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I.   The Metacritical Terrain 

The project of ideology critique, whose explicit formulation and development took place under 

the aegis of Marxist critical theory in the 20th century after Gramsci, bears strikingly little 

resemblance to its ever-popular caricatures. Typically, the story goes like this: in capitalism, 

there is a base, which is material and economic, the concrete relations of production, 

distribution, and exchange involving all the familiar dynamics of exploitation and accumulation; 

and a superstructure, which is ideal and ideological, involving the explicit or implicit beliefs, or 

the contents of consciousness, of the members of society, especially its most exploited; and the 

economic relies on the ideological in order to secure the conditions of its reproduction. We end 

up with a strikingly dualistic picture of social relations, in which, on the one hand, ideology 

becomes the domain of pure mystification and confusion, inadequate knowledge or imaginary 

projection—ideology, and with it much of cultural production and its various modes of 

expression, constitutes the field of the false; and, on the other hand, economics becomes the 

hard core of reality, the real as it really is, the domain of scientific truth accessible only once 

ideology has been swept away by the enlightened and enlightening critic. 

This image is prone to certain objections; I will identify four of them. Not least of these is 

that the determination of certain features as ‘ideological’ seems to render them somehow less 

real than the reality of economics; at best, on this model, cultural forms that are not explicitly 

economic in nature are real, but just and only to the extent that they belie or express underlying 

                                                           
1 This paper was presented at the Theorizing at Rowan event ‘Deleuze and Guattari: Here and There, Then 

and Now’, organized by Ed Kazarian, on June 2nd, 2017.  
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material-economic dynamics. Thus, for example, one admits that antiblack racism is a problem, 

but only insofar as racializing assemblages enable forms of economic hyperexploitation via the 

ethno-libidinally charged circuits of the prison-industrial complex; or, that sexism is a problem, 

but only insofar as patriarchy structures capitalist forms of social reproduction. In such cases, to 

call something ‘ideological’ means two things: that its reality or raison d’être exists outside itself, 

in the ‘really real’ of capital, and so that it is a distraction from the ‘real issues’. In this way, the 

project of ideology critique is charged with economic reductionism. 

A different kind of objection is that raised by thinkers like Rancière, whose critique bears 

on the dualistic vision of the world of the false and the world of the true as a kind of arch-

Platonic hangover in which, worse yet, the so-called enlightened and enlightening critic of 

ideology is, more than anything else, perversely invested in the reproduction of the mystification 

of the masses and so of their own position as intellectually and culturally superior. It turns out, 

Jacques tells us, that the masses need wait for no pedagogue, and anyway that true pedagogy 

doesn’t take the form of explication or demystification: the masses, you see, they already know, 

and know better than anyone, that and how they are exploited. And who are you to think that 

your intervention, your role as critic is necessary? This reduces to affirming that knowledge and 

power are always already the people’s. We might call this the anti-authoritarian objection. 

A third kind of objection, adjacent to this one, we might call the poststructuralist 

objection. Here the idea is that the very notion of truth, which the project of ideology critique 

deploys, is impermissible or illegitimate, less a specifically Platonic hangover than a hangover of 

metaphysics as such; haven’t we read our Nietzsche, our Foucault, our Derrida? There is no 

truth with a capital T, and certainly none such as can be found in something so vulgar (or ontic) 

as economics! For my part, I am unsure whether philosophical inquiry can proceed at all 

without a basic commitment to some notion of truth and the operation of distinguishing it from 

what is false. We might say that truth is a function of power, that it is discursively produced, or 
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that it is never absolute but always to some degree relative, but, I would argue, we simply cannot 

do away with the category. 

So these are the first three objections to the project of ideology critique, and the fourth, 

to which I will return shortly, is the kind of objection raised by Deleuze and Guattari. These first 

three all rely on the dualistic base-superstructure image of true economics and false ideology, 

where the former produces the latter unilaterally and for itself, which I sketched out a moment 

ago. My first point here is that this image is totally worthless, it is itself a mystification and an 

obfuscation: I would say, this picture of the nature and role of ideology is itself ideological. A 

cursory glance at, for example, Gramsci’s writings would show that this is never what he had in 

mind, that the relationships between ideology and production are much more complicated than 

this simple dualism. Even in the early writings of 1917-1918, Gramsci denies economistic 

interpretations of the structure-superstructure paradigm he is trying to work out in favor of 

more complex relations.2 And much of Althusser’s work, in pieces like 1965’s ‘Contradiction and 

Overdetermination’, amounts to an effort to critique and overcome precisely this one-sided 

image, in favor of non-univocal relations of expression characterized by emergent structures 

exhibiting nontrivial relative autonomy.3 In short, the classical expositors of Marxist ideology 

critique—and I think these are the best candidates for ‘classical’ Marxist theorists of ideology 

and its critique, although there are surely others—themselves sought to defuse the objection of 

economic reductionism while elaborating the concept. 

                                                           
2 Cf., e.g., Gramsci, Antonio. ‘Our Marx’, ‘Utopia’, and ‘Socialism in Culture’, in The Gramsci Reader: 

Selected Writings 1916-1935. Ed. David Forgacs. New York: NYU Press, 2000.  
3 Althusser, Louis. ‘Contradiction and Overdetermination’, in For Marx. Trans. Ben Brewster. New York: 

Verso, 2005. See also ‘On the Materialist Dialectic’, in For Marx; the famous essay ‘Ideology and 

Ideological State Apparatuses’, in Lenin and Philosophy. Trans. Ben Brewster. New York: NLB, 1977; and 

the longer manuscript from which the ISA piece was excerpted, On the Reproduction of Capital. Trans. 

G.M. Goshgarian. New York: Verso, 2014. I would also highly recommend the crucially important ‘Theory, 

Theoretical Practice and Theoretical Formation: Ideology and Ideological Struggle’, in Philosophy and the 

Spontaneous Philosophy of the Scientists. Ed. Gregory Elliott. Trans. James H. Kavanagh. New York: 

Verso, 1990. 
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Similarly, Gramsci’s reflections on the theme of pedagogy, as that process through which 

the oppressed and exploited increasingly develop intellectual autonomy and self-understanding, 

can be read as an attempt to refute in advance the anti-authoritarian objection. Contra Rancière, 

this has nothing to do with Gramsci’s self-aggrandizement: he wanted nothing more than to be, 

as an intellectual, socially and historically unnecessary; but, he argues, history teaches that 

conscious social transformation requires sustained efforts of reflection and critique that it is 

unwise to assume will be found spontaneously among oppressed peoples. This is all the more 

salient given that the very forms of oppression experienced by working people under capitalism 

frequently blocks and frustrates these efforts; we should not romanticize the epistemic privilege 

of immiseration and poverty.4 But for Rancière to admit this feature of the Marxist conception of 

ideology critique would conflict with the hallowed tradition of French intellectual parricide. In 

fact I would even make the stronger claim that Rancière’s denial of the role of ideology and of 

differential material conditions in the formation of class consciousness or subjectivity leads to a 

perverse sort of victim-blaming: since Althusser’s Lesson is that the whole story about 

ideological mystification and enlightening pedagogy is a great misdirect, and given that we 

know, from Proletarian Nights, that workers can educate and organize themselves even under 

exceedingly harsh conditions, isn’t it the workers’ own fault for not doing so more often and 

more successfully?5 

                                                           
4 “A proletarian, no matter how intelligent, no matter how fit to become a man of culture, is forced either 

to squander his qualities on some other activity, or else to become a rebel and autodidact—i.e. (apart from 

some notable exceptions) a mediocrity, a man who cannot give all he could have given had he been 

completed and strengthened by the discipline of the school. Culture is a privilege. Education is a privilege. 

And we do not want it to be so. […] Anyway, the overwhelming majority of the proletariat is automatically 

excluded from [schools and educational resources] on account of the uncertain and precarious life which 

the wage-earner is forced to lead—the sort of life which is certainly not the most propitious for fruitfully 

following a course of study.” (Gramsci, Antonio. ‘Men or Machines?’ in The Gramsci Reader. Pg. 63) 
5 Some of Rancière’s formulations in The Ignorant Schoolmaster are particularly damning in this regard. 

For example, having argued that there exists in fact (although it is posited as an ‘axiom’) a real equality of 

‘intelligences’, he is led to say that the inegalitarian nature of particular manifestations of intelligence is a 

function of an insufficiently attentive will: “the mind, the alliance between will and intelligence, knows 

two fundamental modalities: attention and distraction. There need only be distraction for intelligence to 

give way, for it to be overcome […] The distracted person doesn’t see why he should pay attention. 
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If I am right that we should not jettison the concept of truth, and in particular its role 

within a conceptual constellation also involving the notion of ideology, this seems particularly 

urgent given the current obfuscatory episteme of ‘fake news’ and ‘alternative facts’. Now to insist 

on retaining a category of truth is certainly to run the risk, but not necessarily to lapse into, an 

uncritical dogmatism. But certain social phenomena need to be explained: understanding the 

mass resurgence of reactionary populism across the global north today is of paramount 

importance, and accepting the far-right’s preferred discursive terrain of relativist cruelty and 

class hatred strikes me as a grave error. And both Marxist ideology critique and Deleuze and 

Guattari’s schizoanalytics of desiring-assemblages are united, at least in their aims, on this 

score: what we need is to answer Ovid’s ancient question, reformulated by Spinoza as the 

question of political philosophy and taken up again by the likes of Gramsci and Reich: how is it 

that people see the better but do the worse?6 How do they come to desire and demand their own 

repression: more taxes, less bread, let’s build a wall, go back to burning coal, and trash 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
Distraction is laziness first, the desire to retire from effort. But laziness itself isn’t the torpor of the flesh; it 

is the act of the mind underestimating its own power.” (Rancière, Jacques. The Ignorant Schoolmaster: 

Five Lessons in Intellectual Emancipation. Trans. Kristin Ross. Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1991. 

Pg. 79) He will admit that inequality does in fact exist, but he claims its existence is due to, astonishingly, 

the laziness of the oppressed: “Inequality is not the consequence of anything; it is a primitive passion. Or, 

more exactly, it has no other cause than equality. Inegalitarian passion is equality’s vertigo, laziness in 

face of the infinite task equality demands, fear in face of what a reasonable being owes to himself.” (Ibid. 

80) One is left lamenting: if only the poor weren’t so lazy! 
6 “Even the most repressive and the most deadly forms of social reproduction are produced by desire 

within the organization that is the consequence of such production under various conditions that we must 

analyze. That is why the fundamental problem of political philosophy is still precisely the one that Spinoza 

saw so clearly, and that Wilhelm Reich rediscovered: ‘Why do men fight for their servitude as stubbornly 

as though it were their salvation?’ How can people possibly reach the point of shouting: ‘More taxes! Less 

bread!’ As Reich remarks, the astonishing thing is not that some people steal or that others occasionally 

go out on strike, but rather that all those who are starving do not steal as a regular practice, and all those 

who are exploited are not continually on strike: after centuries of exploitation, why do people still tolerate 

being humiliated and enslaved, to such a point, indeed, that they actually want humiliation and slavery 

not only for others but for themselves? Reich is at his profoundest as a thinker when he refuses to accept 

ignorance or illusion on the part of the masses as an explanation of fascism, and demands an explanation 

that will take their desires into account, an explanation formulated in terms of desire: no, the masses were 

not innocent dupes; at a certain point, under a certain set of conditions, they wanted fascism, and it is this 

perversion of the desire of the masses that needs to be accounted for.” (Deleuze, Gilles and Félix Guattari. 

Anti-Oedipus: Capitalism and Schizophrenia. Trans. Robert Hurley, Mark Seem, and Helen R. Lane. 

Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1983. Pg. 29)  
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healthcare! How is a fascist subject made? And under what conditions are these desires 

engendered en masse? These are the conditions of the problem. Hic rhodus, hic salta.7 

 

II.  A Most Execrable Concept 

Let me now say a few words about the development of Deleuze and Guattari’s relationship with 

the question of ideology. The basic trajectory, on my reading, is that Deleuze isn’t particularly 

concerned with ideology until he starts working with Guattari, and that they are initially 

ambivalent toward the concept but increasingly hostile to it as their collaboration progresses 

throughout the 1970s up until A Thousand Plateaus. The term is barely to be found in Deleuze’s 

earlier work; it is absent in the books on Hume, Kant, Bergson, and Spinoza, and only comes up 

in the Nietzsche text in his discussions of the dialectic and ressentiment as Christian ideology.8 

The two appearances of the term in The Logic of Sense and Difference & Repetition are 

essentially inconsequential.9  

So it is in 1972 that it really appears on the scene, in Anti-Oedipus, and the diagnostic of 

the concept is not particularly positive. But even here, Deleuze and Guattari seem to have an 

ambivalent relationship with the notion. They are adamant, throughout, that Oedipus cannot be 

fully understood in terms of an ideology, that its real effectivity is deeper, that the analysis of 

social repression must bear on ‘unconscious libidinal investments’ that are below or behind 

ideological formations.10 “The Oedipal uses of synthesis, oedipalization, triangulation, 

castration, all refer to forces a bit more subterranean than psychoanalysis, than the family, than 

ideology, even joined together. There we have all the forces of social production, reproduction, 

                                                           
7 Cf. Marx, Karl. Capital: A Critique of Political Economy, Vol. 1. Trans. Ben Fowkes. New York: Penguin, 

1982. Ch. 5; Hegel, G.W.F. Elements of the Philosophy of Right. Ed. Allen Wood. Trans. H.B. Nisbet. Pgs. 

20-2. 
8 Deleuze, Gilles. Nietzsche and Philosophy. Trans. Hugh Tomlinson. New York: Columbia University 

press, 2006. Pgs. 18, 121, 152, 159, 196 
9 Deleuze, Gilles. The Logic of Sense. Trans. Mark Lester. Ed. Constantin V. Boundas. New York: 

Columbia University Press, 1990. Pg. 264; and Difference & Repetition. Trans. Paul Patton. New York: 

Continuum, 2001. Pg. 225 
10 Anti-Oedipus 104 
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and repression.”11 Ideology confuses the critic; it lets us imagine that we have grasped the 

concrete dynamics of material production when in fact we have only seized on an effervescent 

secretion at the level of subjective expression.12 It seems, in this text, that ideology has its place, 

among other objects of critical analysis such as the family and psychoanalysis; it is indeed 

expressive, but we cannot stay at this subjective level, the investigation must go deeper, we have 

to pass beyond the ideal to the libidinal in order to effectuate a truly materialist analysis. This 

should give us pause, given the centrality of the concept of expression for Deleuze’s philosophy.13 

Here then is a first question for Deleuze and Guattari’s critique of the notion of ideology: at what 

point, based on what criteria, do we reject a form of expression as insufficiently expressive? I 

will return to this in more detail toward the end of this paper, where the Deleuzian-Spinozist 

concept of expression will play a central role in my attempt to reframe the problem of ideology. 

I have allowed myself so far to speak of ‘class consciousness’, but Deleuze and Guattari 

drop this language in favor of another set of distinctions. They distinguish between preconscious 

and unconscious libidinal investments. The former are those which, if you like, one is ‘supposed’ 

to have, based on the molar representation of one’s class interests, whereas one’s unconscious 

libidinal investments can be totally disarticulated from any such representation. The question is 

of their functional coordination. 

[Desire] belongs to the infrastructure, not to ideology: desire is in production as social 

production, just as production is in desire as desiring-production. But these forms can be 

understood in two ways, depending on whether desire is enslaved to a structured molar 

aggregate that it constitutes under a given form of power and gregariousness, or whether it 

subjugates the large aggregate to the functional multiplicities that it itself forms on the 

molecular scale (it is no more a case of persons or individuals in this instances than in the 

other). If the preconscious revolutionary break appears at the first level, and is defined by the 

characteristics of a new aggregate, the unconscious or libidinal break belongs to the second 

level and is defined by the driving role of desiring-production and the position of its 

multiplicities.14 

                                                           
11 Anti-Oedipus 120-1 
12 Anti-Oedipus 133 
13 The key text here is, of course, Expressionism in Philosophy. But the whole discussion of forms of 

expression and forms of content in A Thousand Plateaus is also relevant, as are certain formulations 

regarding Leibniz’s notion of perception in The Fold. 
14 Anti-Oedipus 348 
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Hence their critique of the party, whose revolutionary preconscious desire is, let’s say, a 

necessary but not sufficient condition for the possibility of genuine social transformation: we 

can all agree to change the world based on the representation of our class interests available to 

us, but if our unconscious investments are still capitalist or fascistic, we’ll quickly dead-end.  

It is understandable, therefore, that a group can be revolutionary from the standpoint of class 

interest and its preconscious investments, but not be so—and even remain fascist and police-

like—from the standpoint of its libidinal investments. Truly revolutionary preconscious 

interests do not necessarily imply unconscious investments of the same nature; an apparatus 

of interest never takes the place of a machine of desire.15 

 

On this account, the struggle against objective capitalist oppression and subjective fascist 

tendencies is won or lost not at the level of our (preconscious) investments in revolutionary class 

consciousness or politics, but at the level of our unconscious desires, the concrete organization 

of our desiring-machines. Here a second question arises: in what sense did ideology only imply 

reactionary preconscious investments, rather than unconscious libidinal ones as well? After all, 

ideology is not a matter of what people say or claim to think, but rather what they do, which is 

often totally at odds with how people conceive of themselves consciously. Video meliora, 

proboque, deteriora sequor. 

In Anti-Oedipus, then, the concept of ideology has an ambiguous status. It is clear that 

Deleuze and Guattari consider ideology to be categorically inadequate, and want us to push past 

it to the levels of real materiality, effective production, libidinal investment and concrete 

assemblages. But one’s ideological formation is still expressive to some degree, and it must be 

expressive of something real; and they still speak of various ideologies: the ideology of Oedipus, 

ideologies of kinship, ideologies of cultural segmentation.16 They reject the notion that the 

disarticulation of unconscious and preconscious libidinal investments is a matter of ideology—

but they specify that by this they mean: it is not a matter of “failing to recognize, or being subject 

                                                           
15 Ibid. 
16 Anti-Oedipus 104-5, 147 
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to, an illusion.”17 But again, was this matrix of misrecognition-illusion ever the real correlate of 

the concept of ideology? Here I would also note that what Deleuze and Guattari identify as the 

illegitimate or transcendent usage of the third synthesis of the unconscious in Anti-Oedipus, the 

conjunctive synthesis, might seem familiar to the Marxist critic: triangulated by social forces of 

repression, the subject is constituted as stable and accountable, guilty in advance: ‘So it’s me…’18 

—Surely this cannot but call to mind the Althusserian interpellative hail, where an ideological 

subject is constituted in the moment that a complex confluence of social determinations 

culminates in one’s turning to answer the policeman’s call: ‘hey, you there!’19 

At any rate, by A Thousand Plateaus, nothing remains of this ambivalence toward 

ideology or the project of ideology critique. In its place is open and aggressive hostility. “There is 

no ideology and there never has been;”20 “ideology,” they inform us a little later, “is a most 

execrable concept obscuring all of the effectively operating social machines.”21 Throughout the 

text one encounters formulations of the type ‘it is not a matter of ideology but rather …’ 

completed by the following: machinic assemblages of desire and collective assemblages of 

enunciation;22 pure matter;23 economy and the organization of power;24 and noology, or the 

study of images of thought and their historicity.25 In fact it is in the context of explaining their 

interest in such a noology that their conceptual issue with ideology is most plainly laid out: 

noology would be a mode of analysis “concerned not with thought contents (ideology) but with 

the form, manner or mode, and function of thought, according to the mental space it draws and 

                                                           
17 Anti-Oedipus 104 
18 Anti-Oedipus 16-21, 84-91, 110-17 
19 Althusser, ‘Ideology and Ideological State Apparatuses’, 170-6  
20 Deleuze, Gilles and Félix Guattari. A Thousand Plateaus: Capitalism and Schizophrenia. Trans. Brian 

Massumi. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1987. Pg. 4 
21 A Thousand Plateaus 68 
22 A Thousand Plateaus 23 
23 A Thousand Plateaus 165 
24 A Thousand Plateaus 175 
25 A Thousand Plateaus 376 
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from the point of view of a general theory of thought, a thinking of thought.”26 If ideology were 

indeed a matter of the contents of consciousness, these suspicions would be fully warranted and 

their objections would have to be accepted without reservation. My only point here—and I know 

it verges on the scholastic—is that this is not what ideology was supposed to have been about, 

and that, especially given our present conjuncture, it would behoove us not to move quite so 

quickly in accepting that this is an adequate idea of ideology and that it is so execrable a concept 

after all. But at the same time, the new levels of materialist analysis they elaborate entail 

necessary modifications of the concept of ideology and the adequate conception of its critique. 

Before turning to these modifications, let’s consider one last text, an interview with 

Deleuze and Guattari from 1973, translated in Chaosophy as ‘Capitalism: A Very Special 

Delirium.’27 Much of what they say about ideology here already anticipates their hostility in A 

Thousand Plateaus, but their formulations reveal more about their motivations in denouncing 

the concept. “There is no ideology”, Deleuze says: “there are only organizations of power once it 

is admitted that the organization of power is the unity of desire and the economic 

infrastructure.”28 And the first example he gives is of leftists in May 68 demanding that 

academics confess their complicity with bourgeois ideology, an exercise in public self-criticism 

that he condemns as “stupid, and [which] simply fuels the masochistic impulses of academics.”29 

And while this leftist infighting took up vast quantities of time and energy, a moralistic spectacle 

of gestural politics, reactionaries in the academy quietly got organized and consolidated their 

power. I imagine this dissatisfaction with the confessional impasses of an optics-obsessed leftist 

politics might resonate with some of you. Guattari concurs: “One finds the old trick being played 

everywhere again and again: a big ideological debate in the general assembly and questions of 

organization reserved for special commissions. These questions appear secondary, determined 

                                                           
26 A Thousand Plateaus 499-500 
27 Deleuze, Gilles and Félix Guattari. ‘Capitalism: A Very Special Delirium’. Trans. David L. Sweet. In 

Chaosophy: Texts and Interviews 1972-1977. Ed. Sylvère Lotringer. [VSD] 
28 VSD 38 
29 Ibid. 
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by political options. While on the contrary, the real problems are those of organization, never 

specified or rationalized, but projected afterwards in ideological terms.”30  

To my mind, what we see here is that Deleuze and Guattari’s hostility is determined 

more by the historical conjuncture of their writing than by the nature of the concept. After all, 

the misadventures in ideology critique by the Parti communiste français [the PCF] throughout 

the 1960s and 1970s were, to say the least, disastrously ill-conceived, politically and strategically 

ineffectual, and cowardly when not outright ethically bankrupt (recall the efforts of ‘de-

Stalinization’).31 To the extent that the effective understanding of the project of ideology critique 

sanctioned, as Deleuze and Guattari describe in these examples, either a kind of moral blackmail 

that was moreover politically worthless, or else a screen with which to keep the rank-and-file 

occupied while real political maneuvering took place elsewhere, their denunciations are fully 

comprehensible. By contrast, conceptually or philosophically, this sort of strawmanning is quite 

atypical for Deleuze, who generally preferred to produce the most robust and defensible version 

even of his enemies’ concepts. But if ideology is posed in uncharitably narrow ways in their 

repudiations of it, still the concept does not emerge from the critical encounter with Deleuze and 

Guattari without undergoing profound changes. In what remains I want to sketch out what the 

outcome of this encounter might look like. 

 

III.   Expressive Assemblages and Ideal Milieus 

Concrete desiring assemblages involve ideational expressions. These subjectively expressed 

ideas do not resemble, and are not analogous to, the material organization that is its occasion 

and sufficient reason. But it is absurd to suggest that there is no relation between these two 

levels. For Deleuze, this relation should not be thought on the model of a dialectic, where each 

negatively determines the other in a mutually reciprocal conditioning. His Spinozist alternative 

                                                           
30 VSD 39  
31 See Gregory Elliot’s Althusser: The Detour of Theory to get a sense for what these kinds of 

misadventures were like. Rancière’s Althusser’s Lesson is also illuminating in this regard. 
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is an expressive parallelism: the order and connection of ideas is the same as the order and 

connection of things, and we must confront “the rich and deep world of noncausal 

correspondences.”32  

Ideas are expressive of material, bodily distributions and modes of organization. Both in 

terms of what they directly articulate, and what they necessarily exclude or presuppose, these 

expressions are fully positive in their determinacy and consistency. Ideology is then a question 

of the conditions for and genesis of actual ideas. As Hasana Sharp puts it, it is a matter of an 

ecology of ideas, an analysis of what encourages and disallows the vitality of a given idea, and 

the effectivity of that idea in its expression.33 The difficulty seems to lie in the fact that the 

domain of effective ideas exceeds that of conscious expression. In most cases, objective 

organization of our own bodies only admits of partial, indistinct, unclear ideational expressions. 

On the other hand, the development of more active ideas, by the deterritorialization and 

reterritorialization of the conditions for ideational genesis as an aspect of concrete social 

formations, already expresses a reorganization of material assemblages. To adopt a different 

Deleuzian language, we can also say that a given ideal formation, that is to say, a position and 

orientation within a social ecology of ideas, constitutes an element of the set of pre-individual 

singularities that establish the coordinates of a subject’s becoming. The mistake is to think that 

ideas and their genesis are abstract, rather than concrete. 

Deleuze and Guattari develop the concept of assemblage in order to emphasize the 

libidinal, affective, and desiring character of determinate, dynamic modes of social organization. 

But ideas, both those that are consciously registered and those that, below or behind 

consciousness, subtend them as an unconscious ecological milieu, are immanently involved in 

any instance of desiring. To affirm that desire has an ideal component does not mean 

                                                           
32 Deleuze, Gilles. Expressionism in Philosophy: Spinoza. Trans. Martin Joughin. New York: Zone Books, 

1992. Pg. 326 
33 Sharp, Hasana. Spinoza and the Politics of Renaturalization. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 

2011. Pgs. 55-9 
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reintroducing a transcendent aspect of lack into libidinal economy. Rather, it simply recognizes 

that subjective determination is expressively bifurcated across the parallel. Put simply, 

alterations in a given ecology of ideas necessarily affect the nature of the desire that involves and 

expresses it. Much broader than a narrow conception of the contents of an actual consciousness, 

it is this ideal aspect of the process of the individuation of desire that I would argue deserves the 

name of ideology. 

Schizoanalysis asks: what are your desiring-machines? As a reaction to the latent 

idealism of certain articulations of ideology critique, this formulation of the question places the 

emphasis on the materiality of desire and affective intensity. But this should not lead us to 

imagine that ideas have no place in the circuit of production. At the same time, granting that 

ideas do play such a role, that there is a robust sense to the concept of ideology—as the ecology 

of ideas, the logics of ideal association, or the differential social distribution of the powers of 

determinate ideas—this should not commit us to a kind of univocal determinism of subjective 

acts by ideas alone, as in any voluntarist image. Ideology critique, on this account, has nothing 

to do with directly criticizing the contents of a given consciousness, but rather with attempting 

to transform the ideological milieu, disempowering certain ideas and revitalizing others, with a 

view toward modulating the involuntary processes of subjective individuation whose 

coordinates they partially participate in determining. And here, I think, we have an opportunity 

to put Deleuze and Guattari into a profoundly productive dialogue with critical theory. 


