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Let me introduce my proposal with a very general preliminary remark about what we mean by talking about the “city”. In any knowledge concerning the “city” this term is really employed nowadays as something of easy-going, or as designing an evident object. Is it not a real paradigm, but something working as a metaphor, an image. If you take the political point of view, as well if you take a socio-economical one, or even for urbanism or cartography, in every case, there is not such thing as a “city” clearly identifiable, with precise borders and definition. Where does the city start ? Where does it finish ? That’s a quite complicated question in contemporary urbanism. One can easily understand the difficulty of a city’s definition just thinking about megalopolis like Kolkata, but the difficulty is still there in the case of mi-sized contemporary towns (does, for instance, a business centre in the extreme periphery of a city has to be considered as a part of it or not ? Does a big railway station almost out of the town, with thousand people crossing it just for moving from a place to another belongs to the city or not ?, and so on…). Of course, the problem becomes much more evident in the case of the huge megalopolis of Asia, America or Africa, where the presence of slums and the mix of savage growth and planed expropriation produces almost the impossibility of a geographical limitation. But we have to be clear: the inconstancy of the category of “city” in the contemporary knowledge does not only concern a problem of dimensions or of rapidity in growth of contemporary cities, but the way in which the capitalistic city works on, in a political, in a socio-economic or in a spatial sense. Is there such thing as a political autonomous representation of the “city”? Is there such thing as stable population or ‘citizenry’ ? Can we to refer to an economy of a city itself, that one could distinguish from the regional, the national or the global one ? Is there such thing as a territory, a border, an ‘envelop’ for the capitalistic city ? 
 Deleuze and Guattari said in the Seventies that there was no more yet such as a “city”, but just a kind of “density of equipments”. I’ll try to show that is not a kind of post-structuralist theoretical coquettishness, and that, on the contrary, something about the idea of the city as a “body without organs” can be pertinent for a materialistic analysis of the “question of the city” today.

So, let me come back to the first assertion: the notion of city has become quite obscure and problematic in every field of discourse concerning the city itself.   That’s why, for example, contemporary urbanism prefers sometimes not only to talk about “cityscape’, but even about “landscape-cities”
, as well many sociologists talk about “world cities”. Despite this difficulty, the category of “city” has not disappeared. On the contrary, one can easily note a kind of inflation in the use of this word in the public discourse: since we can not more easily think something like a “city” this very category has become omnipresent in the political, socio-economic or in the specialised discourses. Even if it just works like a metaphor in the specialized fields of urbanism, of architecture or of urban sociology, this does not prevent it from working. Because, in a way, nothing works better than a metaphor. Nothing has such a large spectre of meaning… And it is precisely in this point that a kind of psychoanalytical deconstruction and a materialistic analysis can cross each other for showing how this metaphor works and until which point we can deconstruct it.  
The CERFI (Center for the Study and Research of Institutional Formation) was a transversal and multidisciplinary research group founded by Félix Guattari and others lacanian heterodox scholars in 1966-7. In the very beginning, it was an informal and militant “commission” working about the hospital’s architecture, on the heels of Michel Foucault’s works. In 1970 this self-managed group, whose ambition was to reconcile a Marxist heterodox approach with the lacanian psychoanalysis, received a government’s fund for making a middle-term research about the urban equipments. This research was financed by the Ministère de l’équipement,  following the shock of May 68, with the purpose of having suggestions about a modernisation of urban life including the new aspirations and life’s forms revealed by the students and workers movement. A century after the first urban revolution, the Paris Commune, and two years after the barricades in the Latin Neighbour’s of Paris and the occupation of many factories in different French towns, the power seemed interested in reshaping the urban field in a new way, progressively forgetting the modernist urban politics (embodied by Le Corbusier) for a much more participative and “micro-physical” renovation, open to the radical reformist movements born in the fields of Mental Health, State education, Labour Unions, feminism, ecology and so on… The CERFI group was working for almost fifteen years (until 1984) and produced a lot of works and publications, edited in the review Recherches. Most of its works included the relation between space and political subjectivation as a crucial one. One can observe that the chronological life of this group strictly corresponds with the two different versions of Michel Foucault’s writings about heterotopias, whose the fist one, written in Tunisia, was a conference pronounced in 1967 (“The heterotopias”), and the second one was a much more elaborated one, published in 1984 in a French review, and now included in his Dits et Ecrits, under the title: “Des espaces autres”  (“Of Other Spaces”)
. Indeed, the Foucault’s approach to the analysis of space, even if his “heterotopology” was not evidently centred only on the urban space, introduced a very fundamental thesis, playing de role of a kind of axiom for the CERFI group: there is not such as one space, but something like a perpetual production of different social and symbolic spaces. Better than this: the social and historical production of spaces bases itself on a continuous work of self-differenciation inside the established social spaces themselves. Every established and localised social space, every topos, can make a fold (pli), introducing by this an “other space”. This fold realises a juxtaposition of two different spaces.  That’s why one of the definitions given by Foucault of heterotopias is the follow-one (the third one in the text of 84): “The heterotopia is capable of juxtaposing in a single real place several spaces, several sites that are in themselves incompatible” 
. Foucault makes different examples of this kind of juxtaposing of different spaces: the theatre’ scene, the cinema’s screen, and especially the garden, underlining that  “The traditional garden of the Persians was a sacred space that was supposed to bring together inside its rectangle four parts representing the four parts of the world, with a space still more sacred than the others that were like an umbilicus, the navel of the world at its center (the basin and water fountain were there); and all the vegetation of the garden was supposed to come together in this space, in this sort of microcosm”
.  
It is not my intention here to give a lecture of Foucault’s notion of heterotopias. I will satisfy myself by showing how the Foucault’s project of a general heterotopology, sketched in 1966 and finally published in 1984, develops itself in the CERFI works about the city, works to which Foucault is going to participate, especially in two discussions with Deleuze, Gauttari and others CERFI’s members, concerning the city, published in a collective book titled La généalogie du capital I. Les équipements du pouvoir (“Genealogy of capital I: the equipments of power”). In this context he will try to put in to the test the idea of a fundamental heterogeneity of social spaces as well his own materialistic and post-structuralist analysis of the production of spaces. This last expression is useful to us to remember one more reference of the CERFI’s works about the city: I mean, of course, the works of Henri Lefebrve.   Even if those works do not openly represent a main reference for the CERFI group, cause of their quite classical Marxist approach, one can’t easily forget the Lefebvre’s contribution to the problematisation of urban space as crucial site of politicization after May 68. Once more, like for Foucault, the Lefebrve’s researches on this field start in 68, with his first book, Le droit à la ville (The Right to the City), developping themselves during the Seventies - especially with The urban revolution  and The Marxist thought and the city  – finally ending in The production of space in 1981 (when François Mitterand comes to power). Anyway, Lefebrve’s works will constitute, since the movement in the University of Nanterre in 68, a major crossroads between the Marxist approach and the situationist  influence, quite strong during the Seventies and later, and very sensible to the spatial and urban question.  In fact, one must remember that the situationist’s poetics of psychogeography, subjective cartographies, and “derives” (drifts),  were a powerful contribution to the question of the subjectivation of the urban field, by a reactivation of some surrealist themes, now strictly associated to a leftist critic of political economy and advanced capitalism…

But let us come back to the CERFI’s laboratory. In the collective volume Genealogy of capital I. The equipments of power (Recherches, n°13, 1972, just one year later Anti-Oedipus) one can find the short but significant text of a preliminary discussion between Guattari, Deleuze, Foucault about how to consider the city. Should we take it as a productive strength, or as anti-productive one ? This is the starting question. I will quote the Guattari’s first definition of the city as a body without organs, which is also a first try to answer the question:

The city is a moment of density of equipments, we can say that it is  the body without organs of equipments. Equipments hang on the pseudo-totalization, imperceptible, of this body without organs which is the one of the desire only in the dreams, dreams of the city you can find in the German expressionist cinema or in the Heavenly Jerusalem. The body without organs-city is more generally as the capital, military city-estate, city of the trading capital, etc. But of what is, ultimately, body without organs of the desire, it still remains that all the reterritorializations of the political power are made on the city. 
The city is the structure adding up equipments, themselves machine of the socius. The city is the threshold (seuil) of density of the machines of the socius. No matter while the definitions of the collective equipment bind it to the city or to the State, no matter even if the equipment seems outside the city (the fleet of Athens for example), we can imagine nomadic cities, as in the case of Tuareg people. They carry a city because they carry a political power which can refocus the machines of the socius
. 
Of course, one should be familiar with the Deleuze-Guattari gergon to appreciate the details of this definition. But even from an exterior position is quite easy to recognize some basic hypothesis, close to the Foucault’s approach of heterotopias:

1. There is not such thing as the city. Something like this only exists in utopian ‘dreams”, like the one of the Heavenly  Jerusalem or in Metropolis de Fritz Lang. 

2. The city is much more thinkable as a field of strengths than as an entity that one could represent by an image. This field is composed by the collective equipments (we will see forward that Deleuze and Guattari refuse the distinction between productive equipments, like factories, and non-productive ones, like roads, schools, hospitals, stadiums, etc, considering that every collective equipment is a productive one, cause it produces a kind of socius, and, on the other hand, an anti-productive one, cause it changes the social rules and habits (this in the sense of sets of concepts like territorialisation/ déterritorialisation/ réterritorialisation, or like codage/décodage/surcodage, employed in the Anti-Oedipus).
3. Despite this deconstruction, presenting the city as a kind of “density” of different equipments, this position does not translate itself in a kind of vulgar post-modern perspective, cause the city is still considered the most powerful machine for the organization of the political, social, and economic power at the same time.

Concerning the image of the city as a body without organs, for the moment I will content myself of some superficial indications. Everybody knows how difficult is to give a definition of this concept, absolutely crucial in the Anti-Oedipus.  Coming from Artaud, and from the schizophrenia’s clinics, it suggests the impossibility of an ego-body identification. The body’s unity, whom the experience coincide, for Lacan, with the “mirror stage”, is just one possibility, and not a basic structure. The capitalist process,  as well the schizophrenia, teach us a new configuration of the body, in which there is no more place for a precise border between what is inside and what is outside, what is mine and what is not, what is embodied and what is moving on.
I will try to come back to the problem of the body without organs  at the end of my speech. Let stay for the moment much closer to the analysis of the city. Should we understand all this like a simple translation of a Marxist deconstruction of the city as a set of social and economic apparatus ? (eventually as a transposition of the Ideological State Apparatus of Louis Althusser ?)

 Not at all, as Guattari explains further in the same text, giving to the writing (écriture) a crucial role: 
The first collective equipment is the language, which allows an encoding of the separate elements. A city without writing, does it exist? The flow of writing allows the release of a surface of inscription, a body without organs, an object untied (détaché) from a flow more deterritorialazed than the others, who can connect them all, these flows of stones, duties, etc. A redistribution  which will work as an machine autonomous from the Lord only by assuring the encoding of deterritorialized flows. The city it is the body without organs of the machine of writing 
.
This priority accorded to the writing is linked to the Deleuze and Guattari theory concerning the “Urstaat”, the ultra-State, as well as to the Marxist problem of “the Asiatic mode of production”
. But I will not go inside these aspects of the Guattari’s position. Just one remark: a kind of fidelity, after all, to the structuralist, and post-structuralist (if you want) centrality of “writing and difference”…

Thus, no wonder if Guattari refuses any difference between “collective equipments and productive ones”,  because, in any case:
There is thus no specific work of production of the city, but a political specification of the city, which immediately bursts into productive segments which are collective equipments; it works as a body without organs, increate status of addition of all the decoded flows, it bursts immediately to smithereens which are productive entities, collective equipments, which distinguish themselves from the other modes of production in the fact that they depend on the despotic encoding
.
The despotic code being at the same time at the very origins of the State’s evolution, with the “Asiatic modes of production” and the “hydraulic civilizations”, and  a matrix for every other historical form of state (primitive communism, slavery, feudalism, capitalism, socialism) as far as every State desires itself. Every State must constitute his own desire of being a separated apparatus to be efficient. Deleuze and Guattari do not hesitate to employ a kind of logic of the fantasy to explain the State’s status from a materialistic point of view.   In this perspective the city becomes a kind of metonymy of the State itself cause it is the place where the Master can embody himself, for instance in collective equipments, and to make them productive, by the only logic of his desire’s economy. Nothing choking in this dialectic: it is clear indeed that each collective equipment, like a bridge, a road, a school or a hospital, is a productive equipment too, on many different levels.  Not only because it absorbs some exceeding surplus-value, or because it can be implicated in the surplus-value reproduction (like a  big stadium for example) but because it produces a socius, it realizes a kind of subjectivity, the citizen’s one. That’s why Guattari will conclude by saying, in the same discussion of the CERFI’s group, that “the function of the collective equipment is to produce a socius, to produce the city”. For him there is something like a “surplus-value of the code”, which is much more primordial than every economic decoding. 
So the city looks like a machine burning and reproducing resources to go further in this work of differentiation perpetually menaced, in a fantasmatic way - but nothing is more efficient that a fantasy - by the despot-signifier. On other words, the schizophrenic reality of the city is always encountered to the paranoiac desire of the despotic state.  One could ask which place we could give to the urban melancholy, so common in the European literature between the end of the 19th and the beginning of the 20th century, but I will no got further on this direction. My question will be rather: why should we get interested today in the fragmentary work of the CERFI about the city?  
Before to take the risk of answering this question, I will spend a word on the Foucault’s replique to Guattari.  Giving a commentary about the first version of the research project to present to the Ministry of Equipment, Foucault starts by saying himself “seduced” by the “not operating character of the city notion” established by the precedent discussion
. Than he explains that every collective equipment has three functions. Foucault takes the example of the road:
· the first function of the road is a productive one: to produce some production (by the circulation of commodities, of workforces, by collecting taxes and so on). This first function produces two distinguished social characters:  the “collector of taxes” and the “bandit”, both exploiting this first productive function of the road.
· The second function of this kind of collective equipment is to produce some demand. By the intensification of the commodities circulation, the constitution of local markets, by the decision of which kind of commodity can circulate and how much it has to be taxed, the State encourages and develops the market. This second function implicates two new characters, close but different to the ones of the collector of taxes and the bandit: the “customs officer” and the “smuggler” (contrebandier). 

· Finally, the third function: “  to normalize, to adjust the production of production with the production’s demand”. That means a policy of the town and country planning, a plan about the developing of transport infrastructures, strictly linked to the industrial production or to the consummation of energy - like in the case of highways -, a choice about which parts of the territory must be developed in priority, etc. This function of regulation exceeds the mercantilist State, and creates in his turn the social character and the prestige of “civil engineer” , by one side, and the pathological character of the tramp (vagabond), on the other side.  This last character is divided into different possible versions: the simpleton - in French the “demeuré”, who literally suggests the idea of someone who never moves from his place - and the tramp, who circulates in an abnormal way, without following the logic of collective equipments. Both of these different versions are indeed disconnected by the third function of the collective equipment. 
Thanks to this last point we can finally glimpse (entrevoir) the peculiarity of the CERFI’s work about the city as production machine. Neither just a surplus-value production, neither a “production of space” (as well Deleuze-Guattari that Foucault refuse the idea that the first function of collective equipments could be just a function of spatialization, cause the organisation of the space, in a school or in a hospital, for example, strictly depends on the evolution of its normative working and organisation…), the city, as “body without organs” of the power is the place where new forms of subjection are historically experimented, and, at the same time, the site which never can be reduced to the body politic of the despot’s dream, cause it escapes to any final totalization. Guattari explains, during the discussion, that the archaic version of the despotic town is the military camp, from which nothing can go out or inside escaping to the despotic will, or even the Gengis Khan’s one, a destroyed city in which nothing survives to the despot’s desire, just a few artisans… By these borderline examples he means to express the idea that something in the city’s constitution never stops to escape to the mastery, for the simple reason that the city is always, at the same time, a productive and an anti-productive place, a creation of multiplicity and heterogeneity. Even when it tries to canalize this multiplicity in enormous collective equipments, it still is a creation of hererotopias partially escaping to the hegemonic norms. In this sense the city introduces a sort of perpetual difference with the State, the Urstaat being  the extreme fantasy of a coincidence between the two terms. 
So, after this short presentation of the CERFI’s manifesto about the city as a body without organs, one can better judge about the interest and the heuristic function of this analysis in the contemporary context of development of  megalopolis, all over in the world and especially in Asia. By interrogating the concrete forms of spatialization of the capital in the globalization, by analysing the concrete forms of circulation of labour forces, we must stay attentive to  the new cities as fields of production of subjectivities which are never unambiguous. Every production of new socius and of new social characters produced by the development of urban infrastructures, or by the development of the city as a pure network of infrastructures,  also produces new divided subjectivities, and new alternative ways of subjectivation in the very site of the spazialization of the capital. 
That’s something that probably gets lost in the David Harvey’s employment of the notion of “spatial fix”. It is not enough to establish that cities are a basic place for reshaping the relationship between productive forces and financial capital, for example, or to show, as brilliantly as Harvey does, that the city is a condensation place of cycles of self-transformation of capitalist apparatus. Following the suggestion of Deleuze-Guattari, we must be able to recognize, beside this socio-economic level, one more dimension of the city; the way it perpetually produces new forms of subjection that are, at he same time, virtual possibilities of political subjectivation. To do that demands a large conception of “production” which leaves the possibility of a deep analysis and critical work on every place of normalization, beyond the classic oppositions between, for instance, the public and the private spaces (and services), or the intimate and the common ones,  the normal and the exception’s  ones, the productive and anti-productive ones, and so on .
In a way, the main inconvenient of the Deleuze-Guattari vision of the city as a body without organs seems to be that it realized itself in the contemporary dissolution of the city as real topic, but we can make something else of this metaphorisation of the city that a simple post-modern poetry, or a vague new nietzcheism, keeping seriously the Deleuze-Guattari confrontation with Marx and the Marxism, to go further in the analysis of the city as one of the most important versions of  the political act and fantasy.  
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