We have reached endless production: semiocapitalism recycles and resells us as subjects that commodifies all cultural meaning mediating moral pursuits and all genre.  The production of production suffocates the world in inevitable ecological and humanitarian crises.  The machine subsumes all knowledge and rationality engraining cultural consumption into the psyche that holds us hostage to the system while annihilating any alternative.
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Several seminal works attempt to link cultural production to the future of capitalism in a way that seems to arrive at an incessant cyclicality of repetitious desiring – endless signs of production (Baudrillard, 2007; Deleuze & Guattari, 2013; Guattari, 2014). These dystopian views are also often coupled with greater processes of increasing stratification of wealth and ecological and humanitarian crises in a world suffocating under the pressure of increasingly frantic processes of commodification. For Guattari, these tendencies and their cultural production bring about capitalist refrain, in which semiocapitalism, in its evermore penetrating experimentations of commodification, perpetually seeks to homogenise the possibility of affective experience to its lowest common denominator (let us all watch sitcoms that even laugh in our place, that are equally (not) funny to everyone, let us all experience an authentic holiday that is carefully commodified and regimented to produce an expected experience). Here the desiring production of subjectivation increasingly coincides with the machinic repetition of the orders of capitalism itself – a digitally mediated spectacle of ‘enforced happiness and enjoyment’ (Baudrillard, 1998, 546 J. HIETANEN AND M. ANDÉHN p. 80). It would seem we have a keen desiring tendency to connect and go along with all this, as it is increasingly argued that conventional leftist criticisms seem to forget that in all this injustice and alienating tendencies there is a subversive libidinal enjoyment lurking (Deleuzre & Guattari, 2013; Fisher, 2014b; Lyotard, 2004; TomšIč, 2015). These desiring investments are now encapsulated in subjectivation that increasingly has come to produce the desire of capital itself. This radical claim argues that there is an abundance of potential desire in the affective tendencies of capitalism itself, and even its injustices and repressive orders can be unconsciously ‘enjoyed’ as subjectivity is seduced in a mad dash of consumption and social competition (Baudrillard, 2007; Deleuze & Guattari, 2009; Lyotard, 2004) where there is ‘an anxious anticipation, not that there may not be enough, but that there is too much, and too much for everyone’ (Baudrillard, 1988, p. 30). Following Deleuze and Guattari (2013), desiring is relentless and always in tension, attaching itself to more desiring potential and desiring its own annihilation for ‘desire desires death too’ (p. 19). This desiring readily attaches itself to pain (see Scott, Cayla, & Cova, 2017), but also cruelty, submissiveness, drug addiction and the like in the pursuit ‘negating the ego itself’ in the intense potential of pleasure in apathy (also Deleuze, 1989b, p. 29). In semiocapitalism, this kind of psychoanalytic enjoyment takes the form of something akin to the masochistic pleasure of a commodified Stockholm syndrome, where one sides with the hostage-taker in every act of consumption that the incessant desiring of the machinic unconsciousness prompts. It has been successfully incorporated by consumer subjectivities to the point where no conceivable alternative to Western consumerism can be readily imagined (Genosko, 2012; Schiermer, 2011; Stavrakakis, 2007), but that does not mean that consumption is not enjoyed even when its alienating and unjust ramifications are increasingly understood by consumers themselves (Lyotard, 2004; Žižek, 2002). Indeed, even the engagement with attempts to commodify the resistance to the system itself, as in the case of ‘ethical’ brands, can be observed to be readily enjoyable as a form of mischievous make-believe (Walz, Hingston, & Andéhn, 2014; also Bradshaw & Zwick, 2016). As Deleuze and Guattari (2013) note, capitalism is a process of desire and proliferation, or ‘production for production’s sake […] The capitalist machine does not run the risk of becoming mad, it is mad from one end to the other and from the beginning, and this is the source of its rationality’ (p. 423). These logics are embodied in subjectivities of consumption whose machinic unconsciousness produces desiring engulfed in relentlessly producing signs of consumption, personal branding and individualistic achievement (see Scott et al., 2017). To interject and ask ‘how does videography, including my own works, play into, or oppose this greater tendency?’ may help facilitate more critical, and in our opinion more subversive, works to emerge within our field. Going back to the example of a pop-music, consider what one may observe through a semiotic analysis of a video in the hip-hop genre (for an illustrative example, see ‘THat Part’ 2 ). One may identify a veritable smorgasbord of semiotic categories commonly seen as cultural symptoms of (take your pick): the almost indefinite glorification of masculine hubris, brazen demonstrations of purchasing power, femininity relegated to something akin to machines of male pleasure (but only if they look sexually arousing to the male gaze) that is one, of only a few, in a set array of positions of qualified independence available. All these interpretations common to semiotic analysis would constitute critiques on the level of the semiotic symbols in the video alone. In a manner of speaking, they would stay largely ‘within’ the video itself. What thinking about a-signifying semiotics can potentially add to this is a way to diagnose why such portrayals of lifestyles are appealing as a semiotic whole – even in the face of their obvious superficiality – and what kinds of subjectivations that engaging with this medium produces. The repetitive cyclicality and affective emptiness of these videos lie in stark distinction to some of the intensities of its predecessor scenes. This emancipatory potential now seems eerily absent. The pop music video seems not only to have lost its longing for new imaginations, but has also moved to a point where even its attempts to ironise itself have lost all possibilities of signification beyond its own machinic emergence as a commodity. Even when a hip-hop artist (such as in the example above) makes an ironic spectacle of the music industry, the irony no longer points to any alternatives, but is subsumed by its own cyclical circulation of pop music production with the appropriate video aesthetics. In its formulaic, constantly inwardbackwards referencing to its ironic distance it relentlessly approaches the capitalist refrain. That is a point at which the constant quest for difference becomes predicable and loses its ability to affectively evoke new ways of thinking; the mindless staring into the TV-screen as another iteration of the sitcom formulae is displayed provides a striking example of what millions experience every day. Approaching the capitalist refrain, we encounter a situation in which one can no longer even imagine, or meaningfully discuss alternative or new ways of thinking, as its irony has been inverted to retrospective banality that no longer even recognises the possibility of meaningful engagement. Instead, the possibilities of desiring production (on platforms such as YouTube) is mostly to participate in flows of largely unconnected ‘comments’ or to click on the next suggested video of similar type according to algorithmic statistics that now machinically channel ‘taste’ (also Zwick & Dholakia, 2004). This is your subjectivity now. Click on the next video. Repeat. These affective tendencies are interwoven in technologies that guide possible interaction with the medium. In a Guattarian sense, the subject was ‘never there’, but the desire for producing a subject was always productive, now having formed allencompassing connections to a desiring productive logic in a capitalist sense. This leaves us with a simulacrum of cultural meaning in the form of audiovisual music expression, a retrospective longing in consuming diversities of sameness. ‘Machinic enslavement and a-signifying semiotics work together’ (Bueno, 2017; Genosko, 2009, p. 123) in this simulation of video-mediated musical experience as repetition of the same set of possibilities, and thus only interpreting its semiotic content cannot reveal it as a cultural tendency that produces movement for subjectivities constitutive of capitalist unconscious desire. Endless and relentless production of production. No intensities, nofuture, the end of genres. To what end do we identify these tendencies as informing consumer research videographies? Let us start by asking: how and for what purposes are we producing spectacles of consumption in the form of video? We might start by imagining videographic inquiry based on a critical engagement with the capitalist refrain we have described above. We hope that videography can, in a way that necessitates new ways of thinking about the medium, critically engage with the a-signifying semiotics of its 548 J. HIETANEN AND M. ANDÉHN production, dissemination and viewing of its own constitutive spectacles. Next, we will provide a contrast between what we perceive as a tendency towards a lowest common denominator of videographic inquiry itself, and a proposed, albeit tentative, alternative that we feel could open up possibilities for new ‘images of thought’ on video. 
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