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Introduction 

 Google is in a unique position, a place where they are most comfortable, at the frontier or 

intersection of engagement in technology, business, culture, high finance and policy.1 They have 

spawned a unique economy driven by its advertising and search model. Nearly every partnership 

they enter into is successful, and their interest in buying a company or securing a partnership 

creates a bidding war. Their legitimacy or cachet as a search engine has created some unusual 

situations in which political statements seem preposterous, but are also very real: Google’s 

recognition of Palestine with defined borders has caused unrest with Israeli officials, issuing a 

call for reversal2; the placing of “Tibet” in both India and China sidesteps political turf claims 

and arbitrarily draws the line where it sees fit, depending on the domain address (Sinha 2013); 

while a small town in Europe, previously know as Eu, has changed its name so that it will show 

up on higher on Google search results (Allen 2009). More recently, remote villages are eager to 

aid Google in their Street View project in order to make their community visible to the world 

(Kalluk 2013). This moves Google towards the realm of what some scholars are calling ‘Google 

governance,’3 and the powerful role the company plays at the global level. 

 Street View has caused countless ‘reviews of policy’ across the world, they are 

continually massaging their language (and sometimes product) to meet the concerns of various 

governments in order to continue their mapping project. At the same time, many smaller 

communities and local businesses are eager to have Google map their community or business, 

while yet other communities see it as an invasion of their privacy, thus exposing strong divisions 
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over the potential- positive and negative- of the mapping tool. With Google’s infectious call to 

‘map your world’ and join them in the mapping process, citizen cartographers and citizen street 

view-ers (in addition to the citizen open source coders) can access a portion of Google’s power 

and legitimacy they bestow on the physical world, all by taking part in the production process, 

using Map Maker to add local information; or with digital terra incognita, to create maps of 

remote terrain with Google’s equipment.4 

 More specifically, the intersection at which Google locates itself is perhaps best 

exemplified by the Neoliberal double bind. In part, they have been very successful because they 

provide services more efficiently/more advanced than governments themselves can provide. A 

classic neoliberal argument. They seize this opportunity and develop a suite of tools that are 

instrumental in educational environments and they provide critical resources to the government, 

like disaster response and mapping platforms that the government once managed. They have 

directly benefited from and contributed to this dominant economic model. However, somewhat 

antagonistically, they are creatively pushing the boundaries of traditional legal categories, 

challenging notions of stable rules and regulations in light of the new immaterial information 

economy of the net. Critics of neoliberalists see this as an anti-neoliberal gesture, one that does 

not respect, or de-privileges, the persistence and importance of ‘property rights’.5  Celebrants of 

this new environment herald a new economic condition ‘wikinomics’ which will require 

businesses to adapt to this new mode of production (Tapscott and Williams 2006), while still 

others see this as a transformation of ‘rent’ and property, and see the information economy 

requiring a new theory that better demonstrates the capitalist system in an increasing de-

materialized system of surplus and accumulation (Pasquinelli 2009). Google is challenging 

socially constructed norms of ‘privacy’, thereby highlighting the lack of privacy that exists, 
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which gets to the heart of- and complicates- the ‘freedom’ of the individual and the underlying 

tenets of neoliberalism. But staunch critics and privacy advocates decry this evisceration of 

‘privacy’ and ‘Civil Liberties’ as but one more ‘victory’ for the pro-business environment that 

neoliberalism produces.6  

 Finally, they are working hard to make information accessible. The democratization of 

information. Both sides of the neoliberal divide see great value in this. One side points to 

shrinking the reach of the government even further, enabling the individual to pursue information 

without the ‘surveillance’ or interference; the other side sees this as the ultimate freedom from 

corporate and government control alike. Who doesn’t want free access to information? Perhaps 

everyone; fascistically so. Their data collection practices make their search functions even more 

efficient and gives them greater power to manipulate their algorithms to increase the relevance of 

their search results. Giving them greater access to our predispositions, interests and desires 

produces even more efficient results. As a result, it seems to read our mind and know our 

interests and histories, which allows us to spend that time on other activities which makes the 

results or ‘smart search’ eerily accurate. A common refrain (and hope, for Google) is that its 

users find its product/results so helpful, that the ‘trust’ placed in Google seems like a small trade 

off.7 This process of justifying the censoring or adjusting behavior for an imagined better 

outcome is precisely what Deleuze and Guattari define as a ‘Microfascism’. And it is the zeal in 

which it is adopted and the fear of being excluded that makes this particular confluence of 

overlapping characteristics particularly dangerous, for both daily activities as well as a general 

environment of sanctioned behavior. 

 This double bind is precisely what many point to as being the tension between “the 

theory of neoliberalism and the actual pragmatics of neoliberalization” (Harvey 2005, 21). It is 
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also evident in the ability of a neoliberal environment to simultaneously rally the most unlikely 

bedfellows under a common cause and fracture diverse groups that rally around the same cause. 

While many individuals believe in freedom, the definition is as varied as the society in which it 

circulates. As Karl Polanyi cautioned during the early formations of the neoliberal era, “Freedom 

not as appurtenance of privilege, tainted at the source, but as a prescriptive right extending far 

beyond the narrow confines of the political sphere into the intimate organization of society itself” 

(Harvey, 37). In other words, ‘freedom’ is freedom to do many things, including ‘freedom to 

make inordinate gains without commensurable service to one’s community’ as well as freedom 

of speech and association, and everything in between (36).  

 While we can come together under the ideal of ‘freedom’, invariably our own conception 

of freedom will impose or impinge upon another, thereby restricting their freedom. It thus 

becomes more difficult to convince everyone to adhere to a goal that has ‘potential oppression of 

their freedom’ as its object, unless a worthwhile ‘goal’ will make that short term exchange 

worthwhile. This nuanced understanding of what is at work in adopting a set of beliefs is better 

understood through an analysis of the characteristics of the social machines that overcode 

individual practices, as opposed to the label of ‘ideology’ of neoliberalism or open source 

applied to its adherents.  

 One key question that Harvey seeks to understand is ‘how’ neoliberalism became so 

entrenched when it offered the individual so little in return.8 In other words, the ‘freedom of the 

market’ has ultimately provided corporate monopolies the power to spread everywhere without 

constraint, while individual freedom is limited by the offerings of the corporate monopolies and 

ultimately reducing freedom to a lifestyle choice, rather than empowering the subject. Critical to 

our argument here regarding Google, this disproportionate corporate power and control over and 
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access media sources “has both the incentive and the power to persuade us that we are all better 

off under a neoliberal regime of freedoms” (Harvey, 38). In this case, an Internet dominated by 

Google. Or perhaps, even more succinctly, Harvey asks, “How is it, then, that the ‘rest of us’ 

have so easily acquiesced in this state of affairs?” (ibid.)  Or, to recall the refrain of Deleuze and 

Guattari, “Why do we desire our own repression?”  

 What follows is an engagement with some of the dominant debates among neoliberal 

scholarship as a means to highlight the underlying tendencies of neoliberalism in relation to other 

oppressive movements. I also expand on the role of the subject and how their investment in the 

social fields has a direct role in the formation of the contemporary environment, particularly 

important in when examining a company like Google and their reliance upon individual users to 

solidify their economic and cultural power. I argue that it is the subject’s investment of desire, 

rather than the rational subject, that offers a better understanding of this unique tension between 

Neoliberalism and Open Source. By evoking the conceptual tools of Deleuze and Guattari, I 

offer an analysis of how Google’s production and influence resembles a cultural fascist regime, 

in which users fall victim to microfascisms, thereby creating the very conditions that make such 

a regime possible in the first place. 

 

Oppressive tendencies of neoliberalism 

 Examining some of the characteristics of neoliberalism within particular socio-political 

environments is a critical step, given the ongoing debate regarding the nature of neoliberalism. 

Many of the dominant theorists offer individual points of compatibility, the logic of ‘how it 

works’ remains contested. Of particular importance is understanding the tendencies that are at 

work within a specific context. The intersection of neoliberalism and open source as it pertains to 
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the business practices of Google and the of user practices that range from passive use to active 

participation is a unique confluence of forces that harness ideas of ‘individual freedom’, 

responsibilization, peer production and market freedom. 

 Harvey’s account of the general movement of neoliberalism as a class conflict in which 

the larger economic structure of neoliberal policies is depicted as ‘authoritarian, forceful, and 

anti-democratic’ in relation to the general population (38). The movement from benign 

‘individual freedom’ to pragmatic ‘market freedom’ signals its oppressive impulses, moving 

gradually across the globe. Harvey identifies the transformation of ideals and messages to make 

the project ‘palatable’ to various constituents as, “An open project around the restoration of 

economic power to a small elite would probably not gain much popular support. But a 

programmatic attempt to advance the cause of individual freedoms could appeal to a mass base 

and so disguise the drive to restore class power” (Harvey, 40). This appeal encouraged the 

masses to adopt and embrace practices, radically redistributed wealth; in the process, acquiescing 

social benefits in the name of a lightweight government. Neoliberalism’s agility to capture a 

range of interests under ‘freedom’ enabled the agenda to change and adapt as it needed (ibid).  

 Dissatisfied the gradual, structuralist account of the wave of Neoliberalization with a 

capital N, Aihwa Ong (2007) draws on deleuzoguattarian language of ‘Assemblages’ to highlight 

the nuanced manifestations of neoliberalism as unique to the particular spatio-temporal 

conditions and limits the hyper-theorization and application of the structural force that is 

prevalent in much of contemporary writings. She characterizes neoliberalism as a ‘technology’ 

that operates more like a ‘migratory set of practices’ and retains the dynamism inherent in the 

economic forces of the larger global economy, and new relations between governing, the self-

governed and administration result. In many contexts, neoliberal practices can infect and affect 
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all aspects of life, but works unevenly in emerging non-western contexts, as the subject is often 

unaccustomed to ‘individual freedom’ as a long-standing ideal. Ong describes the logic of 

neoliberalism as restless and promiscuous, which allows it to “become entangled with a given 

assemblage, crystallizing the political conditions that confound liberal expectations” (7), thereby 

exposing the tension between the level of structural force and at the individual level. 

 Jamie Peck (2010) sees neoliberalism as a parasitic layer, one that is necessarily hybrid, 

“neoliberalism not only has, but must, parasitically coexist with (or off) other state forms and 

social formations” (33). As a creative process, it continuously produces new networks and 

connecting ‘islands’ of thought (39). Neoliberalism must be analyzed in its various unique 

manifestations, rather than merely as a structuralist account of top-down political-economic 

forces. Peck likens the process of Neoliberalization to a script, one that appears to have been 

repeatedly rewritten. The lead actors and the two-bit players give notable performances, which 

creates a particular environment when factoring in audience reception (Peck, xiv). His extended 

metaphor, however, still provides a structuralist account, but open to improvisation and how the 

effects are received. The process of neoliberalization is a “connective tissue” that creates a nexus 

or crossroads of manifestations, one that is dependent upon the particular geographic terrain, the 

socio-demographic composition of the actors, as well as regulatory infrastructures in relation to 

the market forces, which is necessarily dynamic and changing. Neoliberalism produces a 

particular environment in relation to the socio-political regime, and pace Harvey, “there is 

nothing exceptional… in the accommodations between neoliberalism and authoritarianism—

witness Chile, Singapore, or indeed Stuart Hall’s analysis of ‘authoritarian populism’ in Britain” 

(32). 
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 Peck’s adhering to the ‘hidden market hand’ allows this theory to remain agile within a 

particular context and grants some agentic capacity. This move alleviates the more singular, 

classist approach of Harvey, but denies the exceptional non-western strain of neoliberalism that 

Ong advances. All these articulations, like most accounts of neoliberalism, point to the dynamic, 

agile ability of neoliberalism to co-opt a set of agendas in the name of market freedom, 

unleashing a creative force and process. How this process is enacted at the individual level is 

distinctly different. While Peck enables actors to continue to perform the scripts, Ong 

emphasizes the assemblage character in order to locate productive agency for the subjects. 

Harvey wonders how neoliberal subjects order acquiesced so much in return for so little.  

 A recent debate in Social Anthropology touches on this tension specifically. Collier 

(2012) succinctly points out that a structural account of neoliberalism will provide large-scale 

movements that can be seen as a larger pattern, with variations. The line of scholarship that 

advances governmentality has taken a ‘sloppy turn’ and gives the impression that neoliberalism 

is anything and everything and particular in every instance, which presents challenges to address 

it as a larger global movement (Collier, 2012). This argument echoes earlier sentiments by 

Wendy Larner (2000), whom also identified the disconnect of the structural accounts as missing 

the tension and struggle at the level of the subject in relation to policies and programs put into 

place, but faults governmentality scholarship as not taking policy and programs enough into 

account; or focusing on the official discourse, which effaces the marginalized discourses that 

ultimately impact policy implementation. Larner was motivated by the same question Harvey 

asks, years later, ‘how is it that neoliberalism was so successful when it marginalized so many 

people?’ 
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 I would argue that this question was initiated much earlier in a conversation between 

Michel Foucault and Gilles Deleuze on the subject of power (Foucault 1977). For Foucault, 

power is the primary force that structures discourses and relations within the social field, 

followed by resistance by the individual subject. For Deleuze, however, desire comes first and 

power then structures those relations. What is critical, however, is that desire as immanence is 

produced at the level of the subject, but the subject is co-constituted by the social milieu, 

resulting in immanence at the level of the social field as well. This movement between the 

individual and the state or institutional level is mutually imbricated in concrete manifestations, 

and given a spatio-temporal specificity, we return to the concept ‘assemblage, pace Ong.  

 While Ong engages Deleuzoguattarian language and concepts as a means to provide a 

working account of neoliberalism, she comes well short of giving an account of the struggles that 

take place at the level of the subject as being one of desire. My argument here is Deleuze and 

Guattari offer a powerful set of analytic tools that address broad structural movements while 

enables a means to assess the production of meaning and actions at the social level as actors 

(passive and active), and offers a potential way out of the impasse of structure versus discourse 

discussion that persists. The specificity of an assemblage is marked by the spatial and temporal 

contingencies, as well as the immanent forces in the social field, or what Deleuze (1994) calls the 

virtual. The virtual is the full set of potentialities that could occur within a given milieu, and 

ideas of liberalism, private property, fascism, etc., all circulate as potentialities. So while 

neoliberalism emerged partially as a reaction to curtail the reach of state power (and avoid 

another totalitarian regime), the very ideas that gave rise to a democratic society and a fascist one 

continue to circulate. As Wendy Brown argues, the danger is thus a new order may reproduce the 

same conditions it sought to ameliorate (as cited in Larner, 2000). Thus, Harvey’s claim that 



Gilge, 10 

neoliberalism had the power to persuade us when it offered so little in return, all in the name of 

‘freedom’, one that was also authoritarian and anti-democratic and emerged as a set of ideals as a 

reaction to Hitler’s rise to power, should give one pause.9   

 Two key points emerge from the above extended recapitulation, of which I will sketch 

out below: ‘authoritarian’ is both an adjective and technical term, one that deserves a working 

definition, given its recurring use in a number of neoliberal accounts. The second point is thus a 

pivot: the underlying tendencies of neoliberalism ‘governing through freedom’ and the concept 

‘responsibilization’ exist as both an opportunity and an oppressive reality in varying degrees 

across the spectrum of subjectivities. I argue, rather, that while freedom as a libertarian project 

exists at one pole, repression of freedom as a requirement to ‘uphold’ freedom is coterminous 

with a microfascism: giving up of freedom for an imagined better outcome. 

 

Authoritarianism vs Totalitarianism  

 Harvey gives no succinct definition of how he defines ‘authoritarian’, other than it stands 

as an adjectival account, along with ‘forceful’ and ‘anti-democratic’, as it pertains to 

neoliberalism. Within his larger framing, the neoliberal ‘logic’ was able to affect a mass base and 

infiltrate all sectors of society under the message of ‘freedom’. This resonates with Stuart Hall’s 

(1979) account of Authoritarian Populism as an ‘exceptional’ capitalist state, retaining formal 

representative institutions – making it distinct from classical fascism – while also able to 

acquire/construct ‘active popular consent’ from the masses. This type of populism moves beyond 

the ‘limited populism of traditional authoritarian regimes and moves it closer to a totalitarian 

regime with fascist origins’.10 Authoritarian populism is able to weaken democratic forms and 

initiatives (ibid). Both authoritarian populism and neoliberalism share an interest in weakening 
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democracy and the voice of the masses; both attempt to reach the masses, but it is not in order to 

hear the ‘voice’ of the people, representative or not, but rather to garner support of individuals 

rather than members of society.11 

 Hall engages a working diagrammatic lineage of political scientist scholar Juan Linz 

(2000), author of an influential statement regarding the defining characteristics of Authoritarian 

and Totalitarian regimes to identify the key differences between two oppressive regimes that 

share many similarities on the surface. In summary, this sketch organizes the underlying 

tendencies of the two regimes to highlight their contrast.12 An authoritarian regime has a single 

monolithic power head, or dictator, and the division of public and private life is often distinct, 

with potential for a private life. Dictators are typically unpopular, and seek to control and 

maintain the status quo. Totalitarian regimes are defined as a power head that attempts to control 

all aspects of life, public and private, effectively blurring boundaries between state, social 

institutions and daily life. These regimes have charismatic leaders, able to reach the masses in 

different ways. The primary role of the leader is a functional, one who sees himself charged with 

the responsibility to ‘guide and reshape the universe’. This ‘reshaping’ upends the traditional 

institutions, beliefs and status quo that the authoritarian leader seeks to maintain.  

 As a result, under the authoritarian regime, the masses view the leader as the source of 

oppressive policies attempt retreat to the private sphere. The totalitarian leader offers another 

possible world; the masses, drawn to the charismatic leader and the potential of a better future, 

mobilize behind the emerging leader, hopeful to recapture power from a previous state, mythic or 

concretely real. Authoritarian policies are often developed out of emotional responses, producing 

a regime mentality with unpredictable shifts in positions and contradictory stances on a variety of 

issues (Sondrol 1991). Rule alternates between a ‘reward structure’ and instilling fear to continue 
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to abide by the shifting positions. Totalitarianism is marked by a strong ideology and little 

deviation in the held beliefs, no matter the cost to the goal. This produces a telos to the overall 

regime, and a shift away from authoritarian held shifting positions that might alter the course of 

the end goal. Authoritarianism has a very limited sense of pluralistic positions, and individuals 

are expected to abide by the dominant position. In contrast, totalitarianism seeks to gather the 

masses to identify with the ideological position and mobilize accordingly, regardless of 

individual reason, producing a broad sense of pluralism. The key task is to first mobilize the 

masses under a common goal or message, one that is able rally a large number of supporters and 

allow for a multiplicity of reasons for committing to the cause.  

 Peck’s assertion of neoliberalism as a parasitic layer is evident when examining the 

trajectory of a nation-state with a stable democracy, such as the United States. Neoliberalism 

remains dynamic as the controlling party changes over time. The conservative shift of a 

republican White House exhibits a movement towards an authoritarian strain that Harvey 

indicated. Particular freedoms were advanced (right to bear arms but not reproductive rights) in 

which an emotional appeal of ‘right to life’ triumphed the larger individual freedom. Liberal 

democratic administrations attempt to uphold those individual freedoms, in the support of 

marriage equality, or maintaining women’s reproductive rights and the right to bear arms, albeit 

with greater governmental control. Harvey’s articulation of ‘authoritarian’ focused on Reagan-

Thatcher era of politics and satisfies a particular hybrid manifestation that emerged during a 

particular socio-politico-economic climate and substantiates Peck’s assertion, but equally gives 

support to an ‘assemblage’ quality. How ‘neoliberalism’ operates in present conditions is 

remarkably different than its early formulations, highlighting the dramatic difference as a theory 

and a practice. The general neoliberalism impulse or tendency grants everything under the 
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ideological basis of ‘freedom’. It matters little whether an individual celebrates free love or the 

freedom to bear arms, so long as it is captured by the larger ‘freedom’ umbrella. And in fact, 

Peck examines the different strains of neoliberalism’s early formation, commenting that the 

economists’ only unifying principle was, “they all turned their backs on the road to serfdom, but 

they continued to differ on the question of the path forward” (Peck 2010, 66). Rather than merely 

a layer, neoliberalism as a tendency becomes a critical element immanent within a particular 

condition, enabling the kind of entanglement that Ong proposes. Harvey’s question still remains. 

 The working description of neoliberalism thus seems contradictory to the articulation of 

authoritarianism, one that limits the definition of freedom, whereas totalitarianism seeks to grant 

as much as possible as a means to mobilize the masses. This expands freedom through 

axiomatization (or commercialization of individual freedoms that are co-opted by capitalism and 

marketed as a ‘life-style’ choices), and it is the political orientation that determines the particular 

expansion of axioms.  Axioms of neoliberalism proliferate as capital seeks to capture as much 

profit as possible in the name of market freedom; it mobilizes the masses in their isolated, 

alienated positions through a sense of freedom in life-style choices, drawing them together and 

fracturing them when needed. While the religious right may indeed limit the definition of 

freedom, capitalism itself seeks to explore and exploit the many definitions of freedom.  

 Similarly, the neoliberal turn could use its powers of persuasion, co-optation, bribery and 

threat to maintain the climate of consent necessary to perpetuate its power, occurring in diverse 

channels. Use of force and coercion can produce fatalistic, even abject, acceptance of the idea 

that there was and is ‘no alternative’ (Harvey, 40). Theories offered, such as tax cuts for the top 

income brackets would free capital and enable them to invest in markets, resulting in job creation 

(54). The persuasive argument of ‘job creation’ can generate acceptance for those in need. In the 
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post-World War I environment, what Hitler offered the disenfranchised masses (encapsulated as 

economic and nationalistic) was far better than what the masses were currently receiving 

(Holland 2008). An increasingly censored environment seemed like a small price to pay to 

restore jobs, economic opportunities and the power of the nation-state to the masses. Together, 

given the appeal to the masses and the perception of no alternative, there is thus a stronger 

underlying correlation with the broader movement of Neoliberalism and Fascism, than there is 

with Authoritarianism and Neoliberalism. The critical element is one of desire, and how that 

investment is made in the social field. 

 Returning to Hall’s distinction between his description of authoritarian populism as 

moving away from a traditional authoritarian regime and closer to a totalitarian regime with 

fascist origins marks the second point of the technical term. A totalitarian regime has particular 

characteristics, but a fascist regime giving rise to totalitarianism is a unique case, for it is a 

controlling regime that is powered by the masses. While both fascism and totalitarian are loaded 

terms, as a movement, neither ensures a violent one (Linz). The ideological content may be 

violent, but it might be innocuous, like ‘freedom’ or the democratization of information. 

Harvey’s statement regarding neoliberalism becoming entrenched in society as ‘a programmatic 

attempt to advance the cause of individual freedoms to appeal to the masses… to restore class 

power’; ‘class power’ means different things to different classes. This highlights the impulses or 

tendencies that offer resemblance to early formulations of the fascist regime of Hitler. Hitler’s 

appeal to restore economic power to the Germanic race gained more initial support than a violent 

appeal to decimate the Jewish race would have. Hitler could reach the masses through appeals of 

nationalism and economic prospects, regardless whether his initial intent was clear at the outset.  
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Freedom vs repression 

 Taking Ong’s (2007) definition of neoliberalism as a “mode of ‘governing through 

freedom’ that requires people to be free and self-managing in different spheres of everyday 

life…” and the idea ‘responsibilization’, in which the failure to self-manage is a failure of the 

individual, rather than a collective failure (Brown, 2003), what results is a continued increase of 

‘governing’ at the atomized, individual level. The linkage between individual acts as part of the 

common goal of ‘governing through freedom’ and the reduced role of the state becomes clearer 

and more pervasive. The State thus preoccupies itself with ‘interests’ that surround individuals, 

rather than the individuals themselves, giving rise to Governmentality (Foucault 2008, 45). This 

movement from the utopian idea of libertarian ‘freedom’ and communitarian ideals of ‘self-

managing’ to the onus placed on the subject to be responsible for both their own freedom as well 

as performing tasks previously executed by the state might be conceived as freedom, as long as 

the subject was able and willing to conduct themselves accordingly. This would mean, however, 

that an individual gave up no personal freedom in the process of participating in the larger goal.  

 The increase in activities that fall under the purview of ‘responsibilization’ moves this 

individual freedom into an oppressive arrangement, in which the individual subjects must 

participate in the common goal vaguely defined as ‘freedom’ in order to keep it secure. In other 

words, this is not a clear movement between two poles of freedom and oppression, in which the 

dialectic performs a synthesis of a third way. Rather, this movement produces a continuum in 

which both the external factors that produce the conditions and a particular subject position and 

defines a series of potentialities, which might define liberating potential for one person while 

produce an oppressive obligation to perform for another. At the individual level, the decision-

making or rationalizing process of participating at the expense of other freedoms is particularly 
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suspect, for our social group formation and identification is rarely a rational process. Rather, 

desiring production, and the investment in the social field, has both a legitimate unconscious 

production as well as an illegitimate ‘synthesis’ that is a result of relying on representation and 

preconceived notions of behavior.13   

 

 Contextually, the theoretical exegesis above gives an additional conceptual layer to 

understand the particular strain of neoliberalism in relation to the Open Source movement, one 

that is highly compatible as well as its vociferous antithesis. Both have strong libertarian 

impulses, and the darker tendencies of the open source ‘citizen’ led projects, at large and 

specifically within Google, as an alternative to capitalism; revealing compatible drives with a 

fascist totalitarian regime. Within Open Source, the movement itself presented itself as an 

alternative to the corporate, capitalist agenda and eschewing intellectual patents, one that was 

self-managed by volunteered participation. As individual projects grew in scope, bureaucratic 

heads managed different portions, with individual volunteers taking up even smaller tasks. The 

individual tasks assigned in relation to the larger project gives the individuals access to the 

power of the project, giving both individual responsibilities and claims of importance within the 

bigger project. The onus placed on the contributors of open source is framed as both an honor 

and a duty, to take part of this alternative system gives them a sense of purpose, while the 

pressure to continue to participate and advance the common cause is evident and often 

articulated as such.14 This kind of responsibilization is evident in neoliberalism, but results in a 

similar investment in Open Source, and is also a driving force of fascism and the participation of 

the masses, in which the collective goal of the movement requires participation and investment 

by its adherents. 
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 While Open Source is often celebrated as a form of ‘radical democracy’, fascism also has 

a powerful resonance with democracy: the individual participation at the mass level makes 

democracies and fascist regimes strong and powerful, and it is specifically the commitment and 

fervor of fascism that gives the appearance of a perfect democracy (Linz, 70-1). It is the 

individual adherents that make such large projects possible with few financial resources, each 

individual given a unique job and receives an opportunity to be a part of the movement (70). 

Open Source heavily relies on volunteered efforts. The volunteers contribute in their free time, 

and are either gainfully employed by a corporate entity that allows them to delay monetary 

gratification or suffer the opportunity cost that accompanies free labor: participation in the 

production of the common goal prevents them from other opportunities that may prove more 

beneficial for their livelihood. Participation in the movement must be valued and quality effort, 

for both Fascism and Open Source. Fascist regimes will eject members if they do not present 

themselves as model adherents; resulting in ostracization from the community (Linz, 82). In 

Open Source, the individual participant must continue to actively perform to remain visible, 

measured both by the ‘difficulty’ of code authored as well as quality of work performed. Poor 

quality work is not incorporated and efforts are not recognized by the community. Those that 

inappropriately assert their influence by ‘forking’ run great risk of being ostracized from the 

Open Source community, and threatening long term career prospects.  

 Google’s charismatic leaders and their ideological zeal of ‘democratization of 

information’ and their ‘open source’ spirit also has the ability to rally the masses, even as it lines 

the coffers of the shareholders of Google and securing ever more data to continue to be more 

efficient and ‘helpful’ to its users. As a burgeoning young company, many energetic engineers 

willingly took pay cuts in order to be part of this quest.15 Over the last few years, the Summer of 
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Code camp provides an opportunity of young, aspiring coders to participate in difficult coding 

problems, giving them access and exposure to Google and further cementing the influence and 

power within the Internet/technology community. Similarly, the current environment of open-

source technology and startup companies exhibits a blind faith that unpaid efforts could produce 

the next wildly successful IPO or a product that creates the next Google bidding war, making the 

creators and the inner circle instant millionaires. In short, the Camp and ‘Google Ventures,’ 

enables Google to cultivate an ideal environment in which they can produce the next wave of 

Googlers. For those that participate, short terms goals are supplanted by long-term hopes of a 

better economic future.16  

 At the individual level, general users complete the project by actively participating in 

Google’s technological empire. Despite knowing the data capture mechanisms that make the 

search ‘relevant’ and the tightly integrated products that track all users practices, users continue 

to utilize the search, acquiescing their ‘browsing history’ in order to have results that are more 

accurate, producing a data trail that offers an approximate composition of our digital selves, or 

what many have called a ‘capta shadow’ (Dodge and Kitchen 2007). Ultimately, all of these 

moments of resonance highlight the many potential dangers: the active, temporary selection 

transformed into an increasingly passive and permanent identification with movements, attitudes, 

perceptions, etc., creating the opportunity for microfascisms to form. The agile, creative 

movement (of neoliberalism, of a fascist regime) in which the micro or molecular politics 

produce a supple segmentarity and functions as a permanent inventiveness or creativity, one 

made possible by linking up individual desires within which larger alternative movements 

emerge. 



Gilge, 19 

 Once we begin to identify with a desire that is no longer our own, our continued 

participation is a result of the collective desire, creating the conditions under which individuals 

commit various ‘errors’ that prevent them from disengaging when it becomes harmful to their 

ability to grow and change. Responsibilization and the entrepreneurial and creative investment of 

the subject functions like a microfascism, with the opposite pole the self-managing freedom of 

the individual. The conditions for developing into a macrofascism like the current trend within 

the Open Source ethos and the power center of the Google Regime thus emerge as one of many 

possible outcomes.  

 Neoliberalism as a theory does not address the complexities that emerge from the direct 

participation of the user-base, and the political theory of Linz identifies the impulses, but does 

not give enough attention to socio-cultural and economic impulses in a given society. The 

articulations of Deleuze and Guattari emerge as a more comprehensive theory that can account 

for the agility of neoliberalism as both a practice and a theory at the level of social machines, 

while also giving adequate attention to desiring production at the level of the subject as co-

constitutive practices. More specifically, D & G’s work on microfascisms and the way in which 

they install themselves at all levels of society point more directly to Google’s effort to organize 

the world’s information perhaps better resembling a Fascist Regime, complicating and extending 

Google’s relationship to neoliberalism and Open Source. Two key characteristics are especially 

salient: microfascisms and how they operate and the insidious nature of the ‘bureaucratic’ head, 

as way to understand Google’s ability to attract and mobilize the masses through the proliferation 

of products and services through its populist message of net democracy.  
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Why do we desire our own repression? 

 In Anti-Oedipus and A Thousand Plateaus, Deleuze and Guattari describe two distinct 

characteristics of fascism, fixation and speed.17  In their articulation of historic fascism, the 

masses desired fascism because it ‘augmented their feelings of power’, a displacement of 

investment of desire; its success due in part to the populist rhetoric of ‘productive forces’ and the 

promise of a rebirth of the superior, Germanic race. Individual desires were transformed through 

identification and ‘hope’ of a better future that Hitler offered (Holland 2008, 86-7). In ATP, 

Fascism is often portrayed as a suicidal line of flight, a destructive force assembled from various 

forces of the social field, one that seeks to adhere to the ideological drive, regardless of the 

consequences.18 There is a greater focus on the molecular movement of the masses, as it is the 

masses that enable the ‘installment’ of ideology at every level, regardless of the reason ‘why’. 

The molecular quality of fascism is a dangerous one, as it enables a molar identification with 

ideas at the individual levels, or what John Protevi calls Molecular molarity (2000). Both 

versions take seriously the transversal communication of destructive social practices: the 

fascisms within us and the ways in which social forces dominate and exploit us in our daily lives; 

we desire to be ruled, to identify or belong to social groups and to be provided with ‘choices’ 

that limit the field. Desire is the crux of the investment in the social field, and importantly, desire 

is always assembled (D&G 1987, 229). The danger here is thus the individual operates under the 

belief of clarity, in which individual choices are a result of personal decisions, rather than 

assembled from the social milieu and its stratification. With particular assemblages, desire is thus 

enabled to skip from point-to-point of individuals, before it resonates into a coherent movement. 

 I draw from both of these tendencies as way to understand the transformation that has 

occurred over the course of Google’s own meteoric rise to power. In the first instance, from the 
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beginning, Google had indexing the world’s information as its sole object, an ideology with an 

algorithm that made results efficient and accurate. Users desired a search engine that made that 

experience better, and flocked to the service as a result. Google had the power to make the 

world’s information accessible, and its users now had that power of information at their 

fingertips. ‘Democratization of the internet’ was a populist message that was easy to support. In 

the second instance, as Google search has grown exponentially, it has rapidly added new 

products to open up additional lines of information ‘to organize’, including print and the physical 

world. Products were quickly released as beta versions or a veil of secrecy, depending on the 

competition for market share. Google has given little consideration about the potential 

ramifications to existing laws regarding intellectual property and privacy. Their upending of 

these stable institutions, the status quo of privacy and property law, has the potential to suicidally 

remove barriers without an appreciation for the critical role the laws play in the larger capitalist 

system, all in the name of ‘democratizing information’. Meanwhile, the masses still eagerly use 

their tools, with the promise of information, while implicitly or explicitly giving up a kind of 

‘freedom’ that exists online, anonymity gives way to data points of individual habits and 

preferences which Google eagerly tracks, seeking to refine and reinforce existing preferences. 

On both sides, the justification thus becomes “if you are looking for something you don’t want 

anyone to know about, you shouldn’t be looking for it” (Google) and “they can gather my data 

points, but they will never know the ‘why’ of my search.” (general sentiment). It is this 

intersection of acquiescing and feigned ‘freedom of search’ that microfascism are particularly 

operative. 
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Microfascisms 

 D & G develop the molar and molecular, as social structures and as lines that comprise 

individuals’ desires and tendencies.19 In the former, they describe the molar as ‘rigid 

segmentarity’, established social structures, norms within a society, and relations between 

people. States, institutions and class are examples of contemporary molar structures that 

influence individual practices, or standard ways of operating based on cultural norms; a top-

down overcoding of desire. Identification with these structures and norms at the individual level 

predetermine perceived choices of relationships, careers, political affiliations, etc., and often 

cause one to remain in a given assemblage or arrangement out of obligation or sense of 

commitment, producing a level of fear. This fixes society, allowing a perpetuation of the culture, 

but leaves little room for change or becoming for the individual, as the field of potentialities or a 

sense of ‘choice’ is constrained by these relationships. 	  

 The molecular is described as a ‘supple segmentation,’ where fixed structures are no 

longer considered in the same manner or have the same authority. External forces shift 

established relations and reveal interests, desires, fears, etc. at the individual level, operating 

outside of conceptual molar categories. Conceived of as fissures or cracks, acceptance of the 

practices that go against the dominant social or group formation create movement within the 

larger social structure, thereby opening up a perceived range of choices. A sense of ‘clarity’ 

results from this movement away from the molar structures. It is no longer the distinct division 

of the molar (authoritarian) categories, but tending toward a distribution of molecular movement 

(totalitarian), one that seeks to blur all the boundaries. The intrinsic relational aspects of the 

molar structures are replaced by flows and particles, whereby the larger organizing structure 

thrives on the multiplicity of segmented lines that comprise the overall milieu. This distribution 
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enables individuals within a social milieu to connect up outside of the molar categories that 

categorize and funnel individual practices and behaviors.	  	  

	   Importantly, all societies have both aspects that are continually enforcing and being 

enforced by the other. The molar attempts to recapture the molecular movements, either 

axiomatizing or suppressing the individual lines. It is the molecular suppleness that enables 

movement in a rigid, molar structure that characterizes a ‘shift’ in society. In this instance, we 

can think of the sea change in acceptance of marriage equality, redefining the molar structure of 

‘marriage’ as a result of molecular forces. In many states, the marriage axiomatic seeks to 

incorporate more ‘couples’ within this definition in order to maintain the ‘majority’. In this 

sense, the totalitarian tendency is to draw more functions into the fold. The authoritarian 

tendency seeks to define specific heterogeneous relations through emotional response, rather 

than an ideological response embracing ‘the union of two people that love each other’.  

 While we tend to think of fascism as being a centralized state activity, D & G focus on 

microfascisms that first operate at the molecular level, as the desires of individuals are 

inextricably tangled up in complex assemblages of molar structures and molecular acts, 

immanence in the social field that communicates across the masses, identification and adherence 

to ‘beliefs’ or ideology. Every fascism is defined by what they describe as a ‘micro-black hole’ 

of subjectivity. The individual fills this hole with investment in the social field (I’m a Mac; I’m a 

PC). These micro-black holes, or subjectivities, communicate with other black holes. A group of 

individuals may come together through identifying with a particular desire, like marriage 

equality, or in relation to Open Source: a desire for an alternative to Microsoft and identification 

with libertarian impulses. This process of communication and resulting identification solidifies 

the connections that keep us bound within a particular formation. Giving the appearance that this 
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identification will ‘make things a little bit better’, individual choice is driving the activity, etc., 

that allow these microfascism to ‘crystallize’ into a macrofascism that is no longer organized by 

individual investment, but rather a larger movement that is organized by a figure head. 

 For D&G (1987), it was first through the pervasive proliferation of ‘axioms’ at the 

molecular level that gave rise to fascism, and ultimately a totalitarian regime. 

But fascism is inseparable from a proliferation of molecular focuses in interaction, which 

skip from point to point, before beginning to resonate together in the National Socialist 

State…. Daniel Guerin is correct to say that if Hitler took power, rather then taking over 

the German State administration, it was because from the beginning he had at his disposal 

micro organizations giving him ‘an unequaled, irreplaceable ability to penetrate every 

cell of society.’ What makes fascism dangerous is its molecular or micropolitical power, 

for it is a mass movement: a cancerous body rather than a totalitarian organism. (214) 

It is, rather, the functional elements and relations that are critical to the axiomatization, rather 

than the specific determinations, a difference akin to an ideological drive rather than a belief/ 

mentality that sets the ‘code’ in relation to a specific orientation. Unlike the ‘theory’ of 

Neoliberal economics that grants a pure proliferation of axioms, capturing more accumulation 

through market freedom. Fascism offers a ‘fictional’ proliferation of axioms, one that appears to 

grant all relations, as long as they adhere to the dominant function, in this case ‘freedom’. The 

pure theory of freedom in neoliberalism is transformed into a fictional freedom through the 

pragmatics of market practices and political influences, while the neoliberal subject operates 

under the fiction of individual freedom that is offered as identification through lifestyle choice, 

as opposed to an unfettered freedom not predetermined by market forces.  
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 This explication enables us to draw out some key distinctions between the array of tools 

that Google offers and the variety of users that utilize their tools. On the one hand, they offer a 

powerful search engine that provides the most ‘relevant’ results, seeming to ‘understand’ what 

we seek. They are transparent in their position of understanding that ‘competition is a click 

away’, while implicitly and explicitly asserting that their results are far more accurate than the 

competitors. Our choice is thus a fictional one, if we truly value the time and energy required to 

sift through all the ‘irrelevant’ results. What we really want is a relevant result that reflects the 

anticipated thing for which we search. We know they rely on our participation in order to further 

refine their results, which makes their search ever more powerful. The less we explore beyond 

the 3rd page of the search result, the ‘more relevant’ the results appear, as our curiosity becomes 

neutered by the instantaneous results. Conversely, we adjust our search query if the first page of 

results does not produce the anticipated results, as if it were our keywords that were out of order. 

Their ads are considered or portrayed as ‘helpful’, providing information when users ‘need it 

most’, in an unobtrusive way, compared to the random, annoying popup ads from the earlier era. 

Given their popularity as a search provider, advertisers feel convinced their marketing dollars 

will be best spent with Google, given the relevance model and the high search traffic.20 This 

provides Google with greater revenue to devote resources to less monetizable products, while at 

the same time fuels the traffic and perceived cachet of the Google search product assemblage.  

 Focusing on their mapping division, Google continues to exceed any possible attempt by 

a competitor to duplicate the service. The recent Apple Map debacle serves as evidence as to 

how accustomed we are to a certain look, feel and quality of maps and their information, as well 

as the complexity involved in producing accurate maps. Apple’s roll-out was rushed and its data 

inaccurate. While Apple has been long been considered infallible with its products and software, 
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their misstep was exacerbated by their removal of Google’s default map app from their new iOS. 

This caused much discontent among iPhone users, causing Apple to issue a public apology and 

resulted in dismissing their key project manager that led the project. This opening highlighted the 

user’s comfort and expectation with Google’s services. Whereas Apple had previously had 

Google Maps as a default feature, users could now ‘vote’ with their proverbial pocketbook by 

not upgrading their iOS, or downloading Google’s app as soon as it was available.  

 Their geo services are highly integrated, further cementing the clear choice of service 

provider. Searching a business, Google provides a quick link to street view; turn-by-turn 

navigation direction incorporates Street View; when zooming in beyond a certain level, Google 

Earth automatically drops you into Street View when available. This visual navigation suite 

continues to draw far more users than other services, due to the comprehensive nature, accuracy 

and ease of use. Many businesses easily incorporate Google’s map into the website production 

through their API link, greatly blurring the bounding limit of Google’s services.  

 And finally, the sheer complexity of their mapping operation is built, in part, with the 

enthusiasm of their users. Citing agency and activism, Google’s democratic call to all ‘citizen 

cartographers’ beckons them to add their local knowledge and ‘map their world’, one that both 

evokes a common mission of making visible the ‘world’s map’ as well as staking out knowledge 

claims of culturally relevant data. “Google Map Maker is an editing tool that enables you, and 

people around the world, to contribute knowledge and expertise directly to Google Maps. By 

sharing information about the places you know best, you can ensure that the map accurately 

reflects the world around you” (Google 2013b). There is both an honor and a duty to contribute, 

emphasizing or privileging local knowledge that is unique to individual users, one the allows the 

user to be a part of the overall project.  
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 This in turns responsibilizes individuals to do their part to maintain accuracy against their 

knowledge, to recall the neoliberal subject, but also gives each user a unique task that encourages 

active participation towards this larger goal, to recall the fascist regime. It embraces the cultural 

environment of crowd sourcing, the open source ethos, and the lean knowledge production that 

allows corporate entities to build upon, without spending the resources required, quintessentially 

neoliberal. As a recent opinion piece states, “In the age of participation, it’s crowds, not scholars, 

who are charting their own world”(Anstey 2012). An enthusiastic community of mappers with 

various skills has coalesced around the mapmaker tool, with organized weekend events and 

‘map-a-thons’ focused on building up the base map. As a way to build ‘molecular molarity’, a 

real-time feature allows other users to see what other citizen cartographers are working on at any 

given moment. Further extending this community, the edits made by citizen cartographers are 

checked by peers. The system encourages quality work as well as increases the tasks for which 

each person might be responsible. These tasks are recognized within the community, as well as 

Google, who awards ‘badges’ to its users as recognition, based on the level of contribution.  

 The question remains, however, over the ownership of this knowledge production. 

Google’s recent partnership with World Bank provides this tool to small communities in 

developing countries to help ‘put them on the map.’ With training, communities use the 

mapmaker tool to give shape to the otherwise terrain vague of the Google map platform. It 

empowers them “to solve their own problems and develop their own solutions using maps” 

(World Bank 2011). In the process, it aids the community by identifying critical resources and 

infrastructure for daily needs and emergencies. Google’s website clearly states all information 

generated through the mapmaker tool is the property of Google. Local communities are unable to 

take that information they contributed and implement it in other open source mapping software. 
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Rather, their information is accessible to them through Google Maps, making them reliant on 

that platform. 21  

While it is disingenuous to suggest that only Google benefits, it does point to a dominant 

movement toward ever increasing ‘on the ground’ knowledge production that is easily captured 

by the current neoliberal environment in which the level of responsibility to self-govern, self-

invest and self-provide for oneself increases, while Google’s profits continue to increase, based 

on this built-in molecular production of knowledge which now becomes their intellectual 

property. Despite this acknowledgement of acquiescing ‘ownership’, the rationale for 

communities thus becomes, ‘at least we are able to give visibility to our community for the world 

to see,’ and in the process, an implicit hope of connecting them with the global market via 

tourism, for example, or by raising environmental awareness. Perhaps most importantly, 

however, is their presence on the Google map. Given that Google has become the de facto 

authority on ‘existence’, not appearing on Google’s map questions the legitimacy and relevance 

of a community; appearing on the map has clear implications in the concrete physical world. 

That a government official from Israel issued a statement demanding a reconsideration of 

Google’s recognizing the Palestinian borders on their maps, all in the name maintaining peace 

and stability, should give one pause to the level of power that Google wields in a non-

dimensional space and the consequences to the perception of the physical world. 

 Meanwhile, ordinary users continue to enthusiastically add their local knowledge of 

physical elements, from parking lots to retail establishments, drawn to the cultural cache that 

Google provides within the larger mapping community and their explicit call to be part of the 

project (figure 1). By comparison, we need only look at another open-source map service, Open 

Street Map, and see the uneven rendering of roads and structures across the globe, as well as 
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within ordinary urban environments (figure 2). To a large degree, much of Google’s map data is 

culled from the Street View process, which records countless data points, producing mappable 

data to build the maps from the ground up, or ‘Ground Truth.’ But the level of detail that exists 

within Google as a result of its users stands far ahead of the truly open-source platform of Open 

Street Map, though they owe much to Open Street Map’s crowd source success. And perhaps it 

is here in Open Street Map that we begin to truly see the technological divide in poorer 

communities, where many portions of urban areas are minimally rendered, whereas Google’s 

map seeks to capture all information, made possible by the range of data they own and the 

powerful algorithms that automate it. And as a bridge between Google’s two dominant product 

lines, “Where you're searching from has become almost as important as what you're searching 

for” (Madrigal, 2012). 

 And perhaps most strikingly, the most recent release of Google Maps appeals to the 

neoliberal subject, who responds positively to customization and the ability to express their 

individuality, as well as the ability to have an intelligent system that responds to one’s every 

desire. Their seductively blog post title, “Meet the new Google Maps: A map for every person 

and place.” The opening salvo highlights these particular impulses, “What if we told you that 

during your lifetime, Google could create millions of custom maps...each one just for you?” 

(Google 2013a). It becomes no longer enough to have the navigation power at the click of the 

mouse or on a mobile device, but rather, their new release responds to each new query and click 

on the map, effectively redrawing and highlighting what matters most to the individual user, 

“And the more you interact with the map, the better it gets. When you set your Home and Work 

locations, star favorite places, write reviews and share with friends, Google Maps will build even 
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more useful maps with recommendations for places you might enjoy” (ibid.). As the user maps 

the direction, Google helpfully masks irrelevant information to show “what matters most” (ibid).  

 While customized maps have an obvious appeal, an underlying danger and quickly 

emerges once consideration is given to ‘relevancy’ results and a map that reconfigures itself 

based on previous search/preferences. A recent Atlantic Monthly articles succinctly expresses 

some potential concerns, “The more you use the map, Google says, the more helpful it will 

become, and in a way Google is acknowledging and embracing the inherent subjectivity of all 

maps. But doesn't this really mean that you'll find ‘places you never would have thought to 

search for’ that are remarkably similar to the places you've already been?” (Badger 2013). While 

we may make subjective choices based on past experiences or current persuasion, it becomes less 

clear when the choices made are truly are our own, or if the ease of ‘relevant’ suggestions eases 

our decision making process by providing a fictional range of choices.22 And given the 

‘legitimacy’ granted to places and institutions/establishments based on appearing on the map, the 

customizable map that is in tune to a user’s desire not only reinforces their interests, but 

increases the inherently political implication of the ‘sensible’. “We already know that the 

inequality of information online is rendering some real-world people and places virtually 

invisible. Will customizable maps further exacerbate this new twist on inequality?” (Badger). 

User’s understand that this sophisticated update will provide more information to Google about 

their searchers and interest; businesses will have more incentive to advertise to make themselves 

visible. Google promises to continue the pursuit of creating the perfect map, and in the 

meantime, they provide the seductively unique and responsive map for each moment, “What if, 

instead, you had a map that’s unique to you, always adapting to the task you want to perform 

right this minute?”(Google 2013a). 
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 D & G caution that one of the ‘errors’ to avoid in this ‘supple’ plane that Google is 

creating is adhering to the ‘belief’ that this activity is making things ‘a little bit better.’ Like the 

autonomy we give up when we strongly identify with a group, a similar exchange takes place 

within the user. It occurs when we willingly continue to give Google our preferences through 

search; click on the ads rather than going to the website, giving them ad revenue in the process; 

donating time and energy to improve a map that is copyright protected, one that appeals to being 

part of the mapping project of a powerful corporate entity; identifying as a savvy internet user 

when we ‘Google’ rather than search for something; use their automated search results rather 

than type it in for ourselves; or we mediate our actual experience of the built world, reducing the 

number of ‘first’ experiences of an unknown place, a first impression provided by Google, from 

unknown point in time. And increasingly, mediate our world based on relevant results, producing 

a new definition of a psychogeography. Thus, it is no longer the neoliberal subject that has the 

freedom of choice that is ‘a click away’ but in increasing reliance on a suite of tools in which one 

acquiesces certain freedoms in order to access information that makes things ‘a little bit better’, 

or, in often expressed terms, “at least it is better than fill-in-the-blank…”  

 The second error, quickly follows suit, whereby the clarity with which we perceive our 

actions to ‘be our own’ produces what D & G call ‘a thousand little mono-manias, self- evident 

truths,” of which become trapped by our own belief in the clarity of our actions. Given the power 

center that is undeniably Google and results subject to their algorithms, these self-evident truths 

no longer ‘rumble and buzz’ independently as microfascism, but quickly become transformed 

into the macrofascism that makes the participation in the cultural power that Google possesses as 

seductive as it is. Google has the element of human power unmatched by any other mapping 

company, and the resources that are directed for a ‘free’ service are not the actions of a 
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beneficent corporation, looking to make information ‘accessible’. Rather, they serve as the 

mediator between the physical world and our virtual conception of it, making the physical world, 

in addition to Internet, accessible and useful. Or, as a recent article plainly suggests, “Of course, 

they will always need one more piece of geographic information to make all this effort 

worthwhile: You. Where you are, that is. Your location is the current that makes Google's giant 

geodata machine run. They've built this whole playground as an elaborate lure for you. As good 

and smart and useful as it is, good luck resisting taking the bait” (Badger). 

 

The insidious nature of the ‘bureaucratic’ head 

 Bureaucracy is typically defined by a hierarchical organization, compartmentalized in 

function, and decisions made flow through the chain of command. D&G (1987), via Kafka, 

insist, rather, that within a ‘bureaucracy’, there exists a suppleness between the 

compartmentalized functions, with a kind of ‘creativity’ that goes against the ‘administrative’ 

regulations. And in fact, the clear boundaries between the compartmentalized functions blur 

when at the molecular or individual level, and the distribution of power across a complex 

organization is rendered diffuse and pervasive, unrecognizable in individual cases, discernible 

when centralized as an abstract idea (214). The voice of authority continues to install itself at this 

micro level, and individual activities are controlled based on an increasingly abstract presence of 

this authority. Recalling the above Guerin quote, that Hitler had at his disposal ‘micro 

organizations giving him ‘an unequaled, irreplaceable ability to penetrate ever cell of society’ 

(D&G 1987, 214) and the ‘creativity against administrative regulations,’ we can consider the 

structure of Google exemplifying this amorphous organization. Throughout the growth of the 

company, the founders have been steadfast in their desire to maintain tight control over the 
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company’s direction, while also giving their employees a large amount of autonomy and 

authority in product development. In fact, they pride themselves on a horizontal, rhizomatic 

structure that works in small teams, distributing decision-making across the company. The 20% 

time for individual projects keeps employees enthusiastic and competitive, hoping to develop an 

idea that is worthy of critical resources to see it to fruition. 

 Their products also reflect a similar horizontal structure, with integration across the 

business lines making the clear boundaries between products increasingly diffuse. For the user, 

the increasingly diverse range of services are easily accessible under one browser window, either 

through the google homepage or through the email application. Given the universal function of 

search, Google’s core product feeds the searchability of its other offerings. Like its employees, 

Google gives its users a lot of creative license to use their products in unique ways, exploring the 

creative potential while highlighting the products’ versatility. With a product like Street View, 

we see a proliferation of ‘uses’ that go well beyond Google’s ‘molar’ conception and gives the 

visual plane a molecular suppleness, from navigation to tourism, DIY videos to corporate 

advertising. Artists and researchers are two key user groups that continually explore and exploit 

its potential.  

 Researchers test its efficacy as an online tool that could facilitate street audits in Urban 

Planning, environmental studies in criminology; a digital backdrop for historic photos in Digital 

Humanities, and life sciences studying aquatic life and bird habitat. The research questions 

guiding the early studies are whether the visual platform can provide the same level of accuracy 

as in-person assessment, thereby operating under the assumption of the veracity of the 

photograph. Artists have continually engaged the archive, with their activity perhaps best 

described as a line of flight, or rather, producing a movement or rupture that has a fundamental 
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effect on the overall milieu. The projects emerge from existing artistic discourses within this new 

technological sphere, drawing on the history of street photography, documentary photography, 

performance art. Some creative efforts have garnered so much attention that it has fundamentally 

shifted the debate around a number of concerns, such as ‘what constitutes ‘news’’, the role of the 

author versus curator, documentation versus exploitation, among others. Herein lies the third 

error: the molar or molecular qualities of these various uses do not correspond to a similar scale. 

That a proliferation of molecular movements within a molar field produces a suppleness, but 

does not guarantee a better outcome. Rather, it creates a larger field to link up individual desires, 

thereby producing a greater potential for a proliferation of identifying with the social field. Many 

people use Street View for a number of reasons. While it restricts a molar ‘reading’ of its 

function, its widespread adoptions fully installs itself in the social field as being a ‘helpful’ tool. 

 Google is on record for being both surprised and excited by creative uses of Street View, 

and sensing an opportunity to further extend the use and application of its technology, Google 

has provided funding to some research agendas that seek to examine its molecular potential 

against traditional (molar) ways of working. They have also seized the creative force of projects 

that push the potential of the platform in dynamic and innovative ways, such as the highly 

successful Arcade Fire video collaboration. Additionally, Google openly encourages artistic 

exploration by easing or removing copyright constraints, while it makes its Maps API readily 

available for individual producers, and when compelling, collaborates to allow elaborate 

interventions to take place within the mapping route.  

 This acceptance of these molecular lines and lines of flight highlights the fourth error, in 

which these movements, rather than escaping from the larger organization, they become 

subsumed within the larger project, which adds to the cultural cachet, appeal and power that 
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Google already wields, enabling it to pick up speed. While the conservative totalitarian organism 

is defined by its sealing off all lines of flight, the fascist regime assembles on a suicidal line of 

flight, one that is driven by its ideological telos; it mobilizes the masses with micro 

organizations, accessing desires that are assembled from the entire social field. Rather than 

‘sealing off all lines,’ Google welcome any positive application (and press) of their technology 

as a means to spread both new innovative and unimagined ways of using their tools. What 

escapes is as important as what is captured. In the case of Google, it seems nothing can escape its 

gravitational pull. The tension of granting everything while capturing everything as ‘information’ 

produces an environment in which the line between the private and public realms is effectively 

removed. All the lines are now under their purview, and they have unprecedented control and 

influence over that bounded terrain.  

 These tendencies keep this transformation in motion, while the movement from fascism 

to global capitalism is in a more ‘benign’ direction, this direction is reversible. As the neoliberal 

agenda of freedom of the individuals and the freedom of the market has installed itself in all 

aspects of society and open-source emerged as a ‘response’ to this particular environment, the 

tendencies continue to remain the same. This allows for this co-optation of multiple agendas 

driven by an ideological goal that ‘grants’ more than anything. We see neoliberal and open-

source agendas as advancing the same goals, the only thing that truly differentiates them is the 

‘belief’ that is self-defined. It operates by way of the same tendencies but with different aims. 

What it ‘means’ may be different, but how it ‘works’ remains the same.  
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Cultural Fascism 
 
 ‘I actually think most people don’t want Google to answer their questions. They want Google to 
tell them what they should be doing next….We know roughly who you are, roughly what you 
care about, roughly who your friends are.’ -- Eric Schmidt, Google 
 
 It is the proliferation of the Google ‘spirit’ that has infused nearly every corner of our 

society. The freedom of information and the power of knowledge draw enthusiastic users and 

employees that want to be empowered and to empower. Its products continuously blur the lines 

between its products, as well as extends its reach into other online sites. It is this two-pronged 

front: mobilizing the masses and a decentralized and non-hierarchical organization that enables 

the formation of a fascist regime, and arguably the potential subsequent formation of a 

totalitarian organism. One never needs to leave the Googleverse, so integrated are all their 

services; they offer the appearance of choice by insisting that competition ‘is a click away’, and 

their goals are presented under the guise of ‘democratization’ and the promise of information that 

their tools provide. As we have seen, democracy and fascism share particular characteristics. 

 In “Schizoanalysis, Nomodology, Fascism,” Eugene Holland convincingly posits that ‘if’ 

it is possible to have a US fascist regime, it would be more religious and cultural than its 

militaristic predecessors.23 Like the various manifestations of neoliberalism, fascisms too take on 

unique strains depending upon the ideological impetus. And indeed, Google is not a political 

power that is defending its physical territory and its people. In the ‘Information Age’, it is 

increasingly clear that control over Castell’s ‘space of flows’ is becoming paramount. While the 

classical fascist regime that gave rise to the totalitarian rule of Hitler sought to restore political, 

economic and cultural domination, it was through the conquest of physical territory. Given the 

increasing spread of neoliberalism through globalization and various economic instruments, the 

curtailing of the role of government and increasing power of multinational corporations, and 



Gilge, 37 

knowledge workers with hyper-connectivity, the production of ideas takes place across the 

boundaries of nation-states on a regular basis and reveals the inherently arbitrary nature of the 

political boundary. To wit, a recent news cycle reports on fabrication of a floating territory, 

“There is a mysterious barge floating in San Francisco Bay with Google’s fingerprints all over it. 

The question is what Google wants to do with it, and Google won’t say…. A similar barge has	  

been	  spotted in the harbor at Portland, ME” (Miller, 2013). Defending one’s physical territory 

has become less important than defending one’s intellectual territory. 

 Information and knowledge is the new territory to control, and wars are being waged on 

all fronts. Freedom of access and premium access plans; access to cultural production and free 

flowing ideas; how restricting access might stifle creative thinking and innovation; to the role 

intellectual copyright is defined and policed; the potential to destroy an economic model that 

makes those very products valued and valuable, both to the individuals that produce them to the 

corporations that make them widely available; the engine that keeps this complex economy 

circulating is primarily controlled by Google. Their direct access and influence of key policies 

that determine outcomes of these very important issues takes their status as an ‘individual’ in the 

corporate sense of the word, and moves them to a far more powerful role that rivals political 

powers, especially given that their economical footprint is larger than most countries. This 

further establishes the idea of Google ‘governance’ and has raised questions from a variety 

scholars, ‘can we trust Google to continue to do the right thing’?24 

 And despite the neoliberal order of the present condition, Holland also maintains that it 

remains a possibility that we might return to old-fashioned Fascism.  It is precisely the molecular 

movement of the masses and how that desire is invested in the social field that is unpredictable 

and powerful; explicitly in defiance of the ‘rationality discourse’ that claims otherwise.25 Google 



Gilge, 38 

has amassed perhaps the most powerful weapon: organizing the world’s information and making 

it accessible. Its ability to control the means of communication and access to information, as well 

as its investment in energy production gives it the potential to act autonomously, all made 

possible by a ‘Google economy’ that generates $100 million a day in revenues. It is an engine 

that fuels internet/ technology start-ups and online economies, while drawing from numerous 

sectors through its advertising machine. And as it installs officials in key positions to shape rules 

and regulations that might impact their business, they continue to stay ‘on message’, issuing 

statements that speak of freedom and democratization of information, doing no evil, providing 

‘helpful’ tools, all with a single-minded pursuit to organize the world’s information, regardless 

of the potential suicidal line of flight it may be.  

 With the increasing amount of ‘access’ to information, the potential implications of 

making government agendas available that should remain secret for reasons of national security, 

the lives of officials and citizens are put in jeopardy as a result of the zeal in which organizations 

like ‘wiki-leaks’ produce and Google hosts confidential information, making these implications 

seem like ‘collateral damage’ in the goal of freedom of information. Thus, Google increasingly 

seems disingenuous as they appear amazed that some see their ‘helpful’ tools threatening enough 

to consider an antitrust case against a business that has given so much at no cost, simply to make 

the world’s information accessible. 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1 Much of the information regarding Google is the result of empirical research covered in greater detail in the first 
section of the dissertation.  
2 "I think that the Google decision from the last few days is very, very problematic," Deputy Israeli Foreign Minister 
Zeev Elkin, told Israel's Army Radio. "When a company like Google comes along and supports this line, it actually 
pushes peace further away, pushes away negotiations, and creates among the Palestinian leadership the illusion that 
in this manner they can achieve the result." (Franceschi-Bicchierai 2013) 
3 Various accounts of what governance looks like in relation to Google, with the most focused look by 
Vaidhynathan. Cf. Zook and Graham 2007; Vaidhynathan 2011; Lesczynski 2012; Hillis et al. 2013  
4 Nunavut, Canada. Google has provided them with the technology, and a non-profit organization has willingly 
organized a mapping of the territory. (Google 2013, Kalluk 2013) 
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5 As discussed previously, the open source advocated for an open intellectual exchange. Raymond explicitly 
celebrates this as a dominant model that corporations will have to adopt/ cannot compete with economically.  
6 Electronic Frontier Federation is an active non-profit that engages privacy issues on many levels, including 
education, advocacy and litigation. There is no shortage of privacy concerns or critics, as outlined in previous 
chapter. 
7 Both Marissa Mayer and Eric Schmidt consistently remain on messages in all interviews that address privacy, and 
emphasize transparency, choice and control as three pillars of their actions. (CNBC 2012) 
8 While many have commented that Harvey’s neoliberalism is primarily focused on class conflict, the question that 
he raises about individual support moves well beyond class conflict and remains a critical question, in light of the 
perceived ill effects of the neoliberal agenda. 
9 And considering Wendy Brown, in Neo-liberalism and the End of Liberal Democracy, explores tensions between 
neo-liberalism and its evisceration of nearly everything with a constant eye of fascism, she states that this form in 
not like the historical fascism or totalitarian that we know, and the terms are too loaded (456). But I would argue that 
her insistence on rationality as the basis of her argument in fact obscure desire and subjects invest it in the social 
field, regardless of some of the calculative tendencies that she proffers.   
10 Linz’s diagram showing the scatter-shot dispersal of political systems to illustrate the eliding that can happen 
between two regimes perceived as distinct. (175) 
11 Thatcher’s explicit position ‘there is no such thing as society, only individual men and women’ is particularly 
relevant here (Harvey 23) 
12 Paul Sondrol, whom borrows much from Linz, produced a table in relation to the extended account of the various 
aspects of both regimes, which serves to highlight the arc of the summary (Sondrol 1991, 600). 
13 cf., conversation between Foucault and Deleuze, in which Deleuze asserts the need to understand how desire 
operates, rather than simply understanding the dominant rationality. (Foucault 1977, 205-17,esp 214-15) For the 
unconscious and illegitimate investment of desire, cf Anti-Oedipus, 275-296, esp. 283-5. 
14 In particular, much of the literature heralds the strength of a strong leader to control the individual production, and 
the danger of ‘forking’ the code has the potential to for coder ‘suicide’, resulting in ostracization from the 
community. In particular, both Raymond and Lerner express this quite explicitly. 
15 Marissa Mayer gives a compelling statement on her reasons for choosing to take a pay cut to work with Google, 
lists their enthusiasm for changing the world through search as being a defining element of the decision. (CNBC 
2012)  
16 Perhaps, most comically exemplified in ‘The Internship’ in which Google, Inc. plays itself and hosts a summer 
intern camp that creates desperate rivalry, in which the potential ‘googlers’ all vie for coveted, life-changing 
positions. (Levy 2013) 
17 For a concise explanation of the movement, see Holland (2008, 74-97). 
18 This is especially clear in the plateau “1933: Micropolitics and Segmentarity” (208-31). 
19 I draw particularly from the plateaus “1874: Three Novellas, or ‘What Happened’” and “1933: Micropolitics and 
Segmentarity” for both of these articulations. 
20 This has resulted in antitrust filings by competitors, accusing them of making the online advertising business a 
hostile one for competitors. Recently, the US government has declined to file a lawsuit, while the EU lawsuit is still 
pending decision (Rustin, 2013). 
21 This is particularly evident in Canada’s contribution of their material knowledge of one of the provinces in 
exchange for a license to use Google Earth. The license was only for a year, and now the government must pay to 
access the information they provided to Google. 
22 And from personal experience, since the partnership with Zagat, the map results are thus further skewed, with a 
privileging of Zagat rated establishments. This highlighting manipulates the distribution of the sensible, where a 
correlation is drawn between the rated and unrated, the unrated are the remainder, and it takes concerted effort to 
seek out the ‘part that have no part’ of the system. 
23 Holland’s primary focus is on the Bush regime and how its neoconservative agenda and fundamentalism nearly 
derailed the historically more tolerant, populist country. (2008) 
24 This is most explicitly articulated by Siva Vaidhyanathan (2011) in which he makes the case for the need to 
develop a thoughtful and careful plan for indexing this information, notably their book scan project, and likens it to 
the Human Genome project, in which scholars from around the world worked to produce a map of the human 
genome for the public domain, in an effort to prevent the privatization and monetization of a fundamental good. 
25 Brown (2003) explicitly highlights the burden of the rational, calculating subject, and as previously argued, it is 
the failure to recognize actions that are not rooted in rational thinking that are the most powerful. 
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Figures 
 

 
Figure 1: Google Map (April, 2013) 
 
 

 
Figure 2: Open Street Map (April, 2013) 
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