Vote neg to refuse neoliberal policy and bureaucracy management. Instead, vote neg to command a ‘politics to resist’ – class antagonisms is the best metric to understand the dialectical nature of capitalism and its impacts.
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Thus, there is a second definition of politics and that is “politics as defined as a division between populations with differing views as to its objective,”39 because within every society to date there are populations who cannot agree on the meaning of a good society—a political community, a polis—and this tension of disagreement is what we mean by politics. This division and differentiation demand that we take a side on the meaning of the political, and that this taking a side is the essence of politics. This is why Lenin’s conception of politics—and placing politics in command—means that “the aim of all political action must be to transform the organization of society in its entirety.”40 That is, politics means the commitment to a class position and practice, since society is divided by classes. There is always an a priori decision of what class position one adopts and this decision is the essence of politics.
For Badiou, politics is one of the conditions of philosophy. That is, it is a theoretical terrain that generates its own “truth-procedure”41 due to the history of social struggle. A given politics, then, “is a singularity in situation, dependent on an event affecting the collective, of which, in sequential fashion, it presents the truth.”42 Take, for example, the event of the Russian Revolution: the singularity of the Bolsheviks’ ideological line emerged in the situation of all the chaos leading up to the event of 1917, and that event presented a truth—more accurately, truths—that demanded militant fidelity: the partisan vanguard, the revolutionary state. These truths were dependent on previous truth claims (for instance, the claim that class struggle is the momentum of history), and they also remained dynamic and open to the historical development of future politics. At the same time, they did not go, and still do not go, unchallenged. There are emancipatory politics and there are counter-emancipatory politics. Politics is class struggle, the “division between populations who cannot agree on the meaning of a good society.”
Hence, “[t]he ‘real’ [of politics] is that of subjective prescription.”43 That is, every claim about political reality is founded on presumptions regarding this reality and generating prescriptions either to preserve or transcend this reality. These are subjective prescriptions because they are based on fidelities regarding the meaning of society, justice, etc. Those enamoured with bourgeois ideology will look at society as it is and prescribe ways in which to preserve it or make it function better within capitalist reality, the bourgeois subject. Those opposed to the bourgeois order will prescribe a different subject position, associating the bourgeois “real as obstacle.”44 Politics names the stakes of class struggle; politics is the differential perspectives on both what society is and what it might be according to various subject positions. Those who ground themselves in a proletarian perspective will have a different perspective than those who ground themselves in a bourgeois politics. Whereas the latter wish to preserve some form of the state of affairs, the former’s conception of politics “is not the plurality of opinions. It is the prescription of a possibility in rupture with what exists.”45 To simplify, politics means class struggle.
To put politics in command as a bourgeois subject means to establish a consistency with the bourgeois order. To put politics in command as proletarian subject means associating the bourgeois “real as obstacle.”46 Politics, i.e, class struggle, pre-exists all instantiations of the political, and the commitment to this class struggle. This is what Moten and Harney call the “commitment to war” which is the recognition of the “general antagonism” of societies divided by exploitation and oppression—by classes.47 Politics thus means the general antagonism of class struggle and not some banal notion of “the plurality of opinions,”48 that liberal political philosophy defines as the essence of the political which is, if we grasp this undercurrent of politics, what I have called a “political decision.”49 That is, every decision about what the political is or what should be is conditioned by a commitment to a real politics—a real position regarding the meaning of society, community, the social world in which we live or ought to live—which is simultaneously a commitment to some understanding of class antagonism. That is, in class society, politics begins with the recognition of antagonism.
Indeed, in The Concept of the Political, Carl Schmitt notes that politics rests on a “friend-enemy” distinction. That is, “the inherently objective nature and autonomy of the political becomes evident by virtue of its being able to treat, distinguish, and comprehend the friend-enemy antithesis independently of other antitheses.”50 A given politics, a given political line, is thus generated through an understanding of antagonism. One can discover, for example, the politics (ideological commitments, sense of community, societal aspirations) of a given group or polity by who and what they choose to align with, and who and what they choose to oppose or vilify. The politics of imperialist nation-states such as the US and Canada can be uncovered in, say, their decision to back violent fascist coups, to publicly proclaim that they support Israel when it shells Gaza, or who they choose to help and who they choose to condemn in a global pandemic. I quote Schmitt, here, mainly because his definition of the political became popular amongst critical theorists in the past two decades as a response to the liberal conception of the political, the latter being a form of public sphere reconciliation that denied the general antagonism. The problem, of course, is that Schmitt was a reactionary and so the distinction he draws between “friends” and “enemies,” and thus the substance of his own political line, is abhorrent. This problem, however, reveals that fascists understand absolutely what is at stake in class struggle and that fascism, the state of emergency form of capitalism, absolutely puts its abhorrent politics in command by drawing friend-enemy distinctions designed to enshrine a reactionary state of affairs. 
But it is not as if Schmitt is the only thinker who recognized this general antagonism; we are not forced to refer to his conception of politics while subtracting the substance of his political line. As aforementioned, Lenin already noted the general antagonism upon which the concept of politics is built—a conception he gleaned from Marx and Engels, as did some of his contemporaries, such as Rosa Luxemburg and Karl Liebknecht. More importantly, Mao makes the same friend-enemy distinction, around six years before Schmitt wrote The Concept of the Political, in Analysis of the Classes in Chinese Society:
Who are our enemies? Who are our friends? This is a question of the first importance for the revolution. The basic reason why all previous revolutionary struggles in China achieved so little was their failure to unite with real friends in order to attack real enemies.51
The fact that revolutionaries and reactionaries agree that politics concerns a friend-enemy distinction is not evidence of some “horse-shoe” theory52 of ideological unity, as liberals might complain, but that both understand the importance of being militantly committed to a political line in order to seize power. The substantial difference, of course, is that the meaning of the political lines is diametrically opposed, along with the class power they seek to affect. Both perspectives speak to a coherent understanding of politics as a formal concept, and of putting this concept in command of practice, but possess a completely different conceptual content.
Such a general definition of politics, however, means that politics is in operation even if and when it is not grasped as politics and consciously put in command. Liberal capitalism appeals to the social contract, reconciliation, and civil society, and yet consistently enforces the general antagonism. Hence, economism also possesses its own politics. Those who fall into its practice might often claim the politics of socialism or communism, but they do not put this politics in command. Rather, they push this politics into the realm of spontaneity—something that will come about when the working class has by itself developed a revolutionary consciousness through waging economic struggle (strikes, factory takeovers, better working conditions, etc.). Once again, this subjective instance of economism is related to its objective instance: if the forces of production will generate by themselves a socialist society then one does not have to worry too much about consciously pursuing politics as general antagonism.
What this means, however, is that a bourgeois conception of politics is valorized since struggles confined by the boundaries of the bourgeois economic order normalize these boundaries in the hope of emancipatory politics erupting in the future. Since economism has become a non-position—again, a default practice that is not always consciously conceptualized—this hope is ambiguous. Sometimes this hope is tempered with the belief that the working class will consciously pursue these emancipatory politics, spontaneously generating its own structures. Sometimes this hope is given even a “Leninist” costuming by translating Lenin’s conception of consciousness into economistic terms: the everyday economic struggles of the working class will naturally transform tradeunion consciousness into revolutionary consciousness—without politics intervening from the outside—and trade unions and other working-class associations will spontaneously transform into a partisan formation. But, whatever the case, there is a refusal to pursue the politics of the general antagonism beyond the economic antagonism of the workplace in the present. Here we can recall Benjamin’s criticism of Germany’s Social Democratic Party on the event of fascism:
Social Democracy thought fit to assign to the working class the role of the redeemer of future generations, in this way cutting the sinews of its greatest strength. This training made the working class forget both its hatred and its spirit of sacrifice, for both are nourished by the image of enslaved ancestors rather than that of liberated grandchildren.53
For Benjamin, the SPD’s economistic practice, and the promise that such practice would naturally lead to a future communist redemption, permitted the politics of fascism to spread. By not drawing a firm line between friends and enemies, and thus not consciously putting politics in command, it ended up being commanded by another politics—the politics that fascists were consciously pursuing. Since the days of the SPD, however, economism has become, as aforementioned, a non-position. Although self-proclaimed social democrats and left liberals involved in the labour movement might pursue economistic practices, they do so because they believe that the system can be reformed, and not because they are hoping that struggle solely at the level of productive forces will lead to socialist redemption. Those anti-capitalists who fall into the practice of economism also do not believe that such practices will reform capitalism, nor do they necessarily hold that economic struggle will spontaneously lead to political struggle—at least not theoretically—and yet the practice is still normative. Moreover, without understanding how to put politics in command, that is, to build a practice around the apprehension of the general antagonism, even those who proclaim some form of Leninism can adapt to this default practice of economism.
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