anything that seemed old-
fashioned or not modern. They thought it was not rational or based on religion. Witch-hunts
often happen in places where there have recently been revolts by poor farmers, often led by
women, against rulers who want to take over their land and oppress them. However, modern
society struggles to accept its monsters and often tries to ignore them as just products of an
overactive imagination. Marx illustrates this by saying, "Perseus used a magic cap to avoid
being seen by the monsters he was hunting. We put on the magic cap to block out any scary
things and pretend they're not there. The monsters are real, and we need to pay attention to
what they can teach us about modern times. Adorno thinks there is no solution, so he believes
that humanity is stuck in a never-ending cycle of opposing forces. The problem is that we
don't see the differences among people who are against modern ways. Some of these people
don't just hate modern things, they come up with new ways of thinking and freedom. We
need to break free from the pattern of thinking that Horkheimer and Adorno create and see
how the people against modern ways are actually creating new and better things[7], [8].

One way to escape from this back-and-forth is to think about the relationship in terms of
modern scary creatures. The savage and distorted character in Shakespeare's play “The
Tempest” represents the colonized native as a scary and powerful monster. Prospero the
magician says that he tried to be friends with and teach the monster. But when it threatened
his daughter, Miranda, he had to lock it in a tree to keep it from harming anyone. The
Europeans use the native's bad behavior to justify their control in the name of being modern.
Caliban cannot be easily killed or sent away. "We can't miss him," Prospero tells Miranda.
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"He helps us gather firewood and works in the office to help us. The monster has to work, so
we have to keep him inside the island community. Yes, it is true that there are groups that do
not support modern ideas and aren't trying to make things better. Horkheimer and Adorno
believed that the Nazi project was against modernity, and we can also see this in other
modern projects like ethnic cleansing, the Ku Klux Klan's white supremacist beliefs, and the
U. S's desire for world domination. Neoconservatives are people who support a conservative
political ideology, promoting a strong foreign policy and the use of military force to achieve
national security and promote democracy. All of these projects are trying to break the typical
way people in power control and dominate others. They want to set everyone free from
unequal relationships. The ideas about who has power and control from Juan
DonosoCortA©s to Carl Schmitt are not new. They also want to change how we think about
modern times and stop the fighting by giving power to one ruler. The "autonomy of the
political" they talk about really means rulers can do what they want without being challenged
by the people they rule. This dream isn't real. Rulers need people below them to survive, just
like Prospero needs Caliban and capitalists need workers. Although it's not real, it still causes
a lot of problems and sadness today. These monsters are what nightmares are made of.

This provides us with two good things to study about the powers against modern ways. The
first thing is to clearly show the difference between old-fashioned ideas of power that want to
break connections and new ideas that challenge and undermine systems of control by
supporting resistance and giving more freedom to those who are lower in power. The second
task is to understand that resistance and freedom are always more powerful than domination
and cannot be controlled by modern power. These monsters have the key to unlock new
creative abilities that go beyond the conflict between modern and anti-modern ideas.

DISCUSSION

So far, we have looked at antimodernity as a way of resisting modernity in three different
ways. This is not about protecting old ways from modern ways. It's about fighting for
freedom within modern society. Secondly, being against modern ways is not just in one
place, but all around modern ways. There is no direct link between Europe and modernity,
and the colonial world is not necessarily against modernity. The people who are not in power
are also modern, and throughout history, they have resisted the dominant powers in different
ways like slave rebellions, peasant revolts, and liberation movements. Finally, going against
modern ways doesn't just happen after modern power is used. It's not just a reaction to
modern ways. Being against modernity comes first because in modern society, power can
only be used over people who are free and express their freedom by resisting control and
being dominated. Modernity must respond to control those forces of freedom.

Right now, we see the limits of the idea of fighting against modern ways. This is because we
have seen how violent and extreme some of these fights can be. Basically, modern and anti-
modern are always connected to each other. This is a common problem with resistance: it can
end up just being opposed to something without making progress. We should understand how
liberation movements can become independent and break free from the control of modern
society. The language used by the globalization protest movements gives us a way to solve
this problem. When big protests started happening at meetings of global leaders in North
America and Europe in the late 1990s and early 2000s, the media called it "anti-globalization.
But the people in these movements didn't like that label because most of them don't actually
oppose globalization overall, they just don't like how it's being done right now. Actually, their
ideas are about different global ways of trading, sharing culture, and politics. And the groups
they are in made connections all over the world. They wanted to be called "alter
globalization" instead of "anti-globalization". The change in terminology suggests a different
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way of thinking that doesn't just focus on two opposite ideas, globalization and anti-
globalization, and instead focuses on finding alternative solutions[9], [10].

Using the same terms helps us change the focus of talks about modernity and antimodernity.
Altermodernity and modernity are connected in a diagonal way. It shows a disagreement with
how modern society is organized, just like opposing modern ideas, but it focuses on fighting
back in its own way. We need to point out that the term altermodernit might cause confusion.
For some people, the term might mean changing modern ways to fit with the new global
situation while still keeping the most important features. For some people, it might show
different ways of being modern, depending on where and how they live. For example,
Chinese modernity, European modernity, Iranian modernity, and so on. We want to use the
term "altermodernity" to show a big change from modernity and the power it holds. It comes
from traditions that are against modernity, but it is also different because it goes beyond just
opposing and resisting modernity.

Frantz Fanon suggested a way for colonized intellectuals to progress from modernity and
antimodernity to altermodernity. In the first stage of Fanon's theory, the colonized person
tries to be as much like European people as possible. They think that everything good and
modern comes from Europe, so they don't value their own history and culture. A person who
learns a lot about Europe and becomes like them, but still has dark skin. Some brave
colonized thinkers rebel against Eurocentrism and colonial power. They want to escape the
dominance of white culture and return to their roots. In some wealthy countries, intellectuals
also challenge modern hierarchies and support the traditions and identity of marginalized
groups. The danger is that holding onto old ways and traditions, whether focused on past
hardships or past successes, keeps us from changing, even when we're pushing back against
modern ways. The thinker has to not get stuck in being against modern ways, but move past
that to a new way of thinking.

Fanon says that trying to keep old traditions or bring back forgotten ones goes against history
and the people. When people fight against a cruel colonial rule with weapons or politics, the
way things are usually done changes. And a person's identity doesn't stay the same, it changes
and becomes something new. Fanon believes that the revolution should create a new way of
being for people, moving past the idea of either being modern or against modernity and
instead focusing on being dynamic and creative. Moving from traditional ideas to new ideas
is not about being against something, but it's about a break and change from the old to
something different.

One difficult area to study is the difference between old-fashioned and new-fashioned ideas,
like the protests and talks about unfairness that have been happening in countries like the
Americas and the Pacific. Since the Europeans came, indigenous traditions and identities
have been important for protecting themselves. Surprisingly, in some societies, like Australia,
New Zealand, and Canada, claims of indigenous rights are tied to keeping their traditions
alive. This means that if they don't follow their traditions, they may lose their rights. In settler
societies, people believe that indigenous people should act or show their true selves according
to the ideas of liberal multiculturalism. Many modern indigenous movements and discussions
can avoid being against modern ways and can instead embrace new ways of being modern
[11], [12].

The differences between people who are against modern ways and those who want to change
modern ways are clear. This can be seen in a collection of writings by Latin American
indigenous thinkers put together by Guillermo BonfilBatalla in the early 1980s. The
Indianidad project, which all the authors share, is about getting rid of the "Indian". But it's not
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about physically destroying Indigenous people, even though that has happened because of
modernity over the last 500 years. He doesn't want to follow the modernization policies of
government in Latin America to change the indigenous people to be more like the Hispanic
population, making the indigenous people go away by mixing with them, moving away, and
teaching them, so that the indigenous civilizations would only be remembered in museums.
The plan to get rid of the Indian is really about destroying the identity that was given to them
by the colonizers. It goes against modern ways. The most important part for us is what
happens next in the argument. One choice after getting rid of colonial identity is to bring back
the original identities like Quiché, Maya, Quechua, Aymara, and others as they were before
meeting European civilization, with their traditional ways of organizing society and
leadership. This idea fits in with the tradition of going against modern ways, following the
second stage in Fanon's sequence. BondlBatalla's writing usually focuses on traditional
identities and ways of life, but he suggests that there may be other possibilities to consider.
He writes that ethnic identity is not something made up or stuck in the past. It is not separate
from how society changes over time and it is not unchanging. This idea of social change
suggests that indigenous people can move away from being against modern ways and
towards making their own modern society.

Leslie Marmon Silko is a very interesting writer who has different ideas about modern
society. Her books show how Native Americans are still suffering because their land was
stolen, they are not allowed to have their own property, and are affected by militarism and
other ways of control. Silko's novels are different because they show how identities and
traditions can change and mix together. They are filled with people of mixed race, Black
Indians, and others who are not accepted by their tribes, constantly traveling across borders in
the desert. Her main characters always remember the things that happened before, the
knowledge of older people, and the important things from their family's past. But to continue
their customs and follow the ancient predictions, they have to keep changing the world and in
doing so, change themselves. Native American ways, information, and rituals must be
changed to keep their strength. In Silko's world, revolution is the only way to fight against
those who want to harm us and to protect the valuable things passed down to us from our
ancestors.

The Zapatista movement in Mexico shows how indigenous rights are important in modern
politics. The Zapatistas don't follow the usual ways of fighting for rights based on identity.
They don't ask for legal recognition of indigenous identities or for traditional indigenous
leaders to have power over the government. Many zapatistas become politically active by
refusing to follow the traditional leaders of their indigenous communities and by clashing
with the Mexican government. Autonomy and making their own choices were the main ideas
that the Zapatistas used when they talked to the government about changing the rules for
indigenous people in 1996. When the government didn't keep their promise, the Zapatistas
started working on their own projects to put their ideas into action. They created their own
local government and councils for good governance. While most Zapatista community
members are indigenous and fight against racism, their politics are not based on a single
identity. They want the right to be able to change and become whatever they want, instead of
being stuck as they are.

This allows the Zapatistas to avoid being against modern ways and instead move towards
different modern ways. It also means they don't have to follow a fixed pattern of modern
power and resistance. Moving from the old ways to new ways, tradition and identity change,
and so does resistance. Now, it is focused on creating different options. The freedom that is
the foundation of resistance becomes important and marks the start of a new political plan.
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This idea of altermodernity helps us understand the difference between socialism and
communism. Socialism is unsure about modernity and anti-modernity, while communism
needs to move away from both and focus on the common good to move forward in
altermodernity.

The Multitude in Cochabamba

Altermodernity includes culture, civilization, labor, and production. In modern times, these
areas of conflict have often been seen as separate and sometimes even hostile to each other.
In many places, people think that labor struggles are led by workers who want to modernize,
while civilizational struggles are led by people of color and indigenous groups who oppose
modernization. This is not completely true, but it is a common belief. From the point of view
of cultural conflicts, the aims and actions of labor movements can be harmful like those of
the ruling classes, by repeating their racist behaviors and promoting their Euro-centric
cultural ideas. And from the perspective of labor movements, cultural conflicts are often
thought of as outdated, old-fashioned, or even primitive. Many other people with different
feelings have also been involved in this fight. Peasants sometimes support one side or the
other, and gender struggles have sometimes joined with one or both sides, but they are
usually controlled by both. Ideological and practical differences have caused tensions and
even caused alliances within communist, national liberation, and anti-imperialist movements
to fall apart. Moving from being against modernity to seeking a different kind of modernity
brings a big change. Now, these different areas of conflict might work together in new ways,
but not as one or under one's control. Instead, they move forward independently, side by side.

The social movements in Bolivia that led to the election of Evo Morales as president in 2005
show how different groups with diverse demands can work together in politics. Two
important points in this time of challenges were the fights in 2000 over who would control
water in Cochabamba and the surrounding area, and the battle in 2003 over who had the right
to control natural gas in El Alto and the highlands. These are good examples of people
fighting against neoliberalism around the world in recent years. In Cochabamba, a city in
Bolivia, the World Bank told the government to stop giving discounts for public water and
sell the water system to foreign companies. When the government did this, the foreign
companies made the water more expensive, which made people start protesting. The fighting
over gas in 2003 was part of a bigger pattern of conflict in the country from 2000 to 2005.
This showed how different groups were able to work together to demand changes in the
economy and society. It also showed a shift from being against modernity to wanting to
change it in a different way.

To understand how complicated this situation is, we need to see that Bolivian society and the
movements there have many different aspects. First, these struggles are about more than just
money. It's not just about race, culture, or civilization either. It is all of them at the same time.
Secondly, in each area there are many different points of view fighting against each other.
Sociologist René S zavaleta described Bolivia in the 1970s as a diverse society with many
different aspects. In English, it could be compared to a society that is colorful, varied, and
diverse. Zavaleta sees the different types of people in Bolivia in a bad way. He thinks it
shows that Bolivia is not modern. He thinks modern means everyone being the same and
having the same social groups. We think Bolivia is as modern as France, India, or Canada
and is also open to change. Zavaleta sees diversity as an important factor in making society
better. The main question is how different social groups work together and support each other
in working towards a common goal. To understand this idea, we need to take a closer look at
the kind of society it is and see how the different groups in social movements are connected.
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Altermodernity includes culture, civilization, labor, and production. In modern times, these
areas of conflict have often been seen as separate and sometimes even hostile to each other.
In many places, people think that labor struggles are led by workers who want to modernize,
while civilizational struggles are led by people of color and indigenous groups who oppose
modernization. This is not completely true, but it is a common belief. From the point of view
of cultural conflicts, the aims and actions of labor movements can be harmful like those of
the ruling classes, by repeating their racist behaviors and promoting their Euro-centric
cultural ideas. From the perspective of labor movements, cultural conflicts are often thought
of as outdated, old-fashioned, or even primitive. Many other people with different feelings
have also been involved in this fight. Peasants sometimes support one side or the other, and
gender struggles have sometimes joined with one or both sides, but they are usually
controlled by both. Ideological and practical differences have caused tensions and even
caused alliances within communist, national liberation, and anti-imperialist movements to fall
apart. Moving from being against modernity to seeking a different kind of modernity brings a
big change. Now, these different areas of conflict might work together in new ways, but not
as one or under one's control. Instead, they move forward independently, side by side.

The social movements in Bolivia that led to the election of Evo Morales as president in 2005
show how different groups with diverse demands can work together in politics. Two
important points in this time of challenges were the fights in 2000 over who would control
water in Cochabamba and the surrounding area, and the battle in 2003 over who had the right
to control natural gas in El Alto and the highlands. These are good examples of people
fighting against neoliberalism around the world in recent years. In Cochabamba, a city in
Bolivia, the World Bank told the government to stop giving discounts for public water and
sell the water system to foreign companies. When the government did this, the foreign
companies made the water more expensive, which made people start protesting. The fighting
over gas in 2003 was part of a bigger pattern of conflict in the country from 2000 to 2005.
This showed how different groups were able to work together to demand changes in the
economy and society. It also showed a shift from being against modernity to wanting to
change it in a different way.

To understand how complicated this situation is, we need to see that Bolivian society and the
movements there have many different aspects. First, these struggles are about more than just
money. It's not just about race, culture, or civilization either. It is all of them at the same time.
Secondly, in each area there are many different points of view fighting against each other.
Sociologist René S. Zavaleta described Bolivia in the 1970s as a diverse society with many
different aspects. In English, it could be compared to a society that is colorful, varied, and
diverse. Zavaleta sees the different types of people in Bolivia in a bad way. He thinks it
shows that Bolivia is not modern. He thinks modern means everyone being the same and
having the same social groups. We think Bolivia is as modern as France, India, or Canada
and is also open to change. Zavaleta sees diversity as an important factor in making society
better. The main question is how different social groups work together and support each other
in working towards a common goal. To understand this idea, we need to take a closer look at
the kind of society it is and see how the different groups in social movements are connected.

CONCLUSION

We are looking at how things have changed from the past to now using Frantz Fanon's ideas.
We are learning about historical fights, socialist tests, and present movements. Studying the
problems and crises in socialist countries showed that the usual way of looking at things
doesn't fully explain the complex changes in modern politics. The problems that socialist
experiments had in the late 1900s showed that their economic models had flaws and were
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influenced by development ideas. Trying to mix socialist ideas with making money showed
how progress and old-fashioned ideas are connected. This makes it important to understand
both of them well. The story got bigger and included how socialist ideas were spreading to
poor countries and how they were connected to capitalist ideas about progress. During times
of economic crisis, it becomes hard to tell the difference between political groups. This helps
to continue the way things are in the world, with some countries having more power than
others, all while pretending to focus on their development. The idea of monsters in modern
times, as seen by Adorno, showed that it's hard to see and handle things that are against
modern ways. The monsters, whether they are against or for change, make it difficult to
understand the relationship between modern ideas and the ideas that oppose them. Knowing
this, the article suggested changing from just resisting to doing something different - from
being against modernity to changing modernity.
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ABSTRACT:

Departing from earlier interpretations by Zavaleta, these scholars reevaluate the multitude as
a dynamic and proactive protagonist within coherent political projects, challenging the notion
of passivity associated with its multiplicity. The Bolivian experiences, notably the
"Coordination for the Defense of Water" during the Cochabamba struggles in 2000,
exemplify the multitude-form's ability to organize diverse components of society,
transcending traditional classifications based on class, ethnicity, or labor. The multitude
emerges as a mode of political organization emphasizing both the diversity of social
singularities and the coordination of their actions within horizontal structures. This essay
contends that the multitude-form, with its emphasis on autonomy, equality, and
interdependence among various singularities, offers a distinctive approach to understanding
and navigating the complexities of altermodern struggles. The Bolivian context showcases
how this form of organization not only bridges divisions within the working class but also
fosters collaboration among different ethnic, cultural, and political axes. The struggle for
common goals, particularly against the privatization of essential resources like water and gas,
underscores the multitude's commitment to challenging the established order. Moreover, this
analysis asserts that altermodernity, as demonstrated by the multitude-form, evolves beyond
the dichotomies of antimodernity, presenting a society in constant metamorphosis. Rather
than a static mosaic, this society resembles a kaleidoscope, continually shifting and melding
its colors to create new patterns. In conclusion, the essay reflects on the significance of later
modernity, drawing on three intertwined historical lines: European Enlightenment, workers'
movements, and forces resisting coloniality. The intellectual's role in this transformative
process is highlighted, emphasizing the need to move beyond mere critique to actively
participate in co-research and the creation of alternative social relations. Ultimately, the essay
posits that altermodernity, grounded in the struggles of antimodernity, offers a profound
rupture with modernity, envisioning a society shaped by the common, the dynamic interplay
of diverse singularities, and the ongoing process of metamorphosis.

KEYWORDS:
Decolonization, Fanon, Liberation, Nationalism, Postcolonialism, Subjectivity.
INTRODUCTION

A bunch of modern scholars from Bolivia are using the term "multitude-form" to describe the
different fights happening within altermodernity, instead of using the old term "class-form. "
The many different types of people in a crowded society is what makes the conflicts unique.
Zavaleta thought the crowd was inactive because there were so many different people, but
these scholars see it as the leader of a clear political plan. Multitude is a way of organizing
that focuses on the many different people who are fighting for something. It also aims to help
them work together as equals in a fair way. The "Defense of Water" group, which led the
fights in Cochabamba in 2000, is an example of this kind of equal structure. The recent
experiences in Bolivia show how different groups of people can come together to form a
political organization, including different parts of the working class and people from different
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races and ethnicities. "This breaking apart of groups," according to Alvaro GarcA-aLinera,
shows how society is divided into different ethnic, cultural, political, and regional groups.
This makes it necessary for us to find new ways to bring these groups together, not in a top-
down way, but as temporary connections across the same level. The idea of a large group
working together is not a quick fix for all problems, but it does create a real political issue. It
suggests that people should work together as equals and independently, using their actions to
change society in a coordinated way[1], [2].

Multitude is a way of thinking about how people work together in similar ways. It helps us
understand the specific challenges of modern life, where people are independent but also
connected to each other. In Bolivia and other places, no one group of workers, like the
miners, can lead or speak for all workers. Miners, factory workers, farmers, people without
jobs, students, maids, and many other types of workers all join in the fight together. The
struggles in Bolivia are not led by non-indigenous or indigenous groups. Many different
social groups, defined by their culture, ethnicity, or job, work together in their fight for
change. The main idea is similar to what we saw with the Zapatistas: it's not about
recognizing or preserving identities but about the strength of the group to make their own
decisions. In altermodernity, the problems and differences of the past have been replaced by a
new way of fighting for change that focuses on diversity as a key part of the political goal.

The challenges faced by many people in Bolivia show that altermodernity is based on what
they all have in common. First, people are fighting to make sure things like water and gas
can't be owned by private companies. The idea of altermodernity goes against the idea of
everyone owning property. Secondly, the challenges of many people come from the same
way of organizing things. The things we all have in common are not just materials but also
ideas and creativity that never run out. In El Alto, there were groups called the Committees
for the Defense of National Gas. They were made up of local people and used existing local
ways of governing themselves. These committees were active in the protests in 2003. El Alto
is a big neighborhood outside of La Paz. Most of the people there are Aymara who moved
from the mountains to the city in the past twenty years. The conflicts were caused by the way
Aymara communities are organized. They share resources, property, and responsibilities for
community matters. However, the neighborhood councils in El Alto are organized together in
a federation to create another form of self-government in the city. The neighborhood councils
offer many different services that the government does not provide, like education, health
care, and other social services. They also make decisions about things that everyone in the
area uses and what people who live there need to do. In 2003, the mass mobilization was not
a sudden rebellion. It was a well-organized movement that grew from existing networks and
ways of governing themselves. This idea of many individual parts coming together and being
based on self-determination and working together is still missing one important thing in
Altermodernity its constant change and how it moves and blends. Every individual is shaped
by their social environment. The group of people is not only a diverse community fighting
together but also a society always changing and transforming. Working together with others
and standing up for what you believe in can positively change you. This society is always
changing, like a kaleidoscope. The colors mix to make new patterns and even new colors [3],

[4].
DISCUSSION

Breaking and forming in this text, we have explored some of the new ways of living, showing
how they come from fights against old ways and go past them. The idea of later modernity is
about trying new ways of living together in society. Instead of following old ways, it's about
finding different ways to connect that are not based on power differences. It's about creating
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new ways of being together based on what we have in common. Altermodernity has some
things in common with hypermodernity and postmodernity, but it is also very different from
them.

Germans are mostly responsible for the idea of hypermodernity, and Americans have played
a part in it too. Intellectuals are talking about postmodernity, and the French are talking about
alter-modernity, but we prefer the idea of alter-modernity and it's not because we like France.
All of these ideas create a change in history with modernity, but the nature of that change and
the opportunities it creates are different in important ways. By "hypermodernity," we mean to
group all those ideas that suggest that the modern world is changing, but not completely
breaking away from its principles. Authors like Ulrich Beck and Jiirgen Habermas talk about
how institutions like the nation-state, labor and capitalism, and the family are changing, but
they don't think this means we should completely abandon modern ways of thinking. Instead,
they want to make modern society better by improving its principles and applying them to its
organizations. In our opinion, this super modernity just keeps the same power structures as
modern times. It believes in making changes instead of fighting back, so it doesn't challenge
the power of capitalism, even when it sees how society is completely controlled by it[5], [6].

Postmodernity is a big change that is even more significant than hypermodernity. It means
the end of the main parts of modernity. Some authors are happy about this, while others are
sad. In our earlier work, we also used the idea of postmodernity to show how things have
changed in many social areas. For example, in the economy, there is a shift to more
intangible goods, and in politics, there is less national control and more global influence. The
word "postmodernity" is confusing because it mainly talks about what has ended and is not
clear in its meaning. Many authors who believe in postmodernity are influenced by negative
thinking and Kirisis's philosophies. They talk about how the Enlightenment can be harmful
and how reason doesn't have much power against those in charge. They are mad about reason
not being able to handle the crisis, but they don't realize that people can stand up to this
power and fight for freedom. The philosophers of Krisis understand that Enlightenment
thinking and Eurocentrism are declining. They only offer weak thinking and focus on
aesthetics while overseeing the end of Enlightenment critique. Around the end of the
Enlightenment critique, they start discussing theology. The different ideas about
postmodernity are very different. They usually talk about how social rules and traditions are
always changing. But the term "postmodernity" doesn't show a strong idea of resisting or
saying what is "beyond" modern times.

Altermodernity represents a bigger change from modernity than hyper- or postmodernity. It is
different from modern life in two ways. First, it comes from the fights against modern life
and the desire to resist its hierarchies. Second, it rejects that resistance and looks for other
options. It doesn't believe that modern life's basic ideas can be improved as the supporters of
hypermodernity do. The fights against modern life have already gotten rid of any hopes for
that. Unlike most postmodern ideas, altermodernity focuses on creating new values,
knowledge, and practices. In other words, altering modernity is a way to produce new ways
of thinking and behaving.We want to define altermodernity in its own way, not just by
comparing it to other ideas. We have three main ideas to study, each showing the different
fights that make up altermodernity. The first is a different way of thinking in Europe during
the Enlightenment period. Earlier, we showed how Machijsonavelli, Spinoza, and Marx are
connected. Since the start of society and modern European thinking, this line has represented
the search for complete democracy against absolute power, regardless of how it is presented,
even in a republican form. Many important European philosophers like Immanuel Kant and
Friedrich Nietzsche have conflicting ideas about certain things. But, we should still remember
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that European philosophy has many strong ideas about freeing people from poverty,
exploitation, superstition, and domination. These ideas may not always be obvious because of
the dominant beliefs of modern society, but they still exist as an alternative way of thinking
in European philosophy[7], [8].

The actions of workers in different countries are like a second line that sometimes causes big
changes and sad events. It shows the different ideas about modern life and how to change it.
In Marxist theory and socialist practice, the other ideas are often ignored and not given
attention. The main ideas in the workers' movement theories are that progress and
development are linked to capitalism. They also believe that European society and thinking
are the source of new ideas and will shape the future of the world. The socialist countries
always kept hidden the idea that they needed to keep the same economic system as capitalist
countries and make progress in stages. However, we shouldn't ignore the alternative views
that also exist in the socialist tradition. We need to remember the moments when important
thinkers in history had conflicting feelings. For example, Marx had conflicting thoughts about
communism and private property. Lenin also had conflicting ideas about fighting against
imperialism and following capitalist development. Mao also had conflicting views about
creating a new society without capitalism and constructing a market economy and
authoritarian state. These conflicting thoughts were seen in their actions throughout history.
Despite the failures and disasters in this tradition, in the actual experiences of revolutions and
fights for freedom from being exploited and controlled, there has always been another way of
doing things that could completely change the way modern society is controlled. Years from
now, we might be able to see that the fall of socialism showed that the way people are
exploited and controlled isn't just about how work is organized, but it's something that affects
the whole society. In countries where socialism was actually in place, the shift to biopower
became fully developed. This also brought out the forces of biopolitics, shaping the changes
in society. A third idea connects the forces that resist colonialism, imperialism, and
radicalized rule. We mentioned before that these movements may end up always being
against modernity and not making progress. But a more serious problem is that when revolts
succeed, they often just create the same power structures that exist in society. How many
countries that fought for independence from colonial rule, ended up being controlled by a
small group of rich people, keeping poor people in poverty? But there is hope for change,
especially when people work together towards common goals, like sharing resources and
building strong communities.

None of these three lines on their own can fully define later modernity. We believe that the
ideas against modern ways of life in these three areas, which have been stopped before, can
be brought back today as new ways of living if they work together. The capitalist system is
not the end of history where all conflicts disappear. Instead, it is a limit that causes more
resistance in all areas of life and production. The three lines need to be connected in a way
that fits the needs of later modernity. Frantz Fanon and Che Guevara said that to beat modern
society and move past being against modern society, we need to make a new and better world
for people.

This passage talks about how the role of intellectuals has changed in modern times. First,
criticizing things like social rules, unfair systems, and using people unfairly is still important,
but it's not enough on its own for thinking and learning. Smart people also need to make new
ideas and ways of organizing society, taking the things people are fighting for and turning
them into new rules and groups. In other words, being critical means always moving forward,
from breaking with the past to making a new future. Second, there is no room for leaders or
intellectuals who are part of the progressive movement in the Gramscian sense. The thinker is
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a fighter and works with others to learn and create knowledge. They are not trying to control
history or just criticize it from the sidelines, but are deeply involved in it. The role of the
thinker today has similarities to the role of thinkers in the early Christian church. This was a
big change in an Empire where the poor people stood up against the powerful. It was not just
a big change in how people thought and acted, but also a new way of thinking and doing
things. Today, we need to find a new way of living and create a new culture, just like they did
back then. Let's call this a new way of thinking, where the smart person's job is not just to
point out mistakes and reveal lies, but also to create new ways of understanding with other
people.

In his book History of Madness, Foucault explains how madness is made by keeping some
people out and separating them from others. He also tries to show that there is a different
truth to madness. He suggests that maybe the truth of madness is shown in ways that we don't
understand yet. Foucault believes there is another way of thinking about madness that goes
beyond reason and madness. What is the truth behind the madness? Or in simpler terms, how
can this other be possible and where can we find it?

One way to answer these questions is to search for truth and reasons outside of ourselves.
When talking about Foucault's study of madness, we need to also look at how colonial
thinking affects and labels the colonized as mad. In the late 1900s, some important criticisms
of how we understand knowledge came from different perspectives outside the mainstream.
"Caliban's Reason" and decolonial ideas questioned the dominance of European thinking.
Feminist ideas also challenged the power imbalance between men and women in shaping
knowledge. One important thing these frameworks have done is to show that traditional
knowledge is not universal and objective. They have shown that these systems of knowledge
are influenced by the power structures and hierarchies of modern society[9], [10].

The outside view and the strong sense of who you are that make these critiques powerful can
also be a problem, as many people who do them know. Donna Haraway cautions that looking
for a perspective outside of ourselves, based on who we are, is like trying to go back to a
perfect place like the Garden of Eden. Another way of saying this is that these projects risk
getting stuck in being against modern ways. In the study of knowledge and politics, we
should pay attention to the ways of criticizing and opposing the ideas and systems at the core
of modern society. By doing this, we can find ways to make a different kind of society.
Moving from being against modernity to making it different, in the study of knowledge, we
should come up with a way to understand rational thinking in terms of our bodies and our
lives.

Two ideas help us start exploring the field of biopolitical reason. First, our everyday
experiences help us find a way to overcome the problem of knowing about things when we
can't decide between general ideas and specific examples. After we have questioned the
wrong ideas that are common in modern thinking, any new attempt to say something is
universally true is seen with doubt. This is because our questioning has shown not only that
specific claims are wrong, but also that the basis for universal truths is also flawed. We need
to do more than just focus on specific knowledge that might not be true. The common goes
beyond the difference between the general and the specific. The words "common sense" and
"common knowledge" usually cover some of what we mean because they go beyond just the
specific and understand a certain social idea. But these terms often see the common as
something that is already there in society. Instead, we focus on how the common is created
and made productive through shared social activities, following the ideas of Spinoza's
"common notions. Just like everyone, the ordinary says it knows what's true, but instead of
coming from the sky, this truth is built from within[11], [12].
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This leads us to another important belief: that knowledge must come from our experiences
and challenges, which helps us understand and question the current power dynamics and also
create a better reality. Stating that truth is made from means that it is created by people
questioning and doing things together. Our understanding of biopolitics and how it has
changed is not just similar to the political change from before modern times to modern times,
as we discussed earlier. It is like the same fight but with a different way of fighting. It creates
a new reality and a new truth. Finding a starting point for knowledge in everyday things
means questioning the idea that science is always neutral. But this doesn't mean looking for
something completely different from what science does. This criticism comes from inside, as
Foucault calls it "knowledge rebelling against centralized power. " This is related to how
scientific discussions are organized and work in our society. Many scholars now question
whether science is always fair, and if it has helped powerful groups to dominate others. This
idea is now common in academic circles that are interested in making progress. What we are
particularly interested in is the fact that a group is formed here from within, and it has nothing
to do with anything spiritual. Many authors are interested in Ludwig Wittgenstein's ideas
about how language works and how people agree on what is true or false. Wittgenstein
himself wonders if truth is determined by what people agree on. And he said: "People say
what is true and false, and they all agree on the words they use. People don't agree on their
beliefs, but they agree on how they live their lives. We need to talk about two important parts
of Wittgenstein's work. First, he says that truth comes from how we use language and play
with it. He doesn't think truth is fixed in something beyond our understanding. Instead, he
sees truth as something that changes and depends on what we do. This changes the way we
talk about truth from being about what we know to being about what we do.

Secondly, after making the truth shaky, he makes it stable again. Using language is part of
our everyday experiences and forms the basis of how we interact with others. When we think
about language, we are also envisioning the way we live and communicate with others.
Wittgenstein's ideas avoid individual experiences and transcendental truths, instead showing
what is shared between them. Language and language games are ways people communicate
and interact with each other. They are part of how we all live and understand the world.
Wittgensteinianbiopolitics is about how knowledge and collective action affect our lives, all
in the everyday world.

CONCLUSION

Studying the challenges in Bolivia using different perspectives shows important things about
how people are working together to make changes in society today. The way different groups
of people interact, how their identities can change, and how power is constantly being fought
over, all show how difficult the problems are in this area. By accepting the idea that there are
many different kinds of people, and that they can resist being all the same and appreciate
their differences, we can understand the Bolivian experience in a more detailed way. Also,
looking at altermodernity as a theory helps us go beyond old ideas of modern life and gives
us a more open-minded view that includes native knowledge, different cultures, and new
ideas about moving forward. The struggles in Bolivia show how historical unfairness, caring
for the environment, and the rights of indigenous people are important issues.

They are an example of how the world is moving towards development that includes
everyone and is better for the planet. As we deal with the challenges of the 21st century, the
experiences of Bolivia and the ideas of multitude-form and altermodernity can help us. They
encourage us to question strict systems, acknowledge the power of different social groups,
and accept different ways to create a fair and environmentally friendly future. The experience
of Bolivia is not only an example to study but also inspires us to imagine a world where many
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different forms come together to shape modern societies that focus on fairness, environmental
balance, and cultural diversity.
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ABSTRACT:

The intricate landscape of biopolitical transformations, particularly focusing on the evolving
nature of labor and its intersection with the concept of the common. Departing from
traditional economic analyses that predominantly measure material commodities, the study
navigates through three significant trends shaping contemporary labor dynamics. Firstly, the
hegemony of immaterial production in capitalist valorization is explored, highlighting the
increasing reliance on symbolic, aesthetic, and social values. Secondly, the feminization of
work is examined, revealing the qualitative shift in working conditions and the rising
importance of tasks traditionally associated with women. Thirdly, the impact of new
migration patterns and social and racial mixture on labor markets is scrutinized, illustrating
the global nature of labor flows and their potential to challenge racial divisions. As
biopolitical production blurs the boundaries between production and reproduction, the article
emphasizes the challenges posed by traditional economic concepts and methods.
Acknowledging that biopolitical products often surpass quantitative measures and take
common forms, the study draws on insights from Marx's understanding of capital as a social
relation. The concept of "home product" (man produces man) is explored, with caution
against interpreting it as mere humanism, but rather as a potential for the destruction of
existing structures and the creation of something entirely new.

KEYWORDS:
Autonomy, Capital, Economic Paradigms, Immaterial Production, Innovation.
INTRODUCTION

Many other examples in the history of philosophy also criticize our understanding of
knowledge and are connected to similar ideas. Before, we talked briefly about a path in
phenomenology that goes from Merleau-Ponty to Levinas and Derrida. This path combines
questioning knowledge with studying how we exist together, which is another important idea
of being connected. The question is not just about what is common, but about how it is seen.
Is it natural or based on collective actions? Think about the type of identity that functionalist
anthropology and sociology study, for instance. Philippe Descola describes functionalism as a
way of looking at how everything in nature works together to keep the whole system going.
Claude Lévi-Strauss says that when we talk about identity, we should first question the idea
of it. The same goes for the idea of "common" - we should question it too. The common is in
a tricky position because it is both the starting point and the end result of the process. Our
research should focus on creating new things, not just following what's already been done[1],

[2].

Some modern anthropologists, who are studying similar things as us, have come to the same
conclusion about the importance of common things in a different kind of way of thinking
about living things. This way goes beyond separating nature from culture and science from
humanities. Eduardo Viveiros de Castro uses the beliefs of Amazonian tribes to criticize
modern ways of thinking. He suggests that Amerindians see animals and other nonhumans as
similar to humans, and their interactions with nature are like social relationships. Instead of
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the usual idea that the way we see something creates it, he says that the way we see
something makes us who we are. Also, while modern philosophy says there is one nature and
many cultures, he says there is one culture but many different natures. Viveiros de Castro
finds that Amerindian people believe in "one culture, many natures and one way of knowing,
many ways of being. This is different from the multiculturalism of modern thinking.
Perspectivism means there are many different ways of looking at things, not just one. A
perspective is different from a representation because representations are a part of the mind or
spirit, while a perspective comes from the body. When I say "body," I don't mean just
physical substance or shape; I mean the feelings and ways of being that make up a person's
habits. Having different perspectives doesn't mean there are strict divisions between things.
Ratherviveiros de castro talks about the ArawetA© people's beliefs in his study. They believe
that change is more important than staying the same, and that their connection to others helps
them shape their own identity. They often think about becoming something else, like a jaguar
or a different person. We want to use the perspective of indigenous people to criticize modern
ways of thinking and make them better. We don't want to promote the old ways of indigenous
people, but to use their perspective to improve our modern way of thinking. In our journey
through Wittgenstein, we learned that we need to focus more on taking action rather than just
knowing. This will create many different ways of being that can change and are seen through
the body's perspective. The body is made up of feelings and different ways of being, which
are different forms of life. All of this is based on creating things that are shared by everyone.
Bruno Latour believes that we need to build the common together, and he thinks that we need
to figure things out by trying and making mistakes. We agree with Latour that we experience
the world in pieces, but we believe that we can use these pieces to create a new way of
living[3], [4].

When we focus a lot on what is similar, some people might say that we are ignoring or
denying differences. But actually, when the idea of what is similar is discussed by
Wittgenstein or Viveiros de Castro, it's about acknowledging that everyone is different.
Wittgenstein's ideas about language and life show that what is similar is actually made up of
interactions between unique things, like the way we use language. The same can be said for
the many different ways of thinking about the world that Viveiros de Castro describes.
Different viewpoints show that we see the world differently, not just in opinions or principles,
but in the actual world we live in. However, each world is defined by constantly changing
and interacting with otherness. While identity and difference are opposites, commonality and
uniqueness work together and are important for each other.

We can now say that a biopolitical reason would need to have three main qualities: putting
reason in the service of life, using technology to meet ecological needs (which includes
preserving nature and developing social relationships between humans and nonhumans), and
using wealth for the benefit of everyone. This means that making money is only possible if
we share common resources, that our environment can only be sustained if technology is
controlled for the common good, and that reason should only be used to support the freedom
and well-being of everyone. This all stays lifeless and inactive unless biopolitical reason is
based on collective practice, where the state of being together changes into a process of
creating what is shared. The collective practice of biopolitical reason must be like a strategic
investigation, a kind of fighting for what is right.

DISCUSSION

This is important because in our previous work, we talked about how the truth is created and
ends as a result of shared experiences in the biopolitical context. Spinoza says that, to tell the
truth about the sestertius or the imperial and how much they are worth, I have to listen to
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what people commonly say about their value. The truth can only be said out loud. In De
Homine 1, Spinoza says that truth must not only be spoken but also put into action. He calls
this "experiential praxis,” which means that truth comes from people actively living and
working together. No powerful force can come between people and the truth, or citizens and
their power. Spinoza says that the difference between him and Hobbes is that he believes in
the natural rights of people and that the government's power over people should only be as
much as necessary. This is always true, even in a state of nature. Speaking the truth and
acting on it together, without any middlemen[5], [6].

The type of investigation we want to do is like the one Marxists used to do in factories. They
would study how workers were treated and the relationships between them, with a mix of
being objective and having political aims. But they stayed separate from the situation,
controlled by the party's smart people. It's also similar to the way people shared knowledge in
the 1960s. They gathered together and talked about important issues, but didn't really do
anything about it. A third idea we are thinking about is related to our strategic investigation.
It includes parts of the first two ideas, but also goes beyond them. It involves Foucault's use
of the idea of dispositifs, which are the physical, social, emotional, and mental processes that
create a person's individuality. Foucault defines the dispositive as a network of different
elements working together for a specific purpose.

A dispositive is a way of organizing things that responds to a need at a certain time. It has a
strategic purpose and involves controlling and influencing relationships and using them to
achieve a goal. It is always linked to power and also to limits of knowledge.

Foucault's idea of strategic knowledge means that we can work together to create things that
everyone can share. This can help us change the balance of power and redirect forces in a
specific way. Creating knowledge in this way also means creating new ways of thinking and
being. It's not just about knowledge, but also about changing how we see the world and how
we live in it, and working to make big changes. Biopolitical reason is defined by how the
systems and the common people relate to each other.

Everything we just talked about through Foucault has also been discovered through various
other ways in the discussions within the movements of the many people in recent years. One
of these ways started from the problems of workers and their knowledge in the 1960s. Smart
people inside and outside the factories worked hard to take control of how knowledge is
made from the leaders of the party. They worked with the workers to make new knowledge
that is specific to their situation and can change who has power. Professors and students are
creating a new way of working by taking their knowledge and skills out of the universities.
They help social movements and also learn from them to improve their research. This kind of
research is not seen as a way to help the community or a sacrifice of scholarly quality in order
to do the right thing. Instead, it is seen as better in scholarly terms because it creates more
knowledge. A third way, which has been mostly used by globalization movements lately,
uses the methods of "co-research" tested in factories and applies them to all areas of
biopolitical production. In community centers, educational events for travelers, online, and in
activist publications, very advanced ways of creating knowledge have emerged that are
closely tied to real-life experiences.

Using various methods, strategic research always results in creating knowledge through
systems and structures. Actively participating in shaping how we think and feel can change
the world. This leads to creating new ideas and truths. Robin Kelley says that when people
get involved in politics, it can lead to big changes and new ideas. Studying strategically is
something you have to do before you can discuss it [7], [8].
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Capital

So we need and decide to share both the land and woods as a way to support ourselves. We
see you as the same as us, not better than us, because we know that England, our home,
should provide for everyone equally. Writing in a foreign language can change our thinking,
like how a camera takes different pictures. The camera changes the way we see things, just
like writing in a foreign language changes the way we think. The way biopolitical work is put
together. The economy is changing and capitalist production is leading to changes in how
people interact and live in society. Capitalist production is becoming more connected to the
control of living organisms. Before we start making new tools for this new situation, we need
to look at Marx's way of understanding the current economy. We need to study how much of
the work comes from workers and how much comes from machines in the production
process. We need to look at how things are made and by who in today's world. Understanding
how work is organized will help us see how workers are exploited and give us the tools to
work towards freedom from capitalism.

Scholars in political economy have identified three big changes happening to labor around
the world. These changes help us understand what's happening to workers. First, there is a
trend where immaterial production is becoming more important in the way that businesses
make money. AndrA© Gorz says that the symbolic, artistic, and social value of products is
more important than their actual physical reality. Pictures, facts, understanding, emotions,
rules, and friendships are becoming more important than physical goods or the physical parts
of goods in the process of making profits in capitalism. This doesn't mean that we are making
less cars and steel, but it means that their value is now more based on non-physical things.
The types of work that create these non-physical things can be called the work of the mind
and emotions. This includes service work, emotional labor, and thinking work. But we
shouldn't be fooled by these common ways of talking about it: thinking and emotional work
doesn't just involve specific body parts, but the whole body and mind together. Even when
the things being made are not physical, the process of making them still involves both the
body and the mind. What all of these different types of work have in common, when we
ignore their specific differences, is their biopolitical nature. "If we had to make a guess about
the new model in the coming decades," says Robert Boyer, we would probably need to look
at how people are producing things and how the institutions are helping it happen. And
according to Christian Marazzi, capitalist production is now moving towards a model that
focused on human development, or in other words, a shift towards the economy being more
influenced by biological and political factors. Living things are the most important part of
this change, and making different kinds of life is becoming more valuable. This is a process
where using skills and knowledge gained from work and outside activities to work with
automated systems creates value. The special thing about the work of head and heart is that
even though it is made by someone, it is about that person or their life. For example, it might
be about their relationships or the way they live.So we need and decide to share both the land
and woods as a way to support ourselves. We see you as the same as us, not better than us
because we know that England, our home, should provide for everyone equally. Writing in a
foreign language can change our thinking, like how a camera takes different pictures. The
camera changes the way we see things, just like writing in a foreign language changes the
way we think. The way biopolitical work is put together.

The economy is changing and capitalist production is leading to changes in how people
interact and live in society. Capitalist production is becoming more connected to the control
of living organisms. Before we start making new tools for this new situation, we need to look
at Marx's way of understanding the current economy. We need to study how much of the
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work comes from workers and how much comes from machines in the production process.
We need to look at how things are made and by who in today's world. Understanding how
work is organized will help us see how workers are exploited and give us the tools to work
towards freedom from capitalism.

Scholars in political economy have identified three big changes happening to labor around
the world. These changes help us understand what's happening to workers. First, there is a
trend where immaterial production is becoming more important in the way that businesses
make money says that the symbolic, artistic, and social value of products is more important
than their actual physical reality. Pictures, facts, understanding, emotions, rules, and
friendships are becoming more important than physical goods or the physical parts of goods
in the process of making profits in capitalism. This doesn't mean that we are making less cars
and steel, but it means that their value is now more based on non-physical things. The types
of work that create these non-physical things can be called the work of the mind and
emotions. This includes service work, emotional labor, and thinking work. But we shouldn't
be fooled by these common ways of talking about it: thinking and emotional work doesn't just
involve specific body parts, but the whole body and mind together. Even when the things
being made are not physical, the process of making them still involves both the body and the
mind. What all of these different types of work have in common, when we ignore their
specific differences, is their biopolitical nature. "If we had to make a guess about the new
model in the coming decades," says Robert Boyer, "we would probably need to look at how
people are producing things and how the institutions are helping it happen. " And according
to Christian Marazzi, capitalist production is now moving towards a model that focused on
human development, or in other words, a shift towards the economy being more influenced
by biological and political factors. Living things are the most important part of this change,
and making different kinds of life is becoming more valuable. This is a process where using
skills and knowledge gained from work and outside activities to work with automated
systems creates value. The special thing about the work of head and heart is that even though
it is made by someone, it is about that person or their life. For example, it might be about
their relationships or the way they live.

These three big changes create big problems for traditional ways of thinking about how the
economy works. This is mostly because the production of social relationships is becoming
more important than making physical things. This confuses the difference between making
things and creating new people. Economists have trouble measuring things that they can't
touch or count, like values and assets. They usually rely on numbers to figure out the value of
things like cars, computers, and wheat. Even political economists, like Marxists, tend to focus
on measuring and using numbers to understand things like surplus value and exploitation.
Biopolitical products are hard to measure and can be easily shared and not easily owned by
one person. If we look at Marx's ideas in a new way, we can see that the different meanings
of capital in his work can help us understand this biopolitical situation. In a capitalist society,
it may seem like there is a lot of wealth in the form of many different things to buy. But Marx
says that wealth is actually created by making more money from making and selling things.
Marx goes further to find out that capital is really a social connection, and it keeps on being a
social connection by making extra money through making things to sell. Understanding that
capital is a connection between people helps us study how biopolitical production works.

Michel Foucault likes how Marx's thoughts lead to the idea that people create other people.
But he warns that we shouldn't think of this as humanism. He thinks we need to create
something new, not just what nature intended. He also says it's not just about making things
for money, but about changing ourselves and creating something new. We don't get how this



Commonwealth

is made, in other words, the person making it and the thing being made. Both the producer
and the product are people: people make things and people are also created. Foucault
understands that the biopolitical process has the power to create something completely new
and potentially destroy capitalism. It's not just about making more money, but could lead to
big changes. The way we make things and how we control society is changing because of
biopolitical production. This might lead to new ways for people to be taken advantage of and
controlled by capitalists. But we should also pay attention to how biopolitical production
gives workers more freedom and can be used to fight for freedom.

Biopolitical Exploitation

By showing the basic details of how work is done - who does it, what they make, and how -
we have looked at the first part of Marx's method for studying how capital is made in the new
way of producing things. Now we look at the makeup of capital, which is the relationship
between the money spent on employee wages and the money spent on machinery and
equipment. It's like the relationship between the work done by people and the work done by
machines. Studying modern capital's structure needs to look at how extra value is made and
the new ways people are being exploited in today's society. The organic composition means
the way things are set up in capitalism, both the physical and the human side. It's about how
capitalists and workers interact, with the workers being exploited and sometimes rebelling
against it. Today, wealthy people are making money without actually making things. They
are taking from the shared resources of everyone. This change can be seen in two main ways.
Researchers who criticize neoliberalism often say that nowadays, capitalist accumulation
happens by taking away resources from the public and turning them into private property.
Naomi Klein talks about 'disaster capitalism' to explain how some countries use times of
crisis to make big changes to their economy. This can happen after a war or a natural disaster.
They use the chaos to sell off things that were owned by the government, like public services
and natural resources. This affects places where the government is not very strong, like in
parts of Africa. Extraction of oil, diamonds, gold, and other materials is successful in places
with a lot of fighting and no strong government or laws. Foreign capitalists come to a place,
use very few local people to work for them, take the money they make, and bring it out of the
country. This is similar to what happened during colonial times when people would take
resources from a place for themselves. This is why Marxist scholars have been paying more
attention to the idea of primitive accumulation. This concept helps Marx understand how
wealth can be gained without using the capitalist production process, such as by taking
resources from people and the environment. For example, selling African slaves or stealing
gold from the Americas. Modern Marxist scholars usually disagree with Marx. As we learned
in Part 2, they show that there is no straight line in history between primitive accumulation
and capitalist production.

There is no gradual progress from one to the other. Instead, there is a constant cycle where
primitive accumulation keeps coming back and exists alongside capitalist production. In
today's economy, accumulation of wealth by taking from the common people is becoming
more and more common. The concept of primitive accumulation is an important tool for
analyzing this trend[9], [10].

The first way that common things are taken away, which is about neoliberal policies taking
things from people, doesn't give us enough ways to study how businesses are organized. Even
though it explains the government's policies and the history of work that's already been done,
it doesn't talk much about how efficient workers are. In other words, economists should not
be happy with explanations of capitalism that only talk about taking wealth from others.
Capital needs to be a system that creates money by using people's work [11], [12].
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CONCLUSION

We looked at how changes in politics and biology affect work and what people share. We
found that it's a complicated and always changing situation that makes regular economic
ideas not enough. Three big changes - making things that aren't physical, more women
working, and people moving to new places - show that things are different from the old ways
of thinking about what's important and how people work together. As people care more about
what things represent and how they look, and as society's values become more important in
making money, it becomes harder to tell the difference between making things and making
more people. The idea of the common is important for understanding these changes. The
article talks about how biopolitical production can create things that are hard to control as
private property and are more valuable than traditional measures. Using Marx's idea of capital
as a social relationship, we can see that we have the power to change things and create new
ideas while also getting rid of old systems. Although biopolitical changes introduce new ways
of controlling and exploiting people, the study shows that they also give workers more power
freedom, and tools to potentially free themselves. The article says we need to rethink how we
understand and study the economy to fit with the complicated ways that life and politics are
connected today.
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ABSTRACT:

The intricate web of contradictions inherent in the strategies employed by capital to control
and exploit bio-political labor in the context of contemporary production. Focusing on three
major trendsintensive segmentation, the imposition of precocity, and the construction of
barriers to labor mobilitywe analyze how these strategies, intended to bolster capitalist
accumulation, paradoxically act as fetters on the productivity of bio-political labor. The
examination unfolds within the framework of Marxian concepts, notably the real
subsumption of labor within capital, revealing a departure from the traditional organic
relationship between capital and society. As bio-political labor increasingly becomes
autonomous, operating on information flows, communication networks, and social codes, the
paper explores the consequences of this shift for the management of capitalist accumulation.
Furthermore, we investigate the repercussions of control strategies, such as the intensification
of precocity and the reinforcement of social and geographical barriers, on the temporal and
spatial dimensions of bio-political production. The paper argues that these control
mechanisms contradict the inherent nature of bio-political labor, impeding its creativity and
productivity.

KEYWORDS:
Biopolitics, Capitalism, Governance, Life, Power, Production.
INTRODUCTION

Another way of taking away things that belong to everyone is by using people's lives and
health for profit. This helps us to study how capital is organized in a Marxist way. The
changes in the types of work people do are all about making things like knowledge,
information, images, emotions, and social connections. Companies then take these things and
use them to make more money. Understand that this second idea mostly means something
different from the first one. The first idea is about traditional things like natural resources. In
the past, some European social thinkers believed that the things we needed to live, like food
from the land, were a gift from nature and God. John Locke believed that God is like a king,
as written in the book of Psalms. I'm sorry, but the text is not clear and cannot be simplified
without more context. Can you provide more information so that I can help you rewrite it in
simple words? The guideline is that we need to rewrite a certain text in simple language, but
the provided text is incomplete. Can you please provide the complete text that needs to be
rewritten? God has given the earth to all people to share. This means we all have a common
right to use the earth and its resources. This also includes things we create and the way we
interact with each other. It's not about scarcity or not having enough, it's about sharing and
working together. "Anyone who gets an idea from me is learning without taking away from
what I know. It's like how someone can light their candle from mine and still leave mine
bright. This idea of sharing and using the common things around us, both natural and man-
made, is important for understanding how people's work with living things is being exploited
in new ways [1], [2].
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When studying how people are controlled and used for profit, we find ourselves being moved
away from being used too much towards feeling isolated, which is different from what Marx
believed but also doesn't take us back to his early beliefs about humankind. Biopolitical
production shows that workers feel separated from their work. For example, workers feel like
they are not using their thinking, loving, and caring abilities when they are working. The
reason why people feel disconnected from society is because some of the traits related to
being taken advantage of, especially the ones that show how important money is, are not as
important anymore. Capital doesn't bring people together to work effectively, even though it
may control their work and take the things they make. Marx says that in big factories, the
boss makes workers work together using tools and a plan. This helps the boss make more
money by using the workers' labor. The person who owns a lot of money makes sure people
work together, Marx thinks, like the leader in a war or the person who leads the music in a
concert. In biopolitical production, money does not control the way people work together as
much as in other types of production. Thinking work and emotional work usually create
cooperation without being told to by the bosses, even in tough jobs like call centers or
restaurants. People work together by talking and sharing ideas. They also connect with others
on an emotional level. This kind of cooperation happens naturally and cannot be forced.
Actually, instead of working together, we can say that money takes away cooperation as an
important part of using people's biological energy for work. This taking away happens not
just from one worker, but more from the group of people working together. It happens with
things like sharing information, talking to each other, using social rules, creating new words,
and showing emotions. Biopolitical exploitation is when people's shared resources are taken
from them in terms of how things are made and done in society. Capital takes and steals value
through exploiting people's lives and bodies, which is created outside of it in some way. It's
not a coincidence that as biopolitical production becomes more common, economists are
using the idea of "externalities" more often to understand how value goes up and down. A
population with good education is good for a company in a country. But a population with
poor education is bad for the company. This can raise or lower the company's productivity,
even though it's not directly related to the company. We will talk more about external factors
later. But for now, we can guess that economists are realizing that things outside of money
are becoming more important. In fact, money is becoming less important to making things
and getting rich. In simple words, biopolitical work is becoming more independent. Experts
who study neoliberalism say that capital is like a predator because it tries to take and profit
from wealth that people create on their own [3], [4].

To explain this in simpler terms and from a different point of view in economics, we should
think of workers being taken advantage of and the extra value they create as something like
rent for the capitalists, rather than just a profit.

Prodt is made from working inside a company, while rent comes from outside the company.
In the 1930s, John Maynard Keynes said he thought it would be a good thing if people who
lived off their investments rather than working eventually disappeared. He thought that the
people who make money from owning property will eventually go away when they are no
longer needed. In the future, those who invest in and manage businesses will be the ones who
have control over money. Instead, in today's networks of creating and controlling life, the
value taken from what belongs to everyone is being done more and more without the
capitalist getting involved in making it. The importance of paying rent helps us understand
why finance capital and wealthy investors play a big role in how businesses make money,
even though they are not directly involved in the work. They make profits by taking value
from the labor process [5], [6].
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DISCUSSION

One important idea in Marx's work is the real subsumption of labor within capital. This
means that at a certain point, capital no longer just uses the labor of workers outside of its
control, but creates new types of labor that are fully integrated into the capitalist system. In
the world of biopolitics, money controls not just people's work, but their whole society and
social life. Life itself is used for work and is also created in this process. The relationship
between money and productive social life is changing, and money is becoming less involved
in the production process. Instead of being controlled by the capitalist system, people's ability
to work is becoming more independent. Capitalism still tries to control it, but it relies on
disciplinary rules, methods of taking control, ways to take things away, financial systems,
and other similar things. The breakdown of the connection between people and their work
and the increase in independence of labor are causing new problems for how things are made
and controlled in capitalism. This is what we are going to focus on next.

The system of making and controlling capital is in trouble. Who cares every day we see
stories about problems in the newspaper: problems with money, with borrowing, and with
buying houses. Some people will not have as much money and others will make a lot of
money. In the past, some people thought that the imbalances and problems in the capitalist
economy would cause it to fail. Instead, as smart analysts of money have told us, money
works by causing change through crises. In today's economic systems, crises and disasters are
used more and more to make public things private and to create new ways for businesses to
make money. However, not every crisis in capitalism is identical. While economic crises can
help capitalists make more money, political and subjective crises are a serious danger to
capital. Today, there's a big problem in how things are made using biology, where the way
people work can't be controlled by the usual ways of bosses. In fact, trying to control it is
stopping people from being as productive as they could be[7], [8].

Before we talk about the current crisis, let's remember a similar crisis that happened in the
1970s. This crisis happened because workers wanted higher wages and better living
conditions, and other social movements also demanded changes. This caused problems for
the government and businesses. Samuel Huntington was worried that different groups of
people asking the government for things could cause a big problem. He thought it could cause
an economic crisis and a crisis of control. It is important to understand that these crises are
connected to other crises and to how money and the government change. The welfare state
helped with problems caused by workers in the 1900s, but in the 1970s it couldn't keep up
with new problems. In the 1970s, there was a change from the welfare state to the neoliberal
state and new ways of controlling and producing things.We understand how history has been
shaped by the way capitalist societies are governed and how people have fought for their
freedom. Workers and social fights change how companies are organized, and how
companies are organized affects future fights. In every stage of capitalism, as technology
changes, workers find new ways to rebel against their bosses. This makes the bosses change
how they run their businesses. And then workers find new ways to rebel again. This cycle
keeps repeating. We think that today we are reaching another crisis moment[9], [10].

For a basic understanding of the current crisis in biopolitics, we can look at the three main
changes in the way people work that we mentioned before. Each trend shows how capitalists
try to control workers, but in each case, the methods of control actually go against the
workers' productivity and make it harder to create value, making the crisis worse. In the first
trend, different types of work like thinking, feeling and physical labor are becoming more
important to capitalist companies. They are using new strategies to control and grow these
types of work. Intensive strategies break up and divide the usual way people work together to
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make things. They set up outposts to control and watch over the production process using
different methods of discipline and monitoring. Other strong methods take away the
resources that are used for making things related to living organisms. For example, they do
this by making public schools into private schools and taking away money from high schools.
Complex strategies are shown in the finance industry, where they don't directly get involved
in making things but spread out, taking over and making private the shared wealth found in
knowledge, codes, images, emotional practices, and relationships that they create. The way
that capitalism takes control of resources goes against the way that people work together to
create things. In this way, the financial world acts like social labor-power, but separate from
it. When we see the ordinary people as the ones who are growing and changing, it becomes
obvious that they can't be controlled in the usual way.

Another way that capitalists control people is by making work more uncertain and unstable,
so that they can easily adapt to changes in the market. This affects all types of jobs. In Europe
and Japan, in the last half of the 1900s, many workers had steady jobs with regular hours. But
in recent decades, their jobs have become less secure. Now, workers often have to switch
between different jobs throughout their career and even in the same day. One big part of
precarity is that it makes people work at different times and for a long time, with no clear
division between work time and non-work time. It makes workers always be ready to work,
even if they're not actually working all the time. The insecurity of jobs has always been a
problem for women, racial minorities, and most workers in less powerful countries. Many
people in these countries have always had jobs that are not guaranteed and not formal. Now,
many workers around the world are facing uncertain and unstable conditions in their jobs,
and it's getting even worse with some extreme situations. A story about people from different
places shows how they face very uncertain and risky situations. In a neighborhood near
Monrovia, Liberia, a man named Mohammed gathers and sends out many young men, some
of whom used to be soldiers in Liberia or Sierra Leone, to do different jobs. One day he sends
men to work at a diamond mine in southeastern Liberia, and another day he sends them to
work on a rubber plantation in a different part of the country. He can also send two thousand
men to pretend to be ex-fighters for a UN program and his men are always ready for military
missions. These men are a very extreme example of how their jobs are not secure. They are
always available to work and can move around easily to do any kind of job. This is not like
having a group of people ready to work in case they are needed, because there is no guarantee
that there will always be enough workers available. Or, when there are not many job
opportunities, all workers are always available to work whenever the boss needs them.
ProClarity means a specific type of poverty where workers don't have control over their time.
It's like they are poor in terms of having enough time for themselves[11], [12].

Unstable work conditions create a problem because they change who has control over the
time needed for making things that affect people's lives. Creating ideas, images, or emotions
isn't restricted to certain times of the day, so it blurs the line between work time and free
time. This is called biopolitical production. Biopolitical work needs workers to have freedom
to plan their time, especially for being creative. But being in a precarious situation means you
have no control over your time, so none of it feels like your own. You can control your
thoughts and feelings, but only in a way that limits creativity and productivity. There is a
conflict between being able to work freely and the restrictions imposed on you by
uncertainty.

Another way that capitalists control things is by building barriers to stop people from moving
around for work. This can be physical barriers like walls or social barriers like laws. People
often get really worried and even panicked when borders are made stronger or new ones are
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created. People worry that too many Mexicans might come to the United States, or too many
Muslims to Europe. These worries are used as reasons to stop people from being able to
move to find work. The old ways of being racist and keeping people of different races apart
are being used to control people in powerful and less powerful countries all over the world.
Building walls happens not just between countries but also within them, dividing people in
cities and countryside, separating different cultures and social groups. We need to look at
how being in the country illegally affects people, not just the walls at the border. Being
secretive not only stops people from getting help and rights as citizens, but also keeps them
from making friends and being part of different parts of the society. In the same way that not
having a stable job makes it hard to find time, not being able to go places because of where
you live or who you are makes it hard to find space to live and work.

The problem is clear when we block migrations and create divisions in production. When
governments in powerful countries stop illegal immigrants from coming in, businesses say
there aren't enough people to work. They worry about who will do jobs like picking fruit,
taking care of older people, doing housework, and working in factories if there are no illegal
workers. Bernard Mandeville said over 200 years ago that it's hard to live without poor
people because they do the work. The problem with movement and mixing of people is even
more intense at a deeper level. To make more things, biopolitical production needs to control
how people move and also have them interact with others who are different from them, in a
fair way. Modern economists often discuss the importance of being creative in fields like
design, branding, and fashion, but they usually ignore the need for a fair and open culture that
allows for constant blending and exchange of ideas in biopolitical work. Restricting where
people can go and making some people more important than others stops people from being
able to get a lot of work done. From this point of view, the contradiction is a conflict between
including and excluding people. It shows up in the government's struggle with two main
models of bringing people together: the assimilationist approach seen in France and the
multicultural approach seen in Britain. These models are in trouble because, even though they
say otherwise, they actually want to create and keep social rankings and limit social
opportunities, which stops biological production.

All three of these contradictions show that the ways capital exploits and controls people's
work tend to hold back their productivity. Money doesn't make more money in a good way. It
doesn't go from being common money to making more money through production. This
would create a new, bigger amount of common money that can then be used to start a new
production process. Whenever money gets involved in controlling people's work and taking
the things they share, it slows things down and makes them harder. This has happened before,
it's not new. Since Marx's time, people have been criticizing how capitalism works. They
have been focusing on the problem of how capitalism involves both working together as a
society and trying to make a profit for oneself. But now, with the way we produce things
using biotechnology, this problem is even worse and more intense. It's like the problem has
been made bigger and more difficult?

CONCLUSION

Businesses control biopolitical production shows a complicated relationship between using
people for profit and letting them have freedom. Three important trends were studied:
dividing people into smaller groups, creating uncertainty, and building obstacles. These
trends show how trying to make more money for capitalism actually makes it harder for
people to work effectively. This confusing situation gets even more complicated as society
and money have changed from being closely connected to a situation where people's work is
more and more able to work by itself. Increasing control measures, like job insecurity and
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barriers between groups, make it difficult for people to thrive and produce in society.
Biopolitical work, which depends on creativity and constant connections, clashes with strict
control rules. The conflict between the natural way people work and how they are controlled
shows the problems and conflicts in the way capitalism works now. As we deal with the
current problems of capitalism, it is clear that there is a big fight between money and the
growing forces of biopolitical production. The old ways of bringing things together are
having problems. There is a conflict between including everyone and leaving some people
out. This makes us wonder if the ways we're doing things now will work in the long run.
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ABSTRACT:

The concept of open social relations between labor and capital, delving into the evolving
dynamics that characterize their interaction in contemporary socio-economic structures.
Departing from traditional models that emphasize hierarchical and exploitative relationships,
the focus here is on the emergence of a more fluid and interconnected paradigm. The
examination encompasses the changing nature of work, the impact of technological
advancements, and the influence of global interconnectedness on labor-capital relations. The
concept of open social relations suggests a departure from rigid hierarchies, fostering
collaboration and dialogue between labor and capital. We investigate the role of technology
in reshaping these relations, emphasizing the potential for increased autonomy and
participation for workers. Furthermore, the paper explores the implications of this shift on
traditional power dynamics, highlighting the potential for more equitable distribution of
resources and decision-making. Through case studies and theoretical analysis, the paper
navigates the complexities of open social relations, considering both the opportunities and
challenges presented by this evolving paradigm. The conclusion underscores the
transformative potential of fostering openness in labor-capital relations, advocating for a
more inclusive and adaptive approach to accommodate the changing landscape of work in the
21st century.
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INTRODUCTION

In the study of how politics and biology intersect, we discovered that money should be seen
as more than just a social connection it's an ever-changing social connection. In simple terms,
capital has combined the ability to pay workers and control their work. It has created a mix of
money for wages and money for equipment. Today, there is a big split happening in how
businesses work. Parts of the money used to run businesses are separating from each other
and so are the people in charge of making decisions. Political labor in the field of biology
creates its ways for people to work together and makes valuable things on its own. Actually,
the more self-governing a society's organization for producing biological resources, the more
effective it is. Capital is finding it harder to make a continuous cycle of making things and to
bring together or control workers in order to create value. Maybe we should stop using the
term "variable capital" to talk about this labor power because its connection to constant
capital is getting weaker[1], [2].

No, crisis does not mean everything will completely fail, and even though the problems with
money are really bad, it doesn't mean that capitalism will go away or that there is another way
to run things. Instead, the break in the capital system and the growing independence of
biopolitical work create a chance for political change. We can expect the relationship
between money and power to change, and we can use this change to gain more political
control over the work people do with their bodies. Capitalism creates opportunities for people
to connect with others, but we need to work together politically to make the most of these
opportunities. When Abbé Sieyes asked about the importance of the Third Estate before the
French Revolution, he said it was worth a lot in society but had no power in politics. This
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started a debate based on the economic situation. The Third Estate, which was becoming the
most important in making things, didn't want to be controlled or pay taxes to the rulers
anymore. Now we need to understand how people are fighting against each other based on
their social class, what resources they have, and how they are organizing politically[3], [4].

Let's begin with some simple things. The increasing independence of biological work from
money, which changes the way capital and society relate, depends mainly on two things. First
is the important role of ordinary people in making things and making money, which we have
already talked about a little bit. Secondly, the amount of work people can do is more than
what the companies need. Workers have the ability to do more and make more things than
what they actually do at their jobs. In the past, the way things were made, especially in
factories, has limited how much we can achieve beyond what money can buy. The car worker
has great skills with machines and technology, but they can only use these skills in the
factory or when working on cars at home. The abilities and skills that come from your
feelings and thoughts, working with others, organizing things, and communicating are not
just for one place. You can use them in different places, like at home, with your friends and
neighbors, and in the community. The abilities of people to work and their power to influence
others go beyond just their job and can affect their whole life. We don't want to call this
capacity "excess" because, from the point of view of workers or society, it is never too much.
It is too much only from the point of view of money because it doesn't make money for the
individual owner, even though it does create value for society as a whole, usually as extra
benefits.

At this point, we can make a guess: in the biopolitical context, the conflict between social
classes becomes a mass departure. By "exodus" we mean moving away from the relationship
with money by letting workers have more control over their work. Exodus does not reject the
idea that people's work is productive, but it does reject the limits that capital puts on how
much people can produce. It shows how much people can do outside of the control of money.
You can think of this type of class struggle as a form of escaping or breaking away. Similar
to how slaves worked together to escape slavery and build their own communities,
biopolitical labor must also break free from its ties to capital and build new connections and
ways of living that allow it to use its abilities to the fullest. But unlike the maroons who left,
this exodus doesn't have to mean going somewhere else. We can change our way of living
and working right where we are. The fight between different social classes still involves
resisting the control of rich people and attacking the sources of their power. We will talk
about this more later. But it also means breaking away from the way we relate to money and
the way businesses work. And even though workers have the power to resist by saying no and
refusing to work, it's not as clear how they can leave the situation altogether. Leaving a place
is only possible if everyone can use and access it. In a capitalist society, everything is being
taken over by private ownership, which makes it hard for people to have access to things they
need. Before we think about how to organize politics, we need to learn more about the
different ways that people work together in society now [5], [6].

DISCUSSION

Ghosts of the ordinary people can be seen in capitalist society, even though they may be
hidden and mysterious. Even though capital doesn't like it, it still needs the common people,
and this is becoming more obvious today. To find these ghosts of everyday life, we need to
look at how people work together and the different ways they think in our society. Showing
people that some common things really do exist is the first step in breaking away from the
control of money. The city itself is a big source of shared wealth. The building of modern
cities is connected to the growth of industry and money, according to experts on cities and
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buildings. Workers need to be close to resources and transportation. Cities have all the things
needed for making things. During the 1800s and 1900s, cities grew because of factories. The
way cities looked and how they were organized was influenced by the needs and patterns of
the factories and the way people worked together. Today, we are seeing a change from cities
that focus on industry to cities that focus on the health and well-being of people. In the
economy of the city, the relationship between production and the things that everyone shares
is getting stronger and more direct. The city is not just buildings and streets, but also a place
where people live, work, and connect with each other through culture, ideas, emotions, and
social systems. The things that make up the city are important for making things and also the
result of making things. The city is where the things that make up the city come from and
where they are stored[7], [8].

One way to understand the value of cities and the push to make them private is through urban
real estate economics, which is a topic that needs to be made easier to understand. It is
important to remember that classical political economists had a hard time figuring out ground
rent and the value of land. If work creates wealth, as Adam Smith said, then how does land or
real estate have value. Labor is used to work the land and build on it, but that doesn't fully
explain the value of real estate, especially in cities. Saying that land rent is a monopoly price
doesn't solve the main problem either. The value of real estate cannot be understood by just
looking at the inside. You have to consider outside factors too. Modern real estate experts
know that the value of a city apartment, building, or land is not just based on its quality and
size. It is also determined by external factors such as noise, pollution, crime, and traffic, as
well as positive things like being close to parks and cultural activities. In these situations, we
see a problem that affects everyone. The main concern of these economists is that
externalities are not related to property and cannot be fixed by buying or selling. In fair
markets, they say people make smart choices, but when there are problems like extra costs
and social impacts, people don't make good choices and the market doesn't work well. In
cities, the value of property is mostly determined by outside factors, which is kind of
surprising. Market failure happens a lot. Traditional neoliberal economists spend their time
creating plans to make the situation more efficient and privatize things that are commonly
owned so they can be bought and sold according to market rules. They look for ways to make
money from pollution or traffic, for example, to make the costs of society the same as the
costs for just one person and make market trades make sense again [9], [10].

In addition, it's important to mention that the increasing effects of external factors make us
reconsider some of the usual ideas in politics and economics. Just like how political
economists used to think that profit comes after rent, now it's the opposite. And also, the idea
that "absolute rent" is becoming more important than "relative rent" is also changing. This
means that the work done on a property is becoming less important compared to the work
done in the city as a whole, and so absolute rent is becoming more important again. Real
estate agents are people who buy and sell property in cities.

They don't need complex theories to know that regular people are important in real estate.
Their motto "location, location, location" means they want to minimize the bad things and
maximize the good things. Location is just a way of saying how close something is and how
easy it is to get to things like parks and other resources. It also includes how well people get
along in the neighborhood, how people communicate, and the intellectual and cultural aspects
of the area. Real estate agents can make money from the city and its imperfections without
needing to control or justify the market. They can profit from the city as it is, without needing
to make changes.
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We don't want to tell you how to make money in real estate. Instead, we want to explore the
issues that affect everyone. Real estate economics and the actions of real estate agents show
that the city is full of things that everyone shares, both physical and non-physical. But
economists don't know where these shared resources come from. The common may seem like
it's outside the market and capitalist system, but it's actually a big part of how things are
made. The wealth made from the common is taken and owned by rich people, which makes it
hard for more common things to be made. This is shown by how artists move into cheap
neighborhoods, make art, and then the neighborhood gets more expensive and they have to
leave. The value of homes goes up when the area becomes more interesting and trendy. This
can make it too expensive for artists to live there, and they have to leave. Wealthy people
move in, and the neighborhood becomes less interesting and loses its smart and cultural vibe,
becoming dull and lifeless. Even though the city's shared resources are being taken over and
sold for profit, the shared community still exists there as a ghostly presence. Finance is a big
area where we can find signs of the ordinary. Georg Simmel says that the things that make a
big city special are the same things that money needs: lots of different jobs, interactions with
people you don't know well, everyone doing things at the same time, and more. The reason
for these different traits mostly comes from the ability to think in abstract ways. Money is a
big thing that can seem complicated and confusing. It's like it shows us a strange version of
ourselves[11], [12].

People have been complaining about finance capital for a long time because it makes
economic risks worse and doesn't create anything. After the global crisis in 2008, lots of
people started hating finance even more. Critics say that finance is like gambling and doesn't
benefit society. They argue that industrial capital is better because it creates real value
through producing actual things, while finance just makes money from money without
contributing to real value. Some of these criticisms are true. People use financial tools to
manage risk and make bets, and the economy is focusing more on non-material goods. But
they don't understand the basic principles of finance. Financial speculation is like smart
gambling. It's about predicting how well a certain industry will do in the future. Investors use
different clues to make their bets, just like someone betting on a horse race looks at the
horse's health and the condition of the racetrack. Finance capital is basically a complex
system for showing the connections and networks needed to make things like products,
goods, or assets. This means that financial products are becoming more and more complex
and not directly related to actual production. They are also representing future production or
other representations. Finance can be very complex, and that's why mathematical models are
very important. Abstraction is only possible because wealth is a social thing. As financial
instruments become more complex, they involve more people and companies working
together to make things. This ability to think in abstract ways both relies on and confuses
everyday things.

Finance has become much more important compared to other types of capital in the last few
decades. Giovanni Arrighi sees this as a repeating pattern similar to the growth of banking in
Britain in the late 1800s and earlier times. In our opinion, it is more important to connect the
increase in finance with the growing importance of biopolitical production at the same time.
When people work on their own, finance is used by capitalists to take the wealth they create
without being involved in the production. Finance cannot take over something without
somehow showing that it comes from the work and production of people in society. In simple
terms, finance is just the power of money. "Money shows how people interact with each
other. It helps us understand abstract ideas and goes beyond individual differences. Money
represents how people relate to the world, and it becomes real when it embodies the way
people think and connect with each other. " Finance understands the common in its widest
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social form and turns it into something that can be exchanged for money. This makes the
common seem mysterious and private, all to make profits. We don't plan to support or
criticize dnance capital. We want to study it to find out more about the things that people are
afraid of.

Both the real estate market and finance show a complicated relationship between ideas and
everyday life. Before we finish talking about this, we can explain this feeling of uncertainty
by briefly looking at how Marx sees capitalism's ability to ignore certain details. Simpler
words: Abstraction is important for how money works and for criticizing how it works. Marx
starts his analysis in Capital by looking at how abstract labor determines the value of
commodities when they are exchanged. In capitalist society, Marx says that work needs to be
looked at in a general way without focusing on the specific job someone does, like tailoring
or plumbing. This means that the work put into making things becomes the thing they all
have in common. This lets us compare their value, and lets money be used as a standard.
Many people who read Marx try to connect the ideas in the beginning of the text to political
beliefs. They see support for actual work and not theoretical work, and support for using
things and not trading them. Marx has mixed feelings about abstraction. He sees abstract
labor and exchange as ways for capitalists to make more money and keep control. But the
idea of abstract labor, which is common to all workers, helps us understand the working
class. Abstract labor is necessary for the working class. Capital creates tools to resist and
overcome the way goods are produced. The success of capitalism depends on the support of
the public and cannot exist without it. However, it always tries to hide this fact. So that's why
it's hard to understand abstraction.

Corruption and people leaving their country

Every group in society is based on what everyone has in common and is shaped by the things
that everyone shares, uses and makes. Social institutions are very important for the journey of
leaving a place. However, we need to remember that not all types of the common are good
for us. Just like economists say some things have good effects and some have bad effects,
some types of communication help us work together better and some make it harder. Helpful
forms help to create things, while harmful forms cause problems and stop people from
working together. Exodus requires choosing the best things for the group and getting rid of
the bad things. It's like fighting against corruption. Certainly, money is one way that can ruin
things that everyone shares. We have seen how it controls and takes over the things that
everyone shares, and makes them private. But there are also other ways that things that
everyone shares can be ruined by the people in charge of society.The three most important
parts of capitalist society where bad things happen are the family, businesses, and the
country. All three allow access to the common, but also limit and change it. This is about the
different social situations where people have to choose the good things and reject the bad
things.

The family is very important in today's society for bringing people together. For lots of
people, their family is the main place where they experience being part of a group, work
together, care for each other, and feel close to each other. It is based on the usual but also
changes it by creating a system of levels, limits, exclusions, and changes. First, the family
enforces traditional gender roles and often makes people feel like they have to fit in with
them. In different cultures, the traditional structure of family authority is different, but still
remains the same in general. The division of work between men and women in the family is
very hard to change, even though people criticize it. The model of a family with a mom, dad,
and kids is almost the same all over the world. The family makes it hard for people to do
things that don't follow traditional gender roles and norms. If someone tries to be different,
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they get in trouble. Second, the family is seen as the only way to have close and supportive
relationships in society, and it takes over all other ways of having these relationships.
Relationships between different generations are often seen as being like parents and children,
and relationships between people of the same age are compared to siblings. Different ways of
forming families, even those not based on traditional relationships, are either not allowed or
kept under the control of traditional family structures. The way families are set up, with rules
about who is in charge, how men and women should act, and expecting everyone to be
straight, shows that people can't imagine other ways of being close to each other. It also
means people don't have the freedom to try out different kinds of relationships and
connections that aren't with family.

Third, even though the family tries to show that they care about the community, they promote
selfishness and self-centeredness. It's interesting how people think they are being selfless by
putting their family first when they are just being selfish. For example, when parents argue
for what's best for their child without considering others, they are being antisocial, but they
think they are being virtuous. They do whatever it takes for their child, seeing them as a
continuation of themselves. Political talk that says we need to think about the future because
of our families, like when people say we need laws for our kids, puts too much focus on
individuals and shows a lack of understanding of how the future affects everyone. The family
helps people keep and pass down their personal belongings, like money and land. If it wasn't
for the family, people would have a harder time saving and passing down their things to their
kids. We should not get rid of the family, but instead, work to make sure everyone is equal
and has the freedom to participate in family life. The family has the potential to bring us
together, but sometimes it doesn't happen and things get messed up.

Corporations can create and ruin the things that everyone shares. Overall, capitalist
production is a big system that helps people work together and make things, but then some
people keep the rewards for themselves. For a lot of workers, the only place they work
together with others and do projects as a team is at their job. It's the only place they can get
away from being alone in today's society. Working together in an organized way makes
people feel excited and motivated, which leads to a more enjoyable and productive work
environment. As expected, companies want their employees to think that the enjoyment and
fulfillment they feel at work are because of the company. This makes employees feel
committed and loyal to the company. The saying is that what's good for the company is good
for everyone. Work in a capitalist society indeed brings people together to work and
cooperate, but this is not always the case for lower-level workers. As we already talked about,
the work and creativity of people are taken and restricted by the control of the wealthy. What
we need to say is that the company is a lot like a family in how it creates and damages the
things we share. Both can seem like the only places where people work together in today's
world. But at work and in families, relationships are controlled by rules and there are limits
from the outside. As a result, many people who try to escape from their troubled families end
up finding comfort in their jobs, and vice versa. Some people also escape from their jobs to
find comfort in their families. The idea of finding a balance between work and family is just a
choice between two bad options. For too many people in our society, these are the only places
where they can find some sense of belonging.

Finally, the country is also a social group where people share and sometimes misuse
resources. Many people feel like they belong to their country, which includes their culture,
society, and politics. This feeling becomes stronger during difficult times like war, when
everyone is asked to come together for the good of the country. A nation is not just about
history, language, and culture. It is something that people imagine and feel connected to.
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Sadly, our only option for coming together is through the nation. This limits our ability to
form other types of communities and creates divisions within the nation itself. A country
always needs to make a group of people who all have the same identity. This can make
people who are different feel left out or less important. Yes, it is true that the country and its
people can come together to fight against colonial and imperial powers. However, even in
these cases, there are dangers in being too focused on the nation and national identity, which
may only become clear after the fighting is over. When the nation asks people to sacrifice for
its honor and togetherness, it reminds us of fascist ideas. We have heard these requests many
times from both powerful and less powerful countries, promoting control and warlike actions.
These are some of the ways that ordinary people are harmed by their own country. Even
though we may not like them, we should remember that families, companies, and countries
all bring people together and provide resources for the community. All these organizations
work together, share resources, and communicate with each other. This makes people want to
work together, but it can also be challenging. The people need to leave their families,
companies, and countries, but still work towards the things they all want to achieve together.
Remember that when we open and make it easier to use common resources in biopolitical
production, we are taking over control of how things are made and reproduced. This helps to
take away power from the people who have a lot of money or control, and it helps to build
independence for a lot of people. This process of leaving behind the old way of doing things
is the main way that people are fighting for their rights today.

Our readers who like fighting might not want to believe in class struggle as a big fight
because it doesn't seem like a big battle. Don't worry Moses found out a while ago that
powerful people don't just let you leave without a fight? And, most importantly, exodus does
not mean leaving without anything, with no clothes, no shoes, and no money. No, we need to
take back what belongs to us, which means claiming the things we have made and the things
we need for our future.

CONCLUSION

Workers and businesses interact shows a big change in how society and the economy work
right now. Old ways of organizing work and money are changing to be more flexible,
connected, and open. This change is happening because technology is getting better, the way
people work is changing, and the world is becoming more connected. The idea of open social
relationships means moving away from unequal power dynamics and promoting working
together and understanding between workers and employers. New technology helps workers
have more control over their work and be more involved in making decisions. The paper
shows that resources and power should be shared more fairly, instead of being controlled by a
small group of people at the top. Although open social relations offer many opportunities, it
is important to realize that there are also challenges that come with them. We need to be able
to change, communicate well, and rethink how power works in order to make this new way of
doing things work. The examples and studies in the paper show that when businesses and
workers are more open with each other, it can make the economy and society better for
everyone.
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ABSTRACT:

The political ontology of the multitude within the realm of bio political production. The
discourse navigates through the perspectives of various scholars, such as Laclau, Virno,
Balibar, Zizek, and Badiou, who grapple with the complexities of the multitude's political
agency and orientation. The discussion emphasizes the intricate relationship between the
multitude, immanence, and hegemony, shedding light on the necessity for articulation and the
emergence of a guiding force. Critiques regarding the multitude's ambivalence and potential
alignment with dominant forces are addressed, providing nuanced insights into its political
capacities. Drawing on feminist and philosophical perspectives, the essay examines the
transformative nature of the common, challenging traditional notions of fixity and
immutability. The concept of biopolitical production emerges as a central theme, intertwining
economic and political dimensions. The analysis concludes by asserting that the multitude is
not a static entity but a constant process of making, emphasizing its potential for autonomous
political action grounded in the dynamics of the common.

KEYWORDS:
Ontology, Political, Power, Production, Resistance, Social, Sovereignty.
INTRODUCTION

Everything is ready for biopolitical labor to break free from capitalist control. The common
resources and the constant creation of new things are the foundation for this change.
Capitalism's ways of exploiting and controlling labor are starting to hinder its productivity.
However, there are also opposing factors: new ways of making money take away and make
private what is meant for everyone, and the old social institutions constantly make it worse.
What does this mean for us? Looking at the facts only gets us this much but no more. A
capitalist crisis does not always lead to a collapse right away. The many problems in the
common biopolitical field don't automatically leave and become independent. We need to
have a political group to start political events. The kairos is the right time for something
special to happen and a political leader needs to take advantage of it to break the routine of
everyday life. We think that the idea of the multitude is a good way to organize the project of
leaving and becoming free. We believe that traditional ways of organizing with one leader
and a strict hierarchy are not good or effective in today's world. The idea of having many
options has been talked about in smart and political groups for a few years. We can use these
discussions to think about and improve the idea. We have found that the most helpful
critiques and challenges usually focus on two main questions: can the group of people take
organized political action, and are their actions making progress or bringing freedom[1], [2]?

The people who disagree with the idea of a large group of individuals in society agree with us
that there are many different types of people, especially in the context of politics and life. The
important question is how these different types of people can work together in politics. The
basic idea of politics itself is at the core of the play. Pierre Macherey says that politics
involves making choices that affect not just one person, but the whole society. He wants to
know how individuals can come together to form a united group. "We need a political group
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to get involved. This group should be collective and not have a hierarchical structure. It needs
to stay true to its horizontal nature. How can a large group of people work together without
losing the independence of each individual within it? Macherey believes that when many
people come together, it's hard to make decisions and act as one. He thinks any political plan
for a large group is in a tough spot: it can either give up its diverse structure and become a
single organization, or keep its structure and not be able to make political decisions and take
action.

Ernesto Laclau also believes that the many different aspects of a group of people can make it
hard for them to do politics. He thinks that there are many different groups in society today.
He says that in order to take political action, individuals need to come together and work out
how to organize and define their political relationships. Laclau thinks that for articulation to
happen, a powerful force needs to emerge and direct the process for everyone to follow.
Hegemony is when many different things come together as one. This makes them able to
work together and make decisions. The most important political action is bringing people
together. Similar to Macherey, Laclau views the multitude as a potential for politics but not
yet fully political[3], [4].

Another question is about how the group will act politically and the focus of its political
actions, rather than the specific form of its politics. These authors don't think that the people's
political decisions and actions will focus on freedom. Paolo Virno, for instance, is one of the
people who has really developed the idea of the multitude. He thinks that the politics of the
multitude is tricky because it has both social unity and a tendency to be aggressive. Just like
many philosophers have warned, it's not realistic to think that people are always good in their
natural state. Virno also talks about the mixed feelings and uncertainties of the "state of
nature" when it comes to creating life. The new tools that many people have, like language
and communication, can be used for good or for bad. Virno says we should look at both the
good and bad sides of these tools when talking about the power of the people. Etienne Balibar
believes that the idea of the multitude does not have clear political rules to guide its actions in
a positive way or to oppose the system. It could help the global exploitation systems as much
as it could fight against them. Like Virno, Balibar also focuses on the mixed feelings of the
multitude. For instance, he talks about how the multitude can be both feared and admired at
the same time. The fear felt by many people and the fear they spread can lead to different
political outcomes. The group of people can be like a strong boat, to use Balibar's
comparison, but without a steering system, it's hard to know where it will go.

SlavojZizek and Alain Badiou go even further in asking about the political direction of the
majority, saying it is not unclear, but actually supports the ruling powers. Zizek argues that
the many people, even when they protest capitalism, actually copy and help capitalism, and
he believes this thinking comes from Marx's ideas. Marx made a mistake by thinking that the
capitalist system would create a group of people, the proletariat, who would want to rebel
against it. ZiZek believes that the conflicts and choices that come from capitalism actually
help to keep the system going. He studies how money creates many different things in the
market and how people want many different things because of the stuff they can buy. From
this point of view, the many different groups of people and their connections in a horizontal
way are similar to the way capital spreads out and breaks away from its roots. So, even when
it seems like the multitude is fighting against capitalism, their actions end up supporting and
continuing capitalist control. ZiZek believes that radical change and revolutionary opposition
to capitalism will not come from within the capitalist system [5], [6].

Zizek thinks that the mistakes of many people's thinking come from a problem with Marx.
Badiou believes that they come from Foucault's ideas about resistance. Because resistance is
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always connected to power, Badiou believes that it can't get away from power and also
doesn't see the need for a big change to break free from power. He says that the idea of a
creative group of people who are against the system is just an unrealistic fantasy. The word
"resistance” is just a small part of the power's progress. Badiou doesn't think the current
movements of the people are very important. "We have only seen average performances from
the typical small-minded group of people, loudly claiming the right to have fun without
putting in any effort, and making sure to avoid any kind of control or rules. We understand
that being disciplined is important in all areas to find the truth. Badiou criticizes the idea of
the multitude by saying it's a wider version of what Zizek says. ZiZek points out Marx's
mistake, saying that the multitude seems to fight against capital but actually just copies and
supports it. Badiou, drawing on Foucault's ideas, says that the multitude and other resistance
movements are just part of the progress of power itself.

DISCUSSION

These questions and criticisms about the political abilities and beliefs of the large group of
people are helpful because they help us understand how well the idea works for organizing
projects for freedom in our society. To answer these questions, we need to explain that the
multitude is not naturally a political group but something that is organized. This changes the
conversation from what the multitude is to how it is made. Before talking to them directly, we
first need to understand the ideas behind the concept of multitude and how it relates to nature.

"The multitude is created through a political process, just like the people. However, the
people is formed as a unified group by a powerful leader, while the multitude is formed
through connections on the same level without a single leader. We can look at this difference
in another way by understanding that these two processes have different connections between
politics and the natural state. An old idea in politics says that to have power, a group of
people need to go from chaos to order. But when it comes to the majority of people, this idea
doesn't really fit. Their power is both chaotic and organized at the same time. This might
seem strange, but it makes more sense when we see how the majority of people change and
adapt[7], [8].

Feminist experts have shown how nature is always changing, not fixed. They say it's not
separate from culture and society. Judith Butler questions if gender is fixed or if it can
change. She challenges the idea that sex and gender are separate. During the second wave of
feminist theory, most people looked at how gender is shaped by society. Butler says that they
also believed that differences between men and women are natural and cannot be changed.
She believes that both gender and sex are created by society, and that differences in sex and
sexuality are shaped by language and communication. This doesn't mean that sex isn't related
to our bodies and how we're made, but it does mean that what we know and believe about sex
is influenced by our social environment. Other feminist researchers also argue using scientific
and biological terms to show that nature changes based on social beliefs and actions. Anne
Fausto-Sterling studies how our bodies and nature change when we interact with others. She
focuses on how we think about sex and gender, and how these ideas are shaped by our society
and culture. She says that even the way our bones grow can change depending on how we use
our bodies and how we identify as male or female. So, our bone structure isn't as fixed as we
might think. Our background and beliefs affect how our bones grow. This doesn't mean
nature doesn't exist. It means that nature is always changing because of how people live and
interact with each other. The idea that nature can change is connected to the belief that
everything is always changing because of how people act and behave. In Spinoza's words,
God is not separate from the world but is instead made up of everything in it[9], [10].
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These studies of how nature can change really just talk about what is normal - and nature is
just another word for what is normal. But it's important to remember the difference between
the two ideas of the common we mentioned before. The traditional idea says that common
things are natural and separate from society. But the biopolitical view sees the common in all
parts of life, not just nature. It includes things like languages, habits, and emotions in human
society. According to traditional ideas from thinkers like Locke and Rousseau, society and
history usually ruin the common things and turn them into private property. However, the
biopolitical concept focuses on not only protecting common things, but also fighting to make
them and choosing their good qualities. It also tries to avoid their bad, corrupt forms. We
could think of this as a way of looking at how humans and nature depend on each other and
how they can both change and help each other. Now we can understand how the multitude
becoming political doesn't need to abandon the state of nature, as traditional sovereignty says,
but instead needs a change in the common that affects nature, culture, and society at the same
time. The change of ordinary things makes us think about how we create our own thoughts
and feelings. It's important to remember how intense the discussions about postmodernism
were in the 1980s and 1990s. One group focused on how people think. In some ways, they
said the same thing as the Frankfurt School - that living in a capitalist society makes people
feel like they don't belong. But they didn't feel as sad about it as the Frankfurt School did.
Some people thought that saying people's feelings are created by capitalist culture meant that
they only had a little bit of freedom to have fun and be unpredictable. On the other hand,
there were people who supported modern ideas and believed in the importance of the
individual and the need for freedom. An individual who is not part of the powerful group was
seen as important for politics in various areas like class, race, and gender. These two groups
were the main focus in the debates, but there was also a third approach by Foucault, Deleuze,
and Guattari that we support. These authors are looking at how social systems create our
thoughts and feelings in things like buildings, therapy talk, and government, but they don't
cheer or feel sad about the fact that our thoughts and feelings are made by powerful systems.
They see creating thoughts and ideas as the main place where political fights happen. We
need to change how our thoughts and feelings are influenced, avoid being controlled by
outside forces, and build the foundation for creating things on our own[11], [12].

Understanding how politics affects the way people think and feel can help us understand
changes in the economy. The way ideas, feelings, and relationships are created directly
affects how people think and act. This is where our thoughts and feelings come from. We can
think of economic production as people working with nature to change things. But now, the
"nature" that people change is more about how they think and feel. This connection between
making things and how people feel changes the usual ideas about work. It can make things
feel confusing. But we can make it easier to understand by thinking about how things change
when people work together. This type of economic process is important for making things,
and it changes both nature and how people think and feel. Multitude is not a thing but a
process of making and changing. It is not fixed or static, but constantly transformed and
enriched. This type of creation is different because it doesn't have a creator. By creating
thoughts and feelings, the group makes itself the creator of its constant change, always
turning into something new together.

From Being to Making the Multitude

When we start thinking about how we can create a large group instead of just being part of
one, and when we understand that this group is always changing and growing because of
what we have in common, then we can better answer any questions or criticisms about the
idea we talked about before. The first questions say that a large group of people cannot do
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politics because they are not controlled by a powerful leader. The question is whether
political action can be done only by dominant, united groups or also by different groups
working together horizontally. We can find the answers by looking at our previous economic
research. Biopolitical production happens in the common area. It can only happen there.
Great things are created by a group of people working together, not just one person. Workers
are starting to become more independent from the control of business owners. This makes it
harder for businesses to take advantage of them and control their work, which makes it harder
for them to be productive. Biopolitical production is like an orchestra playing music without
a conductor. If someone tries to take control, the production would stop. The way biopolitical
economic production works is like a comparison for political action. Just like a diverse group
of people creates intangible things and economic worth, they can also make political choices.
It's not just a comparison, it's also about having the skills needed for both. Producers can
work together and make collective decisions, which also impacts politics. It gives them the
tools and habits for making decisions as a group. In this case, the separation between making
things and political activity, as talked about by people like Hannah Arendt, doesn't hold up.
Arendt thinks that politics is about lots of different people and their freedom. She sees
political action as a place where individuals come together and work together in the same
world. She says that this is different from the economic world of working and making things.
The people who work for money might see political actions and speeches as not important.
They might think that they are wasting time. Work is focused on a specific goal, where all the
effort goes into making the final product. On the other hand, the effort put into political
processes keeps growing and doesn't end in a product. What lasts in our world are these
processes, and they last as long as humanity does. Arendt talks about how things are made,
like in a factory. But if we look at how things are made with living things in mind, we see
that the qualities she talks about for politics also apply to making things. That's why we call it
"biopolitical" production, because making things with living things is also political. Arendt
talks about another important human activity called labor. This activity is about taking care of
our basic needs and keeping our bodies working. She says the purpose of this work is to
improve life. Arendt mainly talks about the idea of work to show the difference between the
political world and the world of basic needs. But we can see that her ideas are starting to blur.
Politics has always been connected to people's needs and how they live. Today, politics
focuses on making specific ways of living. So the word "biopolitical" is useful. By focusing
on how the multitude is created, we can see that its productive activity is also a way of
making themselves politically.

We can now easily answer the first set of questions about the political abilities of the many
people. It's true that coming together to make decisions in politics isn't easy, but that doesn't
mean a powerful group has to be in charge for politics to work. Spontaneity and dominance
are not the only options. The group can gain power by working together and resolving
conflicts. Don't start a revolution based on an idea or a group of people that you imagine.
That's what Lenin said in 1917. He says that the Russian people cannot govern themselves
and need a strong force to lead them during the changes. They have been taught at work to
follow orders and be watched over by their supervisors and managers. They have a boss at
work, so they feel they need a boss in politics too. Lenin's warning makes it even more
important to show that biopolitical production is becoming more and more dominant in
today's economy, and the abilities that come with it.

The next group of questions is about whether people's political views are progressive or
regressive. It's not easy to say whether they are against the current system of power or in
favor of it. In the past, we suggested that resistance comes before power because power only
affects people who are free, and so even though it exists alongside power, resistance doesn't
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have to support or repeat the same power structures. We explained a new idea about events
that is different from the usual belief that events happen on their own. Our only job is to stay
true to them and behave properly when they happen. Those who believe in this idea of the
event can only eagerly wait for another event to happen. Biopolitical events happen when
people come together to create things for everyone to use. Creating things is a mysterious and
amazing process that happens every day from within many people.

Resistance and creating events does not determine the political direction of the many people.
The way the majority of people relate to the common things can help us figure out what to do
next. Pierre Macherey talks about how regular people are often rebellious and go beyond
what powerful people want. "In everyday life," he explains, "we should think of all the things
people do together to create and work as a team, like collaborating and cooperating in a
network that can keep growing. That's why everyday life goes beyond every system and
order, and it is naturally rebellious against them. The large number of people, who have
common beliefs, always goes beyond the control of those in power. This shows that they
don't work well with the current system and are against it, but it doesn't show that they have a
plan for freedom yet.

One way the people are moving politically is by leaving all the bad things in social
institutions like family, corporations, and nations. People should choose what is good for
them and avoid things that could harm them in the community. The problem with these
institutions is that they use hierarchies, divisions, and limits to stop people from thinking for
themselves and working together. The solution is for the majority to start working together
and creating new ideas again.

The political views should be determined when creating a group of people, including the way
they are governed and how they make money. In the way things are made through
biopolitical processes, the multitude changes and creates new things together. This makes us
think of the idea that the working class can change and grow through their work and working
together. Karl Marx talked about this, saying that the process of working changes people and
also helps them learn and create new things. This changing and growing of the working class
through their work gives an idea of how they can govern themselves politically. All of these
things are influenced by events related to living organisms, trying to escape bad ways of
doing things together, and focused on making good things together. However, they don't
completely show what the multitude's political beliefs are. Now we have to focus on how we
organize things because that's where we'll see if the multitude's progressive and liberating
qualities can be confirmed and strengthened in its own lasting systems. This will be one of
the main things we need to focus on, first in De Singularitate 1 and the Intermezzo that comes
after it, and then throughout the second half of the book: a theory of how to organize politics
that can work for a large group of people. We need to show that many people can make big
changes in the way things are done. This is the only way to make big changes happen today.

We have a lot of ideas and theories, but they won't do much unless we have something to
bring them together and make them work. That something is love, even though some people
may not like the idea. Some people feel embarrassed and others feel superior and smug. Love
is often seen as too emotional for serious discussions, especially in philosophy and politics.
Let the poets talk about love, some people say, and feel its warmth. But we believe that love
is important for philosophy and politics, and not thinking about it is one reason why modern
thinking is not strong. It is not a good idea to only rely on priests, poets, and psychoanalysts
for love. We need to clean up our understanding of love in philosophy and politics. This
means getting rid of some wrong ideas about love and redefining it to show how useful it is.
As we do this, we'll see that even philosophers, political scientists, and economists often talk
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about love, despite their reputation for being precise and unemotional. If they weren't so shy,
they would tell us. This will show that love is the main part of our project. Without it, the rest
would be boring.

To understand love as a philosophical and political idea, it helps to start by looking at how
poor people and communities support and help each other. Coming together, looking out for
each other, working together, and helping with shared activities are really important for them
to survive. This brings us back to the things we mentioned before about poverty. While the
poor may not have a lot of material things, they still have the ability to come up with new
ideas and create things. The true nature of the poor is not their lack of possessions, but their
ability to make things happen. When we come together as a group, we can create a new way
of thinking and working together that is stronger than what we can do on our own. Our
starting point is that love brings people together and helps them see things in a different way.
It's not just about making things or getting what we need, but it's important in its own right.

If that sounds too emotional, you can also understand it by studying how politics and money
are connected. In biopolitical production, the making of things that everyone shares is not
separate from making money. It's not just a private thing or about making more people, but
it's a part of making money. Love is a strong force that helps people work together and form
relationships. It also has a big impact on the economy. When we think of love like this, it is
not something that just happens on its own or doesn't require any effort. It doesn't just happen
to us like magic from somewhere else. Instead, it's something that people plan and do
together. Love is also helpful in a philosophical way - helpful in creating existence. When we
create a feeling of love, we are not just making new things or people in the world. We are
creating a new world and a new way of living together. Being is not a background where life
happens, it is a relationship where we can always make a difference. Love is a big change
that makes something new. It creates something different from what was there before.
Existence is made up of love. Many philosophers have argued over this important idea. For
example, Heidegger strongly disagrees with the idea of how things are made in his talk about
poverty that we read before. Humanity becomes poor in order to become rich, he says. When
it doesn't have things it doesn't need, it shows what it really needs, its connection to existence.
But in this connection, the poor don't have the ability to make up who they are. And in fact,
people as a whole are powerless in the face of existence. Spinoza and Heidegger have
different ideas about this. Like Heidegger, he may say that people become wealthy when they
understand their connection to existence. However, Spinoza's view on this connection is
completely different. Especially in the deep thoughts of Spinoza's Ethics, we create our
existence through love. Love, according to Spinoza, is when we feel happy and powerful
because of someone or something outside of ourselves. We become connected to love and try
to make more happiness, creating stronger bodies and minds. Spinoza believed that love is a
result of people working together and always trying to improve. This includes loving nature
and wanting to make it better and more powerful. Every time someone shows love, it's like
they are making a big change in the world. Love can turn a bad situation into a good one.
Existence is just another way of saying something that is unavoidably shared and cannot be
kept to oneself. It is always open to everyone. In simple words, saying that love is
ontologically constitutive means that it creates the things we all share. When we think of love
as something that brings people together, we also have to understand that, like the things we
share, love can be both good and bad. In plain words, a lot of what people think of as love
nowadays is not really true love. The problem is that love has turned into something
repetitive, instead of being about sharing and coming together. True love is about balancing
what we have in common with the unique things about each person.
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One type of corrupted love is loving only people who are similar to you, like your neighbors.
This narrow interpretation of love can lead to discrimination against those who are different
from you. Family love is the idea that you should love your family members more than
anyone else, sometimes even more than people outside your family. This is a type of love
based on your identity within the family. Loving your race and loving your country, or
patriotism, are similar because they both make you feel like you should love people who are
most like you, and not love people who are different from you as much. Family, race, and
nation are twisted versions of the common and are the foundations for twisted versions of
love. From this point of view, we can say that movements like populism, nationalism,
fascism, and religious fundamentalism are not based on hate, but on a distorted form of love
for their own group.

One way to fight corruption is to think about loving your neighbor in a wider way. Instead of
just loving people who are similar to you, try to love people who are different from you.
Please rewrite this text in simpler language. Please rephrase this text using basic words: Franz
Rosenzweig says that love is always ready to take the place of someone or something else. In
the end, love applies to everything and the world. We must love our neighbor and everyone
else, as this is the most important commandment in monotheistic religions. This means we
should love people who are different from us. If you don't like studying religious writings to
understand this, think about Walt Whitman's poetry. In his poetry, he often writes about
encountering strangers with wonder, learning, and exploration. Nietzsche's Zarathustra says
it's better to love faraway people than those who are close. This is similar to Whitman's
teachings. Loving people who are different from us can help counteract the harmful effects of
only loving people who are like us. This type of love can keep love from becoming boring
and repetitive. So this is another way to think of love as a biopolitical event: it doesn't just
break away from what already exists and create something new, but it also makes unique
things and brings them together in a shared connection.

Another type of twisted love portrays love as a process of becoming identical, becoming the
same. The popular idea of romantic love in our society, portrayed by Hollywood every day, is
that the couple should become one. This corrupted romantic love follows a set pattern -
couple, marriage, family - and envisions people finding their perfect match, like lost puzzle
pieces that now together make a complete picture. Marriage and family bring a couple
together and can sometimes cause problems in the community. This idea of love bringing
people together is also found in many religions, where people believe that loving God means
becoming one with the divine. It's not surprising that ideas of mystical union often use
romantic language like betrothal and marriage because they are trying to bring different
things together. In the same way, different types of patriotism believe in putting aside
differences to come together as one nation and form a national identity. This idea of love as
bringing everyone together is connected to the idea of loving and uniting with people who are
the same as us.

One important idea in our argument is that when many different things come together, it
forms something called "the common. This is different from the old idea of there being many
things or just one thing. The common is made up of many different parts, and it goes together
with the idea of there being lots of different things. In simpler terms, when it comes to
politics, if we didn't all share the same world, we wouldn't be able to talk to each other or
help each other. And if we weren't all different from each other, there would be no reason for
us to talk or help each other. We agree with Hannah Arendt's idea that politics is about
different people coming together in the same world.
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Encouraging people to meet and connect with others who are different is the main way to
fight against love that has been affected by the need for everyone to be the same. This kind of
love stops people from being themselves and also stops the community from growing. Being
the same and working together means nothing new is made, just doing the same thing over
and over with no changes. Love should be defined by the connections and experiences of
unique individuals coming together, which create a new sense of togetherness and new
unique experiences. In the context of being, we talked about love as creating something, but
in a political context, we should focus on its ability to bring things together. Love brings
together individual differences, like the different parts of a song, not as one but as a
connected group of people. Bringing together these two sides of love - the idea of love for
everyone and the unique aspects of it - is a big challenge in understanding love as a real and
political action.

We started by saying that making things and money is all about love, but we know that
economists don't agree. Economists have been praising Bernard Mandeville's book The Fable
of the Bees for a long time. They think it shows that there is no connection between
economics and love. Mandeville talks about a beehive that is rich and strong, but filled with
many bad behaviors like lying, wanting too much, being lazy, and being scared. The bees
who teach about being good always talk against bad behavior, but it doesn't make a
difference. At last, the leader of the bee colony grows tired of all the complaining and makes
all the bees good and gets rid of bad behavior. But when this happens, the bees stop working
and the hive falls apart. This story is meant for people who try to make society perfect.
Mandeville thinks that social theorists should focus on studying how people really are and
what motivates them, instead of telling them how they should be. Just like Machiavelli and
Spinoza did.

Mandeville's story made people in England mad in the 1700s, like he wanted. But some, like
Adam Smith, thought it proved that capitalism is good. Smith agrees with Mandeville that
people do things for selfish reasons, and he uses this idea to support the belief that self-
interest drives market exchanges and the economy. If everyone does what is best for
themselves, then the overall benefit for everyone will happen naturally in the market, as if it
is being directed by an invisible force. Smith strongly believes in the importance of people
being kind and caring, but he doesn't want the government to interfere in the economy. He
thinks that the best outcomes for everyone will come from people working for their own
good, rather than trying to help others. In his famous words, he says that we get our dinner
not because the people who make it are nice, but because they want to make a profit. We
should appeal to their self-interest, not their kindness, when we talk to them about what we
need. We don't trade love for money.

We learn about a new way of thinking about the economy when we look at how bees help
pollinate plants outside of their hive. For bees, flowers near the hive are a good thing. Bees
fly from one flower to another, collecting nectar to take back to their hive. When a bee
gathers nectar from a flower, it picks up pollen on its legs. When it visits another flower,
some of the pollen rubs off onto that flower's stigma. Bees help flowers grow by carrying
pollen from one flower to another. This helps the flowers produce fruit. This shows how bees
and flowers work together to help each other.

CONCLUSION

Studying how the multitude affects politics in the context of biopolitical production uncovers
a lot of different ideas and questions. From Laclau's focus on the power of leadership to
Virno's uncertainty about the political actions of the many, and Balibar's worries about how it
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could lead to global exploitation, the discussion shows that this concept has many aspects.
Zizek and Badiou believe that the multitude, even when it resists, might end up supporting
the systems it wants to challenge. These criticisms make us think about the details of political
beliefs and the difficulties in imagining a diverse group as a force for change. Studying the
common area, as both a part of nature and society, makes the story more complex. It
questions the usual ideas of staying the same and never changing. Looking at things from a
biopolitical lens shows how economic production and people's thoughts and feelings interact
with each other, making it harder to separate them like we usually do. When we talk about
how people think and the nature of a large group, we see that the group is always changing
and growing, not staying the same. This change, based on what we all share, goes against the
usual idea that there is a clear difference between living in the wild and living in society.
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