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I

Anyonecanputanendtotossingaboutin
theslaveryofwhattheydon’tknow—and
refusingthesopofemptywords,cometo
daggerswithlife.

C.Michelstaedter.

Lifeisnomorethanacontinualsearchforsomethingtoclingto.Onegetsup
inthemorningtofindoneselfinbedamerematterofhourslater,asadcommuter
betweenlackofdesireandfatigue.Timepasses,spurringuslessandless.Social
obligationsnolongerseemtobreakourbacksaswehavegotusedtospreadingthe
weight.Weobeywithouteventakingthetroubletosayyes.Deathisexpiatedby
living,wrotethepoetfromanothertrench.

Wecanlivewithoutpassionordreams—thatisthegreatlibertythissociety
offersus.Wecantalkendlessly,particularlyofthingsweknownothingabout.
Wecanexpressanyopinionwelike,eventhemostdaring,anddisappearbehind
themurmuring.Wecanvoteforthecandidateweprefer,demandingtherightto
complaininexchange.Wecanchangechannelsatanytimeshouldweseemto
begettingdogmatic.Wecanenjoyourselvesatspecificmoments,traversingsadly
identicalenvironmentsatincreasingspeed.Wecanappeartobeyounghotheads
beforereceivingicybucketfulsofcommonsense.Wecangetwedasoftenaswe
like,sosacredismarriage.Wecanemployourselvesusefullyand,ifwecan’twrite,
becomejournalists.Wecandopoliticsinathousandways,eventalkingabout
exoticguerrillas.Incareersasinlove,ifwedon’tquitemakeittogivingorderswe
canalwaysexcelinobeying.Obediencecanevenmakemartyrsofusandinspite
ofappearances,thissocietyneedsheroes.

Ourstupiditycertainlywon’tseemanyworsethananyoneelse’s.Itdoesn’t
matterifwecan’tmakeupourminds,wecanletothersdecideforus.Then,wewill
takeastand,astheysayinthejargonofpoliticsandthespectacle.Thereisnever
anylackofjustification,especiallyintheworldofthosewhoaren’tfussy.

Inthisgreatfairgroundofrolesweallhaveoneloyalally:money.Democratic
parexcellence,itrespectsnooneinparticular.Initspresencenocommodityor
servicecanbedeniedus.Ithasthewholeofsocietybehindit,nomatterwhoit
belongsto.Ofcoursethisallynevergivesenoughofitselfand,moreover,does
notgiveitselftoall.Butthehierarchyofmoneyisaspecialone,unitingwhatthe
conditionsoflifesetagainsteachother.Whenyouhaveit,youarealwaysright.
Whenyoudon’t,youhaveplentyofextenuatingcircumstances.

Withabitofpracticewecouldgetthroughawholedaywithoutonesingleidea.
Dailyroutinethinksinplaceofus.Fromworkto‘freetime’,everythingcomes
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about within the continuity of survival. We always have something to cling to. The
most stupefying characteristic of today’s society is the ability for ‘comfort’ to exist a
hair’s breadth from catastrophe. The economy and the technological administration
of the existent are advancing with irresponsible recklessness. One slips from enter-
tainment to large-scale massacre with the disciplined insensitivity of programmed
gestures. Death’s buying and selling extends over the whole of time and space. Risk
and brave effort no longer exist; there remains only security or disaster, routine or
catastrophe. Saved or submerged. Alive, never.

With a bit of practice we could walk from home to school, the office to the
supermarket or the bank to the disco, eyes closed. Now we can understand the
adage of that old Greek sage: ‘The dormant also maintain the world order’.

The time has come to break away from this we, a reflex of the only community
that now exists, that of authority and commodities.

One part of this society has every interest in its continuing to rule, the other in
everything collapsing as soon as possible. Deciding which side one is on is the first
step. But resignation, the basis of the agreement between the sides (improvers of
the existent and its false critics) is everywhere, even in our own lives—the authentic
place of the social war—in our desires and resoluteness as well as in our little daily
submissions.

It is necessary to come to daggers with all that, to finally come to daggers with
life.

II

It is by doing things that need to be learned
in order to be done, that you learn them.

Aristotle

The secret is to really begin.
The present social organisation is not just delaying, it is also preventing and

corrupting any practice of freedom. The only way to learn what freedom is, is to
experiment it, and to do so you must have the necessary time and space.

The fundamental premise for free action is dialogue. Now, any authentic dis-
course requires two conditions: a real interest in the questions brought up to be
discussed (the problem of content) and the free search for possible answers (the
problem of method). These two conditions should occur at the same time, given
that the content determines the method, and vice versa. One can only talk of free-
dom in freedom. What is the point of asking questions if we are not free to answer?
What is the point of answering if the questions are always false? Dialogue only
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IX

Don’t ask for the formula for opening up
worlds to you in some syllable like a bent dry
branch. Today, we can only tell you what we
are not, what we don’t want.

E. Montale

Life cannot simply be something to cling to. This thought skims through every-
one at least once. We have a possibility that makes us freer than the gods: we can
quit. This is an idea to be savoured to the end. Nothing and no one is obliging us to
live. Not even death. For that reason our life is a tabula rasa, a slate on which noth-
ing has beenwritten, so contains all the words possible. With such freedom, we can-
not live as slaves. Slavery is for those who are condemned to live, those constrained
to eternity, not for us. For us there is the unknown—the unknown of spheres to be
ventured into, unexplored thoughts, guarantees that explode, strangers to whom
to offer a gift of life. The unknown of a world where one might finally be able to
give away one’s excess self love. Risk too. The risk of brutality and fear. The risk
of finally staring mal de vivre in the face. All this is encountered by anyone who
decides to put an end to the job of existing.

Our contemporaries seem to live by jobbing, desperately juggling with a thou-
sand obligations including the saddest of all of them—enjoying themselves. They
cover up the incapacity to determine their own lives with detailed frenetic activ-
ity, the speed that accompanies increasingly passive ways of behaving. They are
unaware of the lightness of the negative.

We can choose not to live. That is the most beautiful reason for opening oneself
up to life with joy. ‘There is always time to put an end to things; one might as well
rebel and play’—is how the materialism of joy talks.

We can choose not to act, and that is the most beautiful reason for acting. We
bear within ourselves the potency of all the acts we are capable of, and no boss will
ever be able to deprive us of the possibility of saying no. What we are and what
we want begins with a no. From it is born the only reason for getting up in the
morning. From it is born the only reason for going armed to the assault of an order
that is suffocating us.

On the one hand there is the existent, with its habits and certainties. And of
certainty, that social poison, one can die.

On the other hand there is insurrection, the unknown bursting into the life of
all. The possible beginning of an exaggerated practice of freedom.
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restoftheexploited,makingthemvisibletopowerandputtingtheminacondition
thatlendsitselftorepresentation.Inthiswaythearmedattackisnolongerjustone
ofthemanyinstrumentsofone’sliberation,butischargedwithasymbolicvalue
andtendstoappropriateanonymousrebelliontoitsownends.Theinformalorgan-
isationasafactlinkedtothetemporaryaspectofstrugglesbecomesapermanent
andformaliseddecision-makingstructure.Inthiswaywhatwasanoccasionfor
meetinginone’sprojectsbecomesaveritableprojectinitself.Theorganisationbe-
ginstodesiretoreproduceitself,exactlylikethequantitativereformiststructures
do.Inevitablythesadtrousseauofcommuniquesanddocumentsappear,where
oneraisesone’svoiceandfindsoneselfchasinganidentitythatexistsonlybecause
ithasbeendeclared.Actionsofattackthatarequitesimilartoothersimplyanony-
mousonescometorepresentwhoknowswhatqualitativeleapinrevolutionary
practice.Theschemaofpoliticsreappearsasonestartsflyinginastraightline.

Ofcourse,theneedtoorganiseissomethingthatcanalwaysaccompanysub-
versives’practicebeyondthetemporaryrequirementsofastruggle.Butinorder
toorganiseoneselfthereisaneedforliving,concreteagreements,notanimagein
searchofspotlights.

Thesecretofthesubversivegameisthecapacitytosmashdeformingmirrors
andfindoneselffacetofacewithone’sownnakedness.Organisationisthewhole
oftheprojectsthatmakethisgamecomealive.Alltherestispoliticalprosthesis
andnothingelse.

Insurrectionisfarmorethan‘armedstruggle’,becauseduringitthegeneralised
clashisatonewiththeupsettingofthesocialorder.Theoldworldisupturnedtothe
extenttowhichtheinsurgentexploitedareallarmed.Onlythenarearmsnotthe
separateexpressionofsomevanguard,themonopolyofthebossesandbureaucrats
ofthefuture,buttheconcreteconditionoftherevolutionaryfeast:thecollective
possibilityofwideninganddefendingthetransformationofsocialrelations.Sub-
versivepracticeisevenless‘armedstruggle’intheabsenceoftheinsurrectional
rupture,unlessonewantstorestricttheimmensityofone’spassionstonomore
thanafewinstruments.Itisaquestionofcontentingoneselfwithpreestablished
roles,orseekingcoherencyinthemostremotepoint,life.

Then,inthespreadingrevoltwewillreallybeabletoperceiveamarvellous
conspiracyofegosaimedatcreatingasocietywithoutbossesordormant.Asociety
offreeanduniqueindividuals.
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existswhenindividualscantalktoeachotherwithoutmediation,i.e.whenthey
relatereciprocally.Ifthediscourseisone-way,nocommunicationispossible.If
someonehasthepowertoimposethequestions,thecontentofthelatterwillbe
directlyfunctionaltothis(andtheanswerswillcontainsubjection).Subjectscan
onlybeaskedquestionswhoseanswersconfirmtheirroleassuch,andfromwhich
thebosseswilldrawthequestionsofthefuture.Theslaveryliesincontinuingto
reply.

Inthissensemarketresearchisidenticaltotheelections.Thesovereigntyofthe
electorcorrespondstothesovereigntyoftheconsumer,andviceversa.TVpassivity
iscalledaudience;thelegitimationofthepoweroftheStateiscalledsovereignpeople.
Ineithercaseindividualsaresimplyhostagesinamechanismthatgivesthemthe
righttospeakafterhavingdeprivedthemofthefacultyofdoingso.Whatisthe
pointofdialogueifallyoucandoiselectoneortheother?Whatiscommunication
ifallyouronlychoiceisbetweenidenticalgoodsandTVprogrammes?Thecontent
ofthequestionsismeaninglessbecausethemethodisfalse.

‘Nothingresemblesarepresentativeofthebourgeoisiemorethanarepresenta-
tiveoftheproletariat,’Sorelwrotein1907.Whatmadethemidenticalwasthefact
thattheywere,precisely,representatives.Tosaythesameofarightorleftwingcan-
didatetodaywouldbebanal.Butpoliticiansdonotneedtobeoriginal(advertising
takescareofthat),itissufficientforthemtoknowhowtoadministerthatbanality.
Theironyisthatthemediaaredefinedameansofcommunicationandthevoting
spreeiscalledelections(whichinthetruesenseofthewordmeansfree,conscious
decision).

Thepointisthatpowerdoesnotallowforanyotherkindofmanagement.Even
ifthevoterswantedit(whichwouldalreadytakeusintofull‘utopia’,toimitate
thelanguageoftherealists),nothingimportantcouldbeaskedofthemfromthe
momentthattheonlyfreeact—theonlyauthenticelection—theycouldaccomplish
wouldbenottovote.Anyonewhovoteswantsinconsequentialquestions,asau-
thenticquestionsdenypassivityanddelegation.Wewillexplainbetter.

Imaginethattheabolitionofcapitalismweretoberequestedthroughrefer-
endum(puttingasidethefactthatsuchaquestionisimpossibleinthecontextof
existingsocialrelations).Mostoftheelectoratewouldvoteinfavourofcapitalism
simplybecause,astheytranquillyleavehome,theofficeorthesupermarket,they
cannotimagineaworldotherthanonewithcommoditiesandmoney.Butevenif
theyweretovoteagainstitnothingwouldchangeas,tobeauthentic,suchaques-
tionwouldexcludetheexistenceofvoters.Awholesocietycannotbechangedby
decree.

Thesamecouldbesaidforlessradicalquestions.Taketheexampleofthehous-
ingestate.Whatwouldhappeniftheinhabitantswereable(onceagain,wewould
bein‘utopia’)toexpressthemselvesconcerningtheorganisationoftheirownlives
(housing,streets,squares,etc.)?Letussayrightawaythatsuchdemandswould
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inevitably be limited from the start, because housing estates are a consequence of
the displacement and concentration of the population according to the needs of the
economy and social control. Nevertheless, we could try to imagine some form of
social organisation other than such ghettos. One could safely say that most of the
population would have the same ideas as the police on the subject. Otherwise (that
is, if even limited practice of dialogue were to give rise to the desire for a new en-
vironment), this would mean the explosion of the ghetto. How, under the present
social order, do you reconcile the inhabitants’ desire to breathe with the interests
of the bosses of the motor industry? Free circulation of individuals with the fears
of the luxury boutique owners? Children’s play areas with the cement of the car
parks, banks and shopping centres? The empty houses left in the hands of the spec-
ulators? The blocks of flats that look like army barracks, that look like schools, that
look like hospitals, that look like asylums? To move one wall in this labyrinth of
horrors would mean putting the whole scheme in question. The further we move
away from a police-like view of the environment, the closer we get to clashing with
the police.

How can you think freely in the shadow of a church? wrote an anonymous hand
on the sacred wall of the Sorbonne during May ’68. This impeccable question has
wider implications. Anything that has been designed for economic or religious
purposes cannot fail to impose anything but economic or religious desires. A dese-
crated church continues to be the house of God. Commodities continue their chatter
in an abandoned shopping centre. The parade ground of a disused barracks still con-
tains the marching of the soldiers. That is what he who said that the destruction of
the Bastille was an act of applied social psychology meant. The Bastille could never
have been managed as anything other than a prison, because its walls would have
continued to tell the tale of incarcerated bodies and desires.

Subservience, obligation and boredom espouse consumerism in endless funereal
nuptials. Work reproduces the social environment which reproduces the resigna-
tion to work. One enjoys evenings in front of the TV because one has spent the day
in the office and the underground. Keeping quiet in the factory makes shouting in
the stadia a promise of happiness. Feelings of inadequacy at school vindicate the
insensate irresponsibility of a Saturday night at the disco. Only eyes emerging from
a McDonald’s are capable of lighting up when they see a Club Med billboard. Et
cetera.

You need to know how to experience freedom in order to be free. You need to
free yourself in order to experience freedom. Within the present social order, time
and space prevent experimentation of freedom because they suffocate the freedom
to experiment.
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his own resoluteness.
‘Armed struggle’ is a strategy that could be put at the service of any project.

The guerrilla is still used today by organisations whose programmes are substan-
tially social democratic; they simply support their demands with military practice.
Politics can also be done with arms. In any negotiation with power—that is, any
relationship that maintains the latter as interlocutor, be it even as adversary—the
negotiators must present themselves as a representative force. From this perspec-
tive, representing a social reality means reducing it to one’s own organisation. The
armed clash must not spread spontaneously but be linked to the various phases of
negotiation. The organisation will manage the results. Relations among members
of the organisation and between the latter and the rest of the world reflect what an
authoritarian programme is: they take hierarchy and obedience seriously.

The problem is not all that different for those aiming for the violent conquest
of political power. It is a question of propagandising one’s strength as a vanguard
capable of directing the revolutionary movement. ‘Armed struggle’ is presented as
the superior form of social struggle. Whoever is more militarily representative—
thanks to the spectacular success of the actions—constitutes the authentic armed
party. The staged trials and people’s tribunals that result are acts of those who
want to put themselves in place of the State.

For its part, the State has every interest in reducing the revolutionary threat to a
few combatant organisations in order to transform subversion into a clash between
two armies: the institutions on the one hand, the armed party on the other. What
power fears most is anonymous, generalised rebellion. The media image of the
‘terrorist’ works hand in hand with the police in the defence of social peace. No
matter whether the citizen applauds or is scared he is still a citizen, i.e., a spectator.

The reformist embellishment of the existent feeds armed mythology, producing
the false alternative between legal and clandestine politics. It suffices to note how
many left democrats are sincerelymoved by the figure of the guerrilla inMexico and
Latin America. Passivity requires advisors and specialists. When it is disappointed
by the traditional ones it lines up behind the new.

An armed organisation—with a programme and a monogram—specific to revo-
lutionaries, can certainly have libertarian characteristics, just as the social revolu-
tion desired by many anarchists is undoubtedly also an ‘armed struggle’. But is that
enough?

If we recognise the need to organise the armed deed during the insurrectional
clash, if we support the possibility of attacking the structures and men of power
from this minute on, and consider the horizontal linking of affinity groups in prac-
tices of revolt to be decisive, we are criticising the perspective of those who see
armed action as the transcendence of the limits of social struggles, attributing a
superior role to one form of struggle. Moreover, by the use of monograms and pro-
grammes we see the creation of an identity that separates revolutionaries from the
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rightaway.Forus,revoltneedsnootherjustification.
Ourlivesareescapingus,andanyclassdiscoursethatfailstostartfromthisis

simplyalie.Wedonotwanttodirectorsupportsocialmovements,butratherto
participateinthosethatalreadyexist,totheextenttowhichwerecognisecommon
needsinthem.Inanexcessiveperspectiveofliberationtherearenosuchthingsas
superiorformsofstruggle.Revoltneedseverything:papersandbooks,armsand
explosives,reflectionandswearing,poison,daggersandarson.Theonlyinteresting
questionishowtocombinethem.

VIII

Itiseasytohitabirdflyinginastraightline.

B.Gracian

Notonlydowedesiretochangeourlivesimmediately,itisthecriterionby
whichweareseekingouraccomplices.Thesamegoesforwhatonemightcalla
needforcoherency.Thewilltoliveone’sideasandcreatetheorystartingfromone’s
ownlifeisnotasearchfortheexemplaryorthehierarchical,paternalisticsideof
thesamecoin.Itistherefusalofallideology,includingthatofpleasure.Weset
ourselvesapartfromthosewhocontentthemselveswithareastheymanagetocarve
out—andsafeguard—forthemselvesinthissocietyevenbeforewebegintothink,by
theverywaywepalpateourexistence.Butwefeeljustasfarremovedfromthose
whowouldliketodesertdailynormalityandputtheirfaithinthemythologyof
clandestinityandcombatorganisations,lockingthemselvesupinothercages.No
role,nomatterhowmuchitputsoneatriskintermsofthelaw,cantaketheplace
oftherealchangingofrelations.Thereisnoshort-cut,noimmediateleapintothe
elsewhere.Therevolutionisnotawar.

Inthepasttheinauspiciousideologyofarmstransformedtheneedforcoher-
enceofthefewintothegregariousnessofthemany.Mayarmsfinallyturnthem-
selvesagainstideology!

Anindividualwithapassionforsocialupheavalanda‘personal’visionofthe
classclashwantstodosomethingimmediately.Ifheorsheanalysesthetransfor-
mationofcapitalandtheStateitisinordertoattackthem,certainlynotsoastobe
abletogotosleepwithclearerideas.Iftheyhavenotintrojectedtheprohibitions
anddistinctionsoftheprevailinglawandmorals,theydrawuptherulesoftheir
owngame,usingeveryinstrumentpossible.Contrarytothewriterorthesoldier
forwhomtheseareprofessionalaffairssohaveamercantileidentity,thepenand
therevolverareequallyarmsforthem.Thesubversiveremainssubversiveeven
withoutpenorgun,solongashepossessestheweaponthatcontainsalltheothers:
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III

Thetygersofwratharewiserthanthehorses
ofinstruction.

W.Blake

Onlybyupsettingtheimperativesoftimeandsocialspacewillitbepossible
toimaginenewrelationsandsurroundings.Theoldphilosophersaidonecanonly
desireonthebasisofwhatoneknows.Desirescanonlychangeifonechangesthe
lifethatproducesthem.Let’sbeclearaboutthis:rebellionagainsttheorganisation
oftimeandspacebypowerisamaterialandpsychologicalnecessity.

Bakuninsaidthatrevolutionsarethreequartersfantasyandaquarterreality.
Theimportantthingisrealisingwherethefantasythatleadstotheexplosionof
generalisedrebellionoriginates.Theunleashingofallevilpassions,astheRussian
revolutionarysaid,istheirresistibleforceoftransformation.Forallthatthismight
maketheresignedorthecoldanalystsofthehistoricalmovementsofcapitalsmile,
wecouldsay—ifwedidnotfindsuchjargonindigestible—thatsuchanideaofrevo-
lutionisextremelymodern.Passionsareevil,inthattheyareprisonerssuffocated
bythatgelidmonster,normality.Buttheyarealsoevilbecausethewilltoliverather
thanshrinkundertheweightofdutyandmasks,transformsitselfintoquitetheop-
posite.Whenrestrictedbydailyduties,lifedeniesitselftoreappearintheguiseof
aservant.Desperatelysearchingforspace,itmanifestsitselfasanoneiricpresence,
aphysicalcontraction,anervoustic,idiotic,gregariousviolence.Doesnotthemas-
sivespreadofpsychoticdrugs,oneofthelatestinterventionsofthewelfareState,
denouncetheunbearablenessofthepresentconditionsoflife?Poweradministers
captivityeverywhereinordertojustifyoneofitsownproducts:evil.Insurrection
takescareofbothofthem.

Iftheydonotwishtodeceivethemselvesandothers,thosestrugglingforthe
demolitionofthepresentsocialedificemustfacethefactthatsubversionisagame
ofwild,barbarousforces.SomeonereferredtothemasCossacks,someoneelse
hooligans;infacttheyareindividualswhoseangerhasnotbeenquelledbysocial
peace.

Buthowdoyoucreateanewcommunitystartingfromanger?Letusputastop
totheconjuringtricksofdialectics.Theexploitedarenotcarriersofanypositive
project,beiteventheclasslesssociety(whichalltoocloselyresemblestheproduc-
tivesetup).Capitalistheironlycommunity.Theycanonlyescapebydestroying
everythingthatmakesthemexploited:wages,commodities,rolesandhierarchies.
Capitalismhasnotcreatedtheconditionsofitsovercomingincommunism—thefa-
mousbourgeoisieforgingthearmsofitsownextinction—butofaworldofhorrors.

Theexploitedhavenothingtoself-managebuttheirownnegationassuch.That
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is the only way that their bosses, leaders and apologists in various guises will dis-
appear along with them. In this ‘immense task of urgent demolition’ we must find
joy, immediately.

For the Greeks the word ‘barbarian’ did not only refer to the stranger, but also to
the ‘stammerer’, he who did not speak the language of the polis correctly. Language
and territory are inseparable. The law fixes the borders enforced by the order of
Names. Every power structure has its barbarians, every democratic discourse its
stammerers. The society of commodities wants to banish their obstinate presence—
with expulsion and silence—as though they were nothing. It is on this nothing
that rebellion has founded its cause. No ideology of dialogue and participation will
ever be able to mask exclusion and internal colonies completely. When the daily
violence of the State and the economy causes the evil part to explode, there is no
point in being surprised if someone puts their feet on the table and refuses to accept
discussion. Only then will passions get rid of a world of death. The Barbarians are
just around the corner.

IV

We must abandon all models, and study our
possibilities.

E.A. Poe

The necessity of insurrection. Not in the sense of inevitability (an event that
must take place sooner or later), but in the sense of a concrete condition of possi-
bility. The necessity of the possible. Money is necessary in this society. Yet a life
without money is possible. To experience this possibility it is necessary to destroy
this society. Today one only experiences what is socially necessary.

Curiously, those who consider insurrection to be a tragic error (or an unrealistic
romantic dream) talk a lot about social action and areas of freedom for experimen-
tation. One only has to squeeze such arguments a little, however, for all the juice
to come out of them. As we said, in order to act freely it is necessary to be able to
talk to each other without mediation. And about what, how much, and where can
one engage in dialogue at the present time?

In order to discuss freely onemust snatch time and space from social obligations.
After all, dialogue is inseparable from struggle. It is inseparable materially (in order
to talk to each other it is necessary for us to take time and seize the necessary space)
and psychologically (individuals like talking about what they do because that is how
words transform reality).

We forget we are all living in a ghetto, even if we don’t pay rent and every day is
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volt, just like hierarchical and mercantile relations, is everywhere. On the contrary,
anyone who sees the revolution as a coup d’état has a militaristic view of the clash.
An organisation that sets itself up as vanguard of the exploited tends to conceal the
fact that domination is a social relation, not simply a general headquarters to be
conquered; otherwise how could it justify its role?

The most useful thing one can do with arms is to render them useless as quickly
as possible. But the problem of arms remains abstract until it is linked to the rela-
tionship between revolutionary and exploited, between organisation and real move-
ment.

Too often revolutionaries have claimed to be the exploited’s consciousness and
to represent their level of subversive maturity. The ‘social movement’ thus becomes
the justification for the party (which in the Leninist version becomes an elite of
professionals of the revolution). The vicious circle is that the more one separates
oneself from the exploited, the more one needs to represent an inexistent relation-
ship. Subversion is reduced to one’s own practices, and representation becomes
the organisation of an ideological racket—the bureaucratic version of capitalist ap-
propriation. The revolutionary movement then identifies with its ‘most advanced’
expression, which realises its concept. The Hegelian dialectic of totality offers a
perfect system for this construction.

But there is also a critique of separation and representation that justifies wait-
ing and accepts the role of the critic. With the pretext of not separating oneself
from the ‘social movement’, one ends up denouncing any practice of attack as a
‘flight forward’ or mere ‘armed propaganda’. Once again revolutionaries are called
to ‘unmask’ the real conditions of the exploited, this time by their very inaction.
No revolt is consequently possible other than in a visible social movement. So any-
one who acts must necessarily want to take the place of the proletariat. The only
patrimony to defend becomes ‘radical critique’, ‘revolutionary lucidity’. Life is mis-
erable, so one cannot do anything but theorise misery. Truth before anything else.
In this way the separation between subversive and exploited is not eliminated, only
displaced. We are no longer exploited alongside the exploited; our desires, rage and
weaknesses are no longer part of the class struggle. It’s not as if we can act when
we feel like it: we have a mission—even if it doesn’t call itself that—to accomplish.
There are those who sacrifice themselves to the proletariat through action and those
who do so through passivity.

This world is poisoning us and forcing us to carry out useless noxious activity;
it imposes the need for money on us and deprives us of impassioned relationships.
We are growing old among men and women without dreams, strangers in a reality
which leaves no room for outbursts of generosity. We are not partisans of abnega-
tion. It’s just that the best this society can offer us (a career, fame, a sudden win,
‘love’) simply doesn’t interest us. Giving orders disgusts us just as much as obedi-
ence. We are exploited like everyone else and want to put an end to exploitation
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establishedindefenceoftheoldworld.Theconspiracyofinsurgentsistheonly
instancewhen‘collectivity’isnotthedarknessthatgivesawaytheflightofthe
firefliestothepolice,ortheliethatmakes‘commongood’ofindividualill-being.
Itiswhatgivesdifferencesthestrengthofcomplicity.Capitalisaboveallacom-
munityofinformers,unionthatweakensindividuals,unitythatkeepsusdivided.
Socialconscienceisaninnervoicethatrepeats‘Othersaccept’.Inthiswaythe
realstrengthoftheexploitedactsagainstthem.Insurrectionistheprocessthat
unleashesthisstrength,andalongwithitautonomyandthepleasureofliving;itis
themomentwhenwethinkreciprocallythatthebestthingwecandoforothersis
tofreeourselves.Inthissenseitis‘acollectivemovementofindividualrealisation’.

Thenormalityofworkand‘timeof’,thefamilyandconsumerism,killsevery
evilpassionforfreedom.(Aswewritethesewordsweareforciblyseparatedfrom
ourownkind,andthisseparationrelievestheStatefromtheburdenofprohibiting
usfromwriting).Nochangeispossiblewithoutaviolentbreakwithhabit.But
revoltisalwaystheworkofaminority.Themassesareathand,readytobecome
instrumentsofpower(fortheslavewhorebels,‘power’isboththebosses’orders
andtheobedienceoftheotherslaves)ortoacceptthechangestakingplaceoutof
inertia.Thegreatestgeneralwildcatstrikeinhistory—May’68—involvedonlya
fifthofthepopulationofaState.Itdoesnotfollowfromthisthattheonlyobjective
canbetotakeoverpowersoastodirectthemasses,orthatitisnecessarytopresent
oneselfastheconsciousnessoftheproletariat.Therecanbenoimmediateleapfrom
thepresentsocietytofreedom.Theservile,passiveattitudeisnotsomethingthat
canresolveitselfinafewdaysormonths.Buttheoppositeofthisattitudemust
carveoutaspaceforitselfandtakeitsowntime.Thesocialupheavalismerelythe
necessaryconditionforittostart.

Contemptforthe‘masses’isnotqualitative,butideological,thatis,itissubor-
dinatedtothedominantrepresentation.The‘people’ofcapitalexist,certainly,but
theydonothaveanypreciseform.

Itisstillfromtheanonymousmassthattheunknownwiththewilltolivearise
inmutiny.Tosaywearetheonlyrebelsinaseaofsubmissionisreassuringbe-
causeitputsanendtothegameinadvance.Wearesimplysayingthatwedonot
knowwhoouraccomplicesareandthatweneedasocialtempesttodiscoverthem.
Todayeachofusdecidestowhatextentotherscannotdecide(itistheabdication
ofone’scapacitytochoosethatmakestheworldofautomatonfunction).During
theinsurrectionchoiceelbowsitswayin,armed,anditiswitharmsthatitmust
bedefendedbecauseitisonthecorpseoftheinsurrectionthatreactionisborn.
Althoughminoritarian(butinrespecttowhatunitofmeasure?)initsactiveforces,
theinsurrectionalphenomenoncantakeonextremelywidedimensions,andinthis
respectrevealsitssocialnature.Themoreextensiveandenthusiastictherebellion,
thelessitcanbemeasuredinthemilitaryclash.Asthearmedself-organisationof
theexploitedextends,revealingthefragilityofthesocialorder,oneseesthatre-

9

aSunday.Ifwearenotcapableofdestroyingthisghetto,thefreedomtoexperiment
willbeapoorthingindeed.

Manylibertariansbelievethatsocialchangecanandmustcomeaboutgradually,
withoutanysuddenrupture.Forthisreason,theytalkof‘areasfreeoftheState’
inwhichtoelaboratenewideasandpractices.Leavingasidethedecidedlycomical
aspectsofthequestion(wheredoestheStatenotexist?howdoyouputitinparen-
theses?),youcanseethatthepointofreferenceforsuchquestionsremainsthe
self-managedfederalistmethodsexperimentedbysubversivesatparticulartimes
inhistory(theParisCommune,revolutionarySpain,theBudapestCommune,etc.).
Whatoneomitstosay,however,isthatthepossibilityoftalkingtooneanother
andchangingrealitywastakenbytherebelswitharms.Inshort,asmalldetailis
leftout:insurrection.Youcannotremoveamethod(neighbourhoodmeetings,di-
rectdecision-making,horizontallinkingup,etcetera)fromthecontextthatmadeit
possible,orevendrawitupagainstthelatter(e.g.‘thereisnopointinattackingthe
State;wemustself-organise,makeutopiaconcrete’).Beforethinkingaboutwhat
theproletariancouncilssignifiedforexample—andwhattheycouldsignifytoday—
itisnecessarytoconsidertheconditionsunderwhichtheyexisted(1905inRussia,
1918–21inGermanyandItaly,etcetera).Thesewereinsurrectionaltimes.Will
someonepleaseexplainhowitwouldbepossiblefortheexploitedtodecideinfirst
persononquestionsofanyimportancetodaywithoutbreakingsocialnormality
byforce?Onlythenwillyoubeabletotalkaboutself-managementorfederal-
ism.Beforediscussingwhatself-managingthepresentproductivestructures‘after
therevolution’means,itisnecessarytobeawareofonesimplething:neitherthe
bossesorthepolicewouldagreetoit.Youcannotdiscussapossibilitywhileomit-
tingtheconditionsrequiredtomakeitconcrete.Anyideaoffreedomimpliesa
breakwiththepresentsociety.

Letusseeonelastexample.Directdemocracyisalsotalkedaboutinlibertarian
circles.Onecouldretortthattheanarchistutopiaopposesitselftothemethodof
majoritydecision.Right.Butthepointisthatnoonetalksaboutdirectdemocracy
inrealterms.Leavingasidethosewhopassitoffasquitetheopposite,i.e.thecon-
stitutionofciviclistsandparticipationinthemunicipalelections,letusconsider
thosewhoimaginerealcitizens’assemblieswherepeopletalktoeachotherwith-
outmediation.Whatwouldtheso-calledcitizensbeabletoexpress?Howcould
theyreplydifferently,withoutchangingthequestions?Howmakeadistinction
betweenso-calledpoliticalfreedomandthepresenteconomic,socialandtechno-
logicalconditions?Nomatterhowyoutwistthings,youcannotescapetheproblem
ofdestruction,unlessyouthinkthatatechnologicallycentralisedsocietycouldat
thesametimebecomefederalist,orthatgeneralisedself-managementcouldexist
inthetrueprisonsthatthecitiesofthepresentdayhavebecome.Tosaythatall
thechangesthatarenecessarycouldbedonegraduallymerelyconfusestheissue.
Changecannotevenbegintotakeplacewithoutwidespreadrevolt.Insurrectionis
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the whole of social relations opening up to the adventure of freedom once the mask
of capitalist specialisation has been torn off. Insurrection does not come up with
the answers on its own, that is true. It only starts asking questions. So the point
is not whether to act gradually or adventuristically. The point is whether to act or
merely dream of acting.

The critique of direct democracy (to stick to the same example) must be con-
crete. Only then is it possible to go beyond and think that the social foundations
of individual autonomy really exist. Only then is it possible for this going beyond
to become a method of struggle, here and now. Subversives need to criticise other
people’s ideas and define them more precisely than those who swear by them.

The better to sharpen their daggers.

V

It is an axiomatic, self-evident truth that the
revolution cannot be made until there are
sufficient forces to do so. But it is an
historical truth that the forces that determine
evolution and social revolutions cannot be
calculated with the census lists.

Malatesta

It is out of fashion to believe that social transformation is still possible. The
‘masses’, it is said, are in a deep trance and fully integrated within the social norms.
At least two conclusions can be drawn from such a remark. That rebellion is im-
possible or that it is only possible in small numbers. This either becomes an openly
institutional discourse (the need for elections, legal conquests, etc.) or one in favour
of social reform (union self-organisation, struggle for collective rights, etc.). The
second conclusion can become the basis of the classical vanguardist discourse or of
an anti-authoritarian one in favour of permanent agitation.

Here it can be said that throughout history ideas that were apparently in oppo-
sition to each other actually share the same roots.

Take social democracy and bolshevism for example: they clearly both came
from the supposition that the masses do not have any revolutionary conscious-
ness, so need to be led. Social democrats and Bolsheviks differed only in the meth-
ods used—reformist party or revolutionary party, parliamentary strategy or violent
conquest of power—in the identical programme of bringing consciousness to the
exploited from outside.

Let us take the hypothesis of a ‘minoritarian’ subversive practice that refuses the
Leninist model. In a libertarian perspective one either abandons all insurrectional
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mains (for all those who do not maintain that ‘people are accomplice and resigned’)
the hypothesis of autonomous intervention in struggles—or in the fairly extensive
acts of rebellion—that arise spontaneously. If we are looking for a clear expres-
sion of the kind of society the exploited are fighting for (as one subtle theoretician
claimed in the face of a recent wave of strikes), we might as well stay at home. If
we simply limit ourselves—which is not very different—to ‘critical support’, we are
merely adding our red and black flags to those of the parties and unions. Once
again critique of detail espouses the quantitative model. If we think that when the
unemployed talk about the right to work we should be doing the same (making
the obvious distinction between wages and ‘socially useful activity’), then the only
place for action seems to be streets full of demonstrators. As old Aristotle was aware,
representation is only possible where there is unity of time and place.

But who said it is not possible to talk to the unemployed of sabotage, the aboli-
tion of rights, or the refusal to pay rent (whilst practising it at the same time)? Who
said that when workers come out into the streets on strike, the economy cannot be
criticised elsewhere? To say what the enemy does not expect and be where they are
not waiting for us. That is the new poetry.

VII

We are too young, we cannot wait any longer.

A wall in Paris

The force of an insurrection is social, not military. Generalised rebellion is not
measured by the armed clash but by the extent to which the economy is paralysed,
the places of production and distribution taken over, the free giving that burns all
calculation and the desertion of obligations and social roles. In a word, it is the
upsetting of life. No guerrilla group, no matter how effective, can take the place
of this grandiose movement of destruction and transformation. Insurrection is the
light emergence of a banality coming to the surface: no power can support itself
without the voluntary servitude of those it dominates. Revolt reveals better than
anything else that it is the exploited themselves who make the murderous machin-
ery of exploitation function. The wild, spreading interruption of social activity sud-
denly tears away the blanket of ideology, revealing the real balance of strength.
The State then shows itself in its true colours—the political organisation of passiv-
ity. Ideology on one side, fantasy on the other, expose their material weight. The
exploited simply discover the strength they have always had, putting an end to the
illusion that society reproduces itself alone—or that some mole is clawing away in
their place. They rise up against their past obedience—their past State—and habits
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askingforanything’understoodthatthedefeatisintheclaimitself(‘theclaim
againsttheenemyiseternal’).Thereisnoalternativebuttotakeeverything.As
Stirnersaid:‘Nomatterhowmuchyougivethem,theywillalwaysaskformore,
becausewhattheywantisnolessthantheendofeveryconcession’.

Andthen?Then,eventhoughyouarefewyoucanthinkofactingwithoutdo-
ingsoinisolation,intheknowledgethatinexplosivesituationsafewgoodcontacts
aremoreusefulthanlargenumbers.Sadly,itoftenhappensthatrights-claiming
socialstrugglesdevelopmoreinterestingmethodsthantheydoobjectives(forex-
ample,agroupofunemployedaskingforworkendsupburningdownadoleof-
fice).Ofcourseonecouldremainaloof,sayingthatworkshouldnotbeaskedfor,
butdestroyed.Oronecouldtrytolinkacritiqueofthewholeeconomytothatso
passionatelyburnedoffice,oracritiqueoftheunionstoanactofsabotage.Each
individualobjectiveinthestrugglecontainstheviolenceofthewholeofsocialre-
lationsreadytoexplode.Thebanalityoftheirimmediatecause,asweknow,isthe
callingcardofrevoltsthroughouthistory.

Whatcanagroupofresolutecomradesdoinsuchsituations?Notmuch,un-
lesstheyhavealreadythought(forexample)abouthowtogiveoutaleafletorat
whatpointsofthecitytowidenaprotest;and,whatismore,ifagayandlawless
intelligencemakesthemforgetnumbersandgreatorganisationalstructures.

Withoutwantingtorevivethemyththatthegeneralstrikeistheunshackling
ofinsurrection,itisclearenoughthattheinterruptionofallsocialactivityisstill
decisive.Subversiveactionmusttendtowardstheparalysisofnormality,nomatter
whatoriginallycausedtheclash.Ifstudentscontinuetostudy,workers—thosewho
remainofthem—andofficeemployeestowork,theunemployedtoworryaboutem-
ployment,thennochangewillbepossible.Revolutionarypracticewillalwaysbe
abovepeople.Anyorganisationthatisseparatefromsocialstrugglescanneither
unleashrevoltnorextendanddefendit.Ifitistruethattheexploitedtendtolineup
behindthosewhoareabletoguaranteeeconomicimprovementsduringthecourse
ofthestruggle—ifitistrue,inotherwords,thatanystruggletodemandbetter
conditionsisnecessarilyofareformistcharacter—libertarianscouldpushthrough
methods(individualautonomy,directaction,permanentconflictuality)thatgobe-
yondmakingdemandstodenyingallsocialidentities(teacher,clerk,worker,et
cetera).Anestablishedlibertarianorganisationmakingclaimswouldmerelyflank
thestruggles(onlyafewoftheexploitedwouldchoosetobelongtoit),orwould
loseitslibertariancharacteristics(thetradesunionsarethebestqualifiedinthe
fieldofsyndicaliststruggles).Anorganisationalstructureformedbyrevolutionar-
iesandexploitedisonlyreallyinconflictifitisintunewiththetemporarynature
ofonespecificstruggle,hasaclearaimandisintheperspectiveofattack.Ina
word,ifitisacritiqueinactoftheunionanditscollaborationwiththebosses.

Wecannotsaythatsubversiveshaveagreatcapacitytolaunchsocialstruggles
(anti-militarist,againstenvironmentaltoxicity,etcetera)atthemoment.Therere-
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discourse(infavourofadeclaredlysolitaryrevolt),orsoonerorlateritbecomes
necessarytofacetheproblemofthesocialimplicationsofone’sideasandpractices.
Ifwedon’twanttoresolvethequestionintheambitoflinguisticmiracles(forex-
amplebysayingthatthetheseswesupportarealreadyintheheadsoftheexploited,
orthatone’srebellionisalreadypartofawidercondition)onefactremains:we
areisolated,whichisnotthesameassayingwearefew.

Notonlydoesactinginsmallnumbersnotconstitutealimit,itrepresentsato-
tallydifferentwayofseeingsocialtransformation.Libertariansaretheonlypeople
toenvisageadimensionofcollectivelifethatisnotsubordinatedtocentraldirec-
tion.Authenticfederalismmakesagreementsbetweenfreeunionsofindividuals
possible.Relationsofaffinitydonotexistonthebasisofideologyorquantity,but
startofffromreciprocalknowledge,fromfeelingandsharingprojectualpassions.
Butprojectualaffinityandautonomousindividualactionaredeadlettersifthey
cannotspreadwithoutbeingsacrificedinthenameofsomeclaimedhigherneces-
sity.Itisthehorizontallinkthatconcretisesthepracticeofliberation:aninformal
link,offact,withoutrepresentation.Acentralisedsocietycannotexistwithoutpo-
licecontrolandadeadlytechnologicalapparatus.Forthisreason,anyonewhois
incapableofimaginingacommunitywithoutStateauthorityisdevoidofinstru-
mentswithwhichtocriticisetheeconomythatisdestroyingtheplanet.Anyone
whoisincapableofimaginingacommunityofuniqueindividualshasnothingto
putintheplaceofpoliticalmediation.Onthecontrary,theideaoffreeexperimen-
tationinacomingtogetheroflike-mindedpeople,withaffinityasthebasisfornew
relations,makescompletesocialupheavalpossible.Onlybyabandoningtheidea
ofcentre(theconquestoftheWinterPalaceor,tobringthingsuptodate,State
television)doesitbecomepossibletobuildalifewithoutimpositionormoney.In
suchadirection,themethodofspreadingattacksisaformofstrugglethatcarries
adifferentworldwithinit.Toactwheneveryoneadviseswaiting,whenitisnot
possibletocountongreatfollowings,whenyoudonotknowbeforehandwhether
youwillgetresultsornot,meansoneisalreadyaffirmingwhatoneisfightingfor:
asocietywithoutmeasure.This,then,ishowactioninsmallgroupsofpeoplewith
affinitycontainsthemostimportantofqualities—itisnotmeretacticalcontrivance,
butalreadycontainstherealisationofone’sgoal.Liquidatingthelieofthetransi-
tionalperiod(dictatorshipbeforecommunism,powerbeforefreedom,wagesbefore
takingthelot,certaintyoftheresultsbeforetakingaction,requestsforfinancing
beforeexpropriation,‘ethicalbanks’beforeanarchy,etc.)meansmakingtherevolt
itselfadifferentwayofconceivingrelations.Attackingthetechnologicalhydra
rightawaymeansimaginingalifewithoutwhite-coatedpolicemen(i.e.without
theeconomicorscientificorganisationthatmakesthemnecessary);attackingthe
instrumentsofdomesticationbythemedianowmeanscreatingrelationsthatare
freefromimages(i.e.freefromthepassivitythatfabricatesthem).Anyonewho
startsscreamingthatitisnolonger—ornotyet—timeforrebellion,isrevealingthe
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kind of society they want in advance. On the other hand, to stress the need for
social insurrection now—an uncontainable movement that breaks with historical
time to allow the emergence of the possible—simply means: we want no leaders.
Today the only real federalism is generalised rebellion.

If we refuse centralisation we must go beyond the quantitative idea of rallying
the exploited for a frontal clash with power. It is necessary to think of another
concept of strength—burn the census lists and change reality.

Main rule: do not act en masse. Carry out actions in three or four at
the most. There should be as many small groups as possible and each
of them must learn to attack and disappear quickly. The police attempt
to crush a crowd of thousands with one single group of a hundred cos-
sacks.
It is easier to defeat a hundred men than one alone, especially if they
strike suddenly and disappear mysteriously. The police and army will
be powerless if Moscow is covered in these small unseizable detach-
ments[…] Do not occupy strongholds. The troops will always be able
to take them or simply destroy themwith their artillery. Our fortresses
will be internal courtyards or any place that it is easy to strike from and
leave easily. If they were to take them they would never find anyone
and would lose many men. It would be impossible for them to take
them all because they to do this they would have to fill every house
with cossacks.
—Warning to the Insurgents, Moscow, December 11 1905.

VI

…poesy, … is referred to the Imagination,
which may at pleasure make unlawful
matches and divorces of things.

F. Bacon

Think of another concept of strength. Perhaps this is the new poetry. Basically,
what is social revolt if not a generalised game of illegal matching and divorcing of
things.

Revolutionary strength is not a strength that is equal to and against that of
power. If that were the case we would be defeated before we start, because any
change would be the eternal return of constriction. Everything would be reduced
to military conflict, a danse macabre of standards. Real movements escape the quan-
titative glance.
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The State and capital possess the most sophisticated systems of control and re-
pression. How can we oppose this Moloch? The secret lies in the art of break-
ing apart and putting together again. The movement of intelligence is a continual
game of breaking up and establishing correspondences. The same goes for subver-
sive practice. Criticising technology, for instance, means considering its general
framework, seeing it not simply as an assemblage of machinery, but as a social rela-
tion, a system; it means understanding that a technological instrument reflects the
society that produces it and that its introduction changes relations between individ-
uals. Criticising technology means refusing to subordinate human activity to profit.
Otherwise we would be deceiving ourselves as to the implications of technology, its
claims to neutrality, the reversibility of its consequences. It then becomes necessary
to break it up into its thousand ramifications, the concrete realisations that are in-
creasingly mutilating us. We need to understand that the spreading of production
and control that the new technologies allow makes sabotage easier. It would be
impossible to attack them otherwise. The same goes for schools, barracks, and of-
fices. Although they are inseparable from the whole of hierarchical and mercantile
relations, they still concretise themselves in specific people and places.

How—when we are so few—can we make ourselves visible to students, workers,
unemployed? If one thinks in terms of consensus and image (making oneself visible,
to be precise), the reply can be taken for granted: unions and cunning politicians are
far stronger than we are. Once again what is lacking is the capacity to put together
and break apart. Reformism acts on detail, quantitatively: it mobilises vast numbers
of people in order to change a few isolated aspects of power. A global critique of
society on the other hand allows a qualitative vision of action to emerge. Precisely
because there are no centres or revolutionary subjects to subordinate one’s projects
to, each aspect of social reality relates back to the whole of which it is a part. No
matter whether it is a question of pollution, prison or urban planning, any really
subversive discourse ends up putting everything in question. Today more than ever
a quantitative project (of assembling students, workers or unemployed in perma-
nent organisations with a specific programme) can only act on detail, emptying
actions of the strength of putting questions that cannot be reduced to a separation
into categories (students, workers, immigrants, homosexuals, etc.). All the more
so as reformism is less and less capable of reforming anything (think of unemploy-
ment and the way it is falsely presented as a resolvable breakdown in economic
rationality). Someone said that even the request for nontoxic food has become a
revolutionary project, because any attempt to satisfy it would involve changing the
whole of social relations. Any demand that is addressed to a precise interlocutor
carries its own defeat within it, if for no other reason than that no authority would
be capable of resolving a problem of general significance even if it wanted to. To
whom does one turn to oppose air pollution?

The workers who, during a wildcat strike, carried a banner saying, ‘We are not


