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“saving peaple from tyranny,” so were U.S. health agencies “saving people
from disease.” .

23. The CDC has had a number of network-based programs under way
that address this nerwork-response challenge. The Enhanced Surveillance
Project and the National Electronic Disease Surveillance System are two
examples.

24. Beniger, The Control Revolution, 20.

25. Critical Art Ensemble, The Electronic Disturbance (New York: Autono-
media, 1994), 12.

26. Julian Srallabrass, “Just Gaming: Allegory and Economy in Com-
puter Games,” New Left Review 198 (March-April 1993): 104.

27. Vilém Flusser, Writings (M inneapolis: University of Minnesota Press,
2002), 20.

28. Geert Lovink, My First Recession (Rotterdam: V2, 2003), 14.

29. 1bid., 47.

30. Karl Marx, Economic and Philosophic Manuscripes of 1844, trans. Mar-
tin Milligan (New York: Prometheus, 1988), 75-76. Marx also speaks of the
instruments of lahor in a way that recalls his earlier formulation of the “inor-
ganic body,” in effect placing the inorganic body of the 1844 manuscripts
within the contexr of capitalism: “Leaving out of considerarion such ready-
made means of subsistence as fruits, in gathering which a man’s bodily organs
alone serve as the instruments of his labor, the object the worker directly
takes possession of is not the object of labour but its instrument. Thus nature
becomes one of the organs of his activity, which he annexes to his own bodily
organs.” Karl Marx, Capital, Volume [, trans. Ben Fowkes (1867; New York:
Penguin, 1990), 285.

31. Friedrich Nietzsche, The Will o Power, trans. Walter Kaufmann and
R.J. Hollingdale (New York: Vintage, 1968), 659.

32. Michel Foucault, The Birth of the Clinic (New York: Vintage, 1973), 153.

33. Walter Benjarmin, Hiyminations (New York: Schocken Books, 1968), 239,

34. Emmanuel Levinas, On Escape (Stanford: Stanford University Press,
2003), 55.

35. Ibid., 54,

36. Ibid., 67,

37. Awgamben, The Coming Community, 86.

38. Paul Virilio, The Aesthetics of Disappearance (New York: Semiotext(e),
1991), 101.

39. Ibid., 58.

40. Hakim Bey, TAZ: The Temporary Autonomous Zone (Brooklyn: Autono-
media, 1991), |32,

41. The “extradimensional biological” stories of Lovecraft, Clark Ash-
ton Smith, and Frank Belknap Long stand out in this subgenre. The other



178 Notes

references in this paragraph are to Faust (dir. Jan Svankmajer, 1994); The
Thing (dir. John Carpenter, 19582); H. I Lovecraft, “The Dunwich Horror”
and “The Call of Cthulhy,” in The Call of Cthadhw and Other Weird Stories
(New York: Penguin, 1999); and Begotten (dir. Elias Merhinge, 1990).

42. Aristotle, De anima, trans. Hugh Lawson-Tancred (New York: Pen-
guin, 1986), 2.2, p. 159.

43. Thomas Aquinas, Summa theologiae, 1.22.2, in Selected Whritings, ed.
and trans. Ralph Mclnerny (New York: Penguin, 1998).

44. Henri Bergson, “The Perception of Change,” in The Creative Mind
(New York: Citadel, 1974), 147.

45. Raoul Vaneigem, A Declaration of the Rights of Huwman Beings (Lon-
don: Pluto, 2004), 31-32.

46. Lyotard, The Inhuman: Reflections on Time (Cambridge: Polity, 1991), 77.

47. Deleuze and Guattari, A Thousand Plateaus, 411.

48. Luis Villareal, “Are Viruses Alive! Scientific American, December
2004, 105. '

49, Roland Barthes, Image-Music—Text (New York: Hill and Wang,
1977), 149.

50. See Georges Bataille, The Accursed Share, vol. | (New York: Zone,
1998).

Coda

1. Hardt and Negri, Multitude, 222.

2. Ibid., 99.
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sovereignty (in fact, sovereignty is a precondition for the commonwealth to
exist at all), whereas Spinoza would represent the side of the multitude (fol-
lowing on his ontology, which emphasizes rad ical immanence, “God or na-
ture,” as the basic principle of all reality). But this is, of course, only a heuristic
opposition. Hobbes, for all his railing against the “multitude not vet united
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