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Preface

Post-anarchism has been of considerable importance in the discussions of
radical intellectuals across the globe in the last decade. In its most popular
form, it demonstrates a desire to blend the most promising aspects of traditional
anarchist theory (centrally, the attitude of hostility in the face of represen-
tation) with developments in post-structuralist and postmodern thought.
However, since its inception, it has also posed a broader challenge to the
reification of anarchist theory. It might be argued, as Lewis Call suggests in this
book, that today ‘a kind of post-anarchist moment has arrived’; whether or not
this moment marks the final becomings of a vanishing philosophical mediator
whereby what used to be explicitly regarded as ‘post-anarchism’ has simply
become ‘anarchism’ (post-anarchism without its defining critique against
‘traditional anarchism’) is a matter for future investigation. However, I remain
convinced that post-anarchism is the radical contemporary equivalent of the
traditional anarchist discourse which, without proper force and direction,
remains as impotent or as strong as traditional anarchism ever has been. In this
sense, I would suggest that post-anarchism is simply another word to describe
a paradigm shift that erupted at the broader level of anarchist philosophy and
which has yet to be fully developed on the streets.

Post-anarchism decentralizes the political movement, motions toward
tactical rather than strategic action, brings anarchist thought into touch
with a range of influences (in this sense post-anarchism reflects a ‘cultural
studies’ approach) and provides the foundation for a thousand lines of flight;
post-anarchism brings traditional anarchism into new relationships with the
outside world. I believe that it is only those anarchists who speak within the
broader trend of post-anarchism, a trend which is situated uniquely in the
present context, who are capable of grappling with today’s issues. Today’s
anarchists may not be post-structuralist but they surely embody the element
of post-structuralism’s critique and the presumption of its focus in various
ways. The book that you are holding aims to demonstrate this point.

The post-anarchists have been under attack. The brunt of this attack
emerges from other anarchists who argue that the post-anarchists have too
hastily declared a new tradition for themselves through highly selective and
reductive readings of the traditional literature. This is the critique of the post-
anarchist reduction of traditional anarchist literature. A second and emerging
critique is that the post-anarchists have given up on the notion of ‘class” and
have retreated into obscure and intoxicating academic diatribes against a
tradition built of discursive straw. In any case, it is without any question
that post-anarchism has proved itself worth a second look: if one considers
oneself a radical today, one will have to exercise extreme caution to avoid the
force and influence of the post-anarchists. One need not be a post-anarchist
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to appreciate what post-anarchism has to offer and the condition it seeks
to explain; it is in this spirit of exploration and possibility that I offer, with
Stireyyya Evren, Post-Anarchism: A Reader. And for making these essays
accessible to the wider public and to an anarchist-sympathetic readership,
we make absolutely no apologies.

Our aim in this book is to offer readers the most comprehensive and
up-to-date collection of post-anarchist material at an affordable price and in
an accessible way in order to re-stimulate debates about its importance as a
general movement of thought. My hope is that this book will help to resolve
lingering tensions about the discourse through which post-anarchists are often
accused of speaking (what Lacan has called the ‘discourse of the university’).
Likewise, many anarchist academics are suspicious of the prefix ‘post-". The
range of perspectives brought together in this volume demonstrates that there
is diversity within post-anarchism and that critics should be made aware of
their own reduction of the ‘post-anarchist’ body of thought.

What will surely be regarded as an academic pursuit by practising anarchists,
and what will no doubt be regarded as an anarchist pursuit by thinking
academics, has ostensibly been resolved into a mutual rejection of sorts.
Here, one should be careful to distinguish academic writing from academic
patronage (writing from the academy should in all cases be distinguished
from writing for the academy) — a conflation that is very often assumed rather
than argued convincingly. My best advice is to take what one finds useful
in the post-anarchist literature and to dispose of what one finds to be in the
service of the ‘university’; here, we can only offer the tools and it is your job
to build your own shelter.

Duane Rousselle
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Introduction

How New Anarchism Changed the World
(of Opposition) after Seattle and Gave
Birth to Post-Anarchism

Siireyyya Evren

Anarchism is widely accepted as ‘the’ movement behind the main organizational
principles of the radical social movements in the twenty-first century. The rise
of the ‘anti-globalization’ movement has been linked to a general resurgence
of anarchism. This movement was colourful, energetic, creative, effective
and ‘new’. And credit for most of this creative energy went to anarchism
(Graeber, 2002: 1). Anarchism appeared to be taking back its name as a
political philosophy and movement from the connotations and metaphors of
chaos and violence. The mainstream media strategy of focusing exclusively
on the black bloc tactic, unfortunately, only reproduced these connotations!,
but it also helped to attract more attention toward the political thinkers and
activists who understood what all this fuss was about. In turn, more scholarly
and political works on anarchism and the new ‘movement’ emerged.

We generally use quotation marks when referring to the ‘anti-globalization
movement’ because there is no one single author of the movement who would
give it an official name; also, the activists and groups involved did not reach a
consensus in naming the movement. It has been referred to as the Global Justice
Movement, the Movement of Movements, the Movement, the Alter-Globaliza-
tion Movement, the Radical Social Change Movement, Contemporary Radical
Activism, the Anti-Capitalist Movement, the Anti-Corporate Movement,
the Global Anti-Capitalist Protest Movement, the Counter-Globalization
Movement, the Anti-Corporate-Globalization Movement, the Grassroots
Globalization Movement. The discontent most of the activists felt with the
term ‘anti-globalization’ was first of all grounded on the fact that it was coined
by the ‘enemy’ (a “Wall Street term’ or a term coined by the corporate media)
to label the activists as outmoded, blind, self-referential youngsters spitting
against the wind (the unstoppable globalization) for no valid reason other
than the joy of damaging property. And activists also objected to the term
because they were not opposed to globalization per se (cf. Conway, 2003).

On the other hand, the left has historically found strategic value in the
recuperation of pejorative labels. As Kropotkin points out, the term anarchism
itself is a close example of this trend. Kropotkin was hearing critiques
concerning the connotations of anarchy as, in common language, ‘disorder’
and ‘chaos’, and he was instructed that it was not a very wise idea to use the
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2 POST-ANARCHISM

term ‘anarchism’ for a political philosophy and movement (Kropotkin, n.d.: 1).
In this short essay, which was first published in Le revolte on 1 October 1881,
Kropotkin embraced the term ‘anarchy’. He made reference to the ‘beggars’
of Brabant who didn’t make up their own name (referring to the Dutch Sea
beggars: Dutch rebels against the Spanish regime in the late sixteenth century)
and the ‘Sans-culottes’ of 1793, referring to the French revolution:

It was the enemies of the popular revolution who coined this name; but it
too summed up a whole idea — that of the rebellion of the people, dressed in
rage, tired of poverty, opposed to all those royalists, the so-called patriots and
Jacobins, the well-dressed and the smart, those who, despite their pompous
speeches and the homage paid to them by bourgeois historians, were the real
enemies of the people, profoundly despising them for their poverty, for their
libertarian and egalitarian spirit, and for their revolutionary enthusiasm.

Borrowing the same spirit, here, we prefer to use the term ‘anti-globalization
movement’. Still, we should keep in mind that the term is used in a way that
implies a resentment of global capitalism or the global neo-liberalist agenda.

The relationship between anarchism and the anti-globalization movement
has been mutual; on the one hand, anarchism was the defining orientation of
prominent activist networks and it was the ‘principal point of reference for
radical social change movements’ (Gordon, 2007: 29). Thus anarchism was
providing the anti-globalization movement with organization principles that
were tested well in advance. And on the other hand, the ‘anarchistic’ rise of
anti-globalization, the popularity it gained and the major role it played in the
first years of twenty-first-century radical politics, through an open embracing
of anarchistic notions and the massive incorporation of anarchist activists
within the wider movement, was ‘widely regarded as a sign of anarchism’s
revival’ (Kinna, 2007: 67); as Gordon puts it, ‘the past ten years have seen the
full-blown revival of anarchism, as a global social movement and coherent
set of political discourses, on a scale and to levels of unity and diversity
unseen since the 1930s’ (2007: 29). A tradition that has been ‘hitherto mostly
dismissed’ required a respectful engagement with it (Graeber, 2002: 1). Simply
put, the anti-globalization movement brought anarchism back to the table. In
Todd May’s words: ‘Anarchism is back on the scene’ (May, 2009: 1).

The dominant position Marxism previously occupied as ‘the’ left political
philosophy and movement was openly questioned and becoming unstable —
indeed, Marxism was challenged by the anti-globalization movement beyond
the confines of the variant employed within the USSR. Anarchism, as a form
of political theory and practice, has been unseating Marxism to a large
extent. There were forms of anarchist resistance and organization appearing
everywhere in society: ‘from anti-capitalist social centres and eco-feminist
communities to raucous street parties and blockades of international summits,
anarchist forms of resistance and organizing have been at the heart of the
“alternative globalization” movement’ (Gordon, 2007: 29). Anarchism was
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‘the heart of the movement’, ‘its soul; the source of most of what [was] new
and hopeful about it’ (Graeber, 2002: 1):

The model for the kind of political and social autonomy that the anti-
capitalist movement aspires to is an anarchist one, and the soul of the
anti-capitalist movement is anarchist; its non-authoritarian make-up, its
disavowal of traditional parties of the left, and its commitment to direct
action are firmly in the spirit of libertarian socialism. (Sheehan, 2003: 12)

So, at first, it was anarchists and the principles of traditional anarchism that
served as the organizing principle of the new and emergent anti-globalization
movement. In turn, the emergent movement served both as a global platform
for testing anarchist principles in the new conditions of world politics, and as
an Archimedes’ lever that largely displaced Marxism and brought anarchism
to the attention of activists and academics worldwide, making anarchism
recognized again.? It led to an ‘almost unparalleled opportunity to extend
the influence of their (anarchists’) ideas’ (Kinna, 2005: 155); and at the
level of theory, it not only gave rise to anarchist-influenced research but it
also fostered a specifically ‘contemporary’ anarchist theory. It was a new
opportunity for anarchists to rethink anarchistic social theory. We witnessed
growing numbers of scholarly publications and events on anarchism (Purkis
and Bowen, 2004; Cohn, 2006a; Moore and Sunshine, 2004; Day, 20035;
Kissack, 2008; Anderson, 2005; Antliff, 2007).

But this empowered, updated ‘contemporary’ anarchism was not a
reincarnation of nineteenth-century anarchism from the days of the First
International or the 1934 Spanish anarchist revolution. Rather, this was
something ‘new’: there was a consensus that this was an anarchism re-emerging
— it was, certainly, ‘a kind of anarchism’. But which kind?

Soon after David Graeber’s article “The New Anarchists’ was published
in one of the most prominent Marxist-oriented journals, New Left Review,
the term had become widely accepted.’ For example, Sean Sheehan began
his introductory book Anarchism (Sheehan, 2003) with a chapter titled
‘Global Anarchism: The New Anarchism’. A book which was supposed to
cover anarchism as a political philosophy and movement began with detailed
accounts of the ‘Battle of Seattle’, the legendary protest against the World
Trade Organization (WTO) in November 1999 (Sheehan, 2003: 7-23). And of
course, when the term was used among activist circles, it was not necessarily
a reference to David Graeber’s use of it in his New Left Review article. The
expression ‘new anarchists’ enjoyed a ‘wider usage within contemporary
anarchist scenes’ (Gee, 2003: 3).

The main ‘newness’ of the ‘new anarchism’ was basically its spectrum
of references. All the anarchistic principles employed were defined as a
consequence of actual activist experiences. There was no intention to
describe the movement as an application of an anarchist theory (which is
itself a fundamental anarchistic attitude). For Graeber, the anti-globalization
movement is
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about creating new forms of organization. It is not lacking in ideology.
Those new forms of organization are its ideology. It is about creating and
enacting horizontal networks instead of top-down structures like states,
parties or corporations; networks based on principles of decentralized,
non-hierarchical consensus democracy. (Graeber, 2002: 70)

Nevertheless, Uri Gordon offers an analysis of ‘present-day anarchist ideology
from a movement-driven approach’ (Gordon, 2007: 29). It is no surprise that
in the ideological core of contemporary anarchism* he finds an ‘open-ended,
experimental approach to revolutionary visions and strategies’ (Gordon,
2007: 29).

This open-endedness gave ‘new anarchism’ an additional elusiveness
which later contributed to its rupture from ‘classical anarchism’. ‘Classical
anarchism’ is another controversial term and it is positioned as a fixed ideology
that is represented through the work of a select band of nineteenth-century
anarchist writers; even these writers’ thoughts are reduced to certain clusters
of ideas that only help to confirm prejudices about the classical anarchists’.
The discussions surrounding the ideas concerning the ‘new’ versus ‘classical’
anarchism were even understood as a part of the ‘conceptual and material
evidence’ of ‘a paradigm shift within anarchism’ (Purkis and Bowen, 2004: 5).

In many cases, this was translated into a debate formulated as ‘post-’ versus
‘classical” anarchism. Mostly, this contemporary need to reposition anarchism
fostered all the new studies and discussions on post-anarchism. Post-anarchism
was largely understood in the framework of ‘new’/’post-’> versus ‘classical’
anarchism. There was a ‘close fit between’ the ‘new’ anarchism’s ‘system
of coordination’ and the way ‘post-anarchism’ refers to post-structuralism
‘on how to build a left that embodies its own values’. ‘[A] left whose values
are immanent is a left that thrives without authority and repression, and
rids itself of both inward- and outward-directed ressentiment’ (Kang, 2005:
90). Part 2 of our book, ‘Post-Anarchism Hits the Streets’, explores ‘on the
ground’ post-anarchist practice. Tadzio Mueller’s contribution is especially
crucial here because it illustrates the problems and possibilities within the
everyday politics of the movement. Richard Day’s contribution is exemplary
in exploring the political logic of what he calls the ‘newest’ social movements
and in discussing the largely declining role of the logic of hegemony for today’s
(after the year 2000) activism. Jason Adams, a seminal figure in the short
history of post-anarchism, takes the hegemony debate further in his chapter
‘The Constellation of Opposition’, and pinpoints Seattle (N30) as a decisive
event in the development of contemporary practices of resistance.

Post-anarchism’s relationship to the anti-globalization movements is also
confirmed by two of the most prominent writers associated with post-anar-
chism in the English-speaking world, Saul Newman and Todd May. During
interviews conducted by the Turkish post-anarchist magazine Siyahi, both
agreed that the ‘post-Seattle anti-globalization movements’ ‘absolutely’ and
‘certainly’ had parallel motives with post-structuralist anarchy/post-anarchism.
May lists ‘similar ideas informing both movements’: ‘irreducible struggles,
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local politics and alliances, an ethical orientation, a resistance to essentialist
thinking’.> Newman goes even further, and while emphasizing the parallel
motives between the anti-globalization movement and post-anarchism, he
draws upon his definition of post-anarchism:

Post-anarchism is a political logic that seeks to combine the egalitarian and
emancipative aspects of classical anarchism, with an acknowledgement that
radical political struggles today are contingent, pluralistic, open to different
identities and perspectives, and are over different issues — not just economic
ones. (Newman, 2004)

Here Newman defines post-anarchism as an attempt to combine insights from
classical anarchism with new anarchist epistemologies. But on the other hand
it is possible to argue that post-anarchism is actually an attempt to create the
theoretical equivalent of the anti-globalization movements. The rise of debates
on post-anarchism is directly linked to the post-Seattle spirit of the anti-
globalization movements. Theoretical attempts to marry post-structuralism/
postmodernism and anarchism in various ways were suddenly embraced by
activist-oriented scholars worldwide. Not because similarities between certain
aspects of classical anarchist thought and post-structuralist theories created
excitement, but because post-structuralism was so related to the rhizomatic
character of the new anarchism that is shaking the foundations of the globe. If
its ‘form of organization’ was the real ideology of the new global movement,
then it was extremely likely that scholars would begin to link the features of
this ideology to post-structuralist theory, and thus understand the practices
of the ‘movement’ as rooted in a post-structuralist perspective. However,
the turning of post-anarchism into an ‘ism’ — a current among the family of
various anarchisms — owes much to the web site and email list created by
Jason Adams.

Adams started the email listserv as a Yahoo! Group on 9 October 2002. He
made an informative web page dedicated to the subject on February of 2003
and then changed his email listserv service provider to the Spoon Collective.
The tone of the email exchanges at that time reflected a certain youthful
excitement.® Adams himself was an activist-academician who had spent the
entire year organizing the WTO protests in Seattle, where he was living at the
time. He also played an important role by organizing the N30 International
Day of Action Committee which set up the primary web site and international
email listserv that was used to promote coordinated action against the WTO
worldwide. The WTO protests were the real turning point for him; it was
during this time that he began to move towards embracing ‘post-anarchism’.
In his essay ‘Post-Anarchism in a Nutshell’,” he gave a short description of
post-anarchism and outlined what it was all about and what constituted its
theoretical lineage (Adams, 2003). Adams understands post-structuralism
as a radically anti-authoritarian theory that emerged from the anarchistic
movements of May 1968 and which developed over three decades, finally
emerging in the form of an explicit body of thought: ‘post-anarchism’. This
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in turn informed and extended the theory and practice of one of its primary
roots (traditional anarchism).

This positioning of post-structuralism is not as peripheral as it would first
seem. Julian Bourg, for example, sees an ethical turn through the legacy of
May 1968. Depicting May 1968 as the ‘implicit ethics of liberation’, he saw
a continuity of ethical debates that began with May 1968 and continued into
the 1970s with ‘French theory’ (Bourg, 2007: 7):

The ethics of liberation [...] emerged in those social spaces where class-based
revolutionary — and even reformist — politics were judged insufficient. For
example, the popular statement ‘the personal is political” was in essence
eminently ethical; 1968 itself implied an ethics, the ethics of liberation,
with both critical and affirmative sides. (Ibid.: 6)

What Bourg calls ‘an ethics of liberation” has always been the primary
concern of anarchists in revolutionary/political action and theory. That’s
why prefigurative politics have been one of the touchstones of anarchism.
According to Bourg, the activists of May 1968 were arguing that freedom was
not free enough, equality was not equitable enough and imagination was not
imaginative enough (ibid.: 7). The connection suggested by Bourg is about the
historical roots of ethical concerns within ‘French thought’ that goes back to
the social movements and activism of May 1968. Bourg argues that Deleuze
and Guattari’s Anti-Oedipus brought to the fore the ethical antinomian
spirit of 1968 and concretized a broader cultural ambience of post-1968
antinomianism (ibid.: 106-7). When Bourg lists the values of the May 1968
movement, anyone familiar with anti-globalization movements, anarchism
and French theory, would easily see parallels: ‘imagination, human interest,
communication, conviviality, expression, enjoyment, freedom, spontaneity,
solidarity, de-alienation, speaking out, dialogue, non-utility, utopia, dreams,
fantasies, community, association, antiauthoritarianism, self-management,
direct democracy, equality, self-representation, fraternity and self-defence’
(Bourg, 2007: 7).
Douglas Kellner also sees this connection as an obvious one:

Thus, in place of the revolutionary rupture in the historical continuum that
1968 had tried to produce, nascent postmodern theory in France postulated
an epochal [...] break with modern politics and modernity, accompanied
by models of new postmodern theory and politics. Hence, the postmodern
turn in France in the 1970s is intimately connected to the experiences of
May 1968. The passionate intensity and spirit of critique in many versions
of French postmodern theory is a continuation of the spirit of 1968. [...]
Indeed, Baudrillard, Lyotard, Virilio, Derrida, Castoriadis, Foucault,
Deleuze, Guattari and other French theorists associated with postmodern
theory were all participants in May 1968. They shared its revolutionary
[...] and radical aspirations, and they attempted to develop new modes
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of radical thought that carried on in a different historical conjuncture the
radicalism of the 1960s. (Kellner, 2001: xviii)

Kellner’s interpretation of the general flow of May 1968 in terms of ‘postmodern
theory’, Bourg’s emphasis on post-structuralist works as concretized forms
of the spirit of 1968 and Adams’ way of locating post-anarchism as post-
structuralism finally coming back to its roots (i.e. the spirit of May 1968 found
in contemporary anti-capitalist movements which are equally anti-author-
itarian) show a fruitful ‘family tree’ for post-anarchism. Instead of taking
post-structuralism as a separate body of thought apart from activism in general
and specifically apart from anarchism as something that can be or should be
rethought in combination with activism/anarchism, here in Adams’ approach
we see a historical tracing of post-structuralism following the contexts in which
it was created. And he finally depicts post-structuralism as a continuation and
theoretical equivalent of anarchistic activism since the 1960s.

Todd May wrote his The Political Philosophy of the Poststructuralist
Anarchism in 1994, well before the Battle of Seattle — ‘five days that shook
the world’, as the title of one collection has it (Cockburn and St. Clair, 2000).
Andrew Koch’s early article ‘Poststructuralism and the Epistemological Basis
of Anarchism’ was also one of the first attempts at a scholarly marriage of
post-structuralism and anarchism. Part 1 of our book, ‘When Anarchism Met
Post-Structuralism’, is a collection of some of the main pieces which should be
regarded as the first attempts to think anarchism together with post-structur-
alism; this phase of post-anarchism was concerned primarily with exploring
the possibilities for a convergence. Koch’s chapter and May’s book were not
embraced with great enthusiasm when they were first published; similarly,
Hakim Bey’s ‘Post-Anarchism Anarchy’ was not thought to be among this
frame of thinking in the 1990s. They were, rather, discoveries of the post-
anarchism that emerged after Seattle. One of the first scholarly attempts to
formulate a ‘post-anarchist’ body of thought, in the mid 1990s, came from
Saul Newman, who continued to work on the politics of post-anarchism, took
part in debates, clarified and defended his own approach to post-anarchism
quite extensively, and was therefore seen as the representative of a theoretically
distinguished domain of political theory. Thus, his chapter, ‘Post-Anarchism
and Radical Politics Today’, is an important formulation of this standpoint.

Nevertheless, this also made Newman a victim of rather harsh criticism from
anarchist circles for undermining the fathers of anarchism. But it was Andrew
Koch who ought to be held ‘responsible’ for starting the stream of post-
anarchist reductions of the classical anarchist tradition. He argued that the
eighteenth- and nineteenth-century anarchists’ attacks on the state were based
on a ‘rational’ representation of human nature (Koch, 1993: 328); this claim
played an important role in categorizing classical anarchism as essentialist
— anarchist responses to prominent post-anarchists of the English-speaking
world frequently responded to this claim by demonstrating that there were
different understandings of human nature in the traditional texts. However,
Koch, with the help of the post-structuralist literature, was aiming to ‘assist
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in the construction of an epistemologically grounded defence of anarchism’
(ibid.: 328): he argued that post-structuralism conveys a logic of opposition
by demonstrating how political oppression is linked to the larger cultural
processes of knowledge production and cultural representation. He thereby
defended uniqueness and diversity, demonstrating that post-structuralism
stands against any totalizing conception of being (ibid.: 348).

Koch was offering post-structuralism as a new opportunity, as a new
toolbox, to reformulate the claims of anarchism in a way that would rescue
it from its rational conceptualization of human nature. This ‘good intention’
was not appreciated by all anarchists though. Benjamin Franks, for example,
pointed out that Newman’s (actually it was Koch’s as well) ““salvaging” of
anarchism was not only unnecessary but also potentially misleading’, for it
was based on a misrepresentation of anarchism (Franks, 2007: 135). It was
commonly agreed that whilst seeking to correct the faulty epistemological and
teleological bias of traditional theory, post-anarchists remained wedded to a
conception of the anarchist past which was itself faulty (Antliff, 2007; Kinna,
2007; Cohn and Wilbur, 2003). Part 3 of our book, ‘Classical Anarchism
Reloaded’, presents the most important examples of this criticism.

When the idea of a rupture from classical anarchism to a new anarchism/
post-anarchism became one of the central issues in anarchist debates during
the 2000s, George Crowder’s book Classical Anarchism became popular again
after a decade (Crowder, 1991). Crowder had evaluated classical anarchism
from a liberal perspective and he used the term ‘classical anarchism’ to describe
four prominent figures of anarchist thought: Godwin, Proudhon, Bakunin and
Kropotkin. We shall see that positioning anarchism as a political philosophy
represented by a select few thinkers from the classical epoch, a trend started by
Eltzbacher (1975), created many problems for post-anarchism theory later on.

In a review of Crowder’s book Classical Anarchism, Sharif Gemie criticized
this reductionism of anarchist theory (Gemie, 1993). Gemie argued that
Crowder’s selection of anarchist thinkers was suspect and he asked why Max
Stirner was omitted, for example, when William Godwin was included.® And,
more remarkably, Gemie continued by asking why propagandists of greater
importance, such as Jean Grave or even Octave Mirbeau, were not included
(Gemie, 1993: 90). This leads to some key questions: Who (what) represents
anarchism? What are the politics behind the history-writing processes
regarding anarchism? Why is it that thinking of Mirbeau as one of the key
classical anarchist figures is, even today, such a marginalized position to take?

As mentioned above, post-anarchism became a worldwide phenomenon in
the 2000s. Saul Newman’s work was translated into Turkish, Spanish, Italian,
German, Portuguese and Serbo-Croat. More importantly, new texts were
written in various languages. We witnessed a growing interest in rereading
anarchism through postmodern/post-structuralist lenses, namely through/
with Foucault, Deleuze, Lyotard, Derrida, Lacan, Nietzsche, Baudrillard and
others. There was once again a problem of naming this current: Todd May’s
expression ‘post-structuralist anarchism’ depicted a marriage of post-struc-
turalism and anarchism (May, 1994).
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The problem with ‘post-structuralist anarchism’ is that it represents an
intersection of anarchism with a limited range of thinkers who are generally
referred to as ‘post-structuralist’. May would find no problem with this;
he even excludes some post-structuralist thinkers (such as Derrida and
Baudrillard) because he believes that their work is not appropriate for any
political project. For May, Derrida ‘remains without a clearly articulated
philosophy’ and Baudrillard’s ‘thought tends toward the reductionist and
comprehensive rather than the multiple and local’; thus he reserves the term
‘post-structuralist’ for the works of Foucault, Deleuze and Lyotard (May,
1994: 12).

This understanding eliminates possible fields of research on different
intersections between different anarchisms and thinkers like Bakhtin, who are
not directly post-structuralist but had a huge influence on post-structuralism.
When the term ‘post-structuralist anarchism’ is preferred, there is no way to
think anarchism through hypertext or Cixous or Irigaray or art works or
facts from political life or, perhaps most importantly, everyday life. It limits
the scope to just some of the possible philosophical works. So, ‘postmodern
anarchism’ in this sense sounds more open and effective.

The term ‘postmodern’ is much more flexible. For example, the postmodern
matrix of Lewis Call reaches and combines Marcel Mauss, Saussure, Durkheim
and Freud on the one hand and cyberpunk, Chomsky and Butler on the other.
Using ‘postmodern anarchism’ also enabled Call to extend his work across
cultural studies and dedicate a chapter to cyberpunk (Call, 2002). Call depicts
postmodern anarchism as an anarchism that seeks to undermine the very
theoretical foundations of the capitalist economic order and all associated
politics — by using Nietzsche’s anarchy of becoming, Foucault’s anti-humanist
micropolitics, Debord’s critique of the spectacle, Baudrillard’s theory of
simulation, Lyotard’s ‘incredulity toward metanarratives’ and Deleuze’s
rhizomatic nomad thinking; and to show that contemporary popular culture
does indeed exhibit a very serious concern for profoundly new forms of radical
politics, in this regard he incorporates the cyberpunk fiction of William Gibson
and Bruce Sterling (Call, 2002: 118-19).

Saul Newman used the term ‘post-anarchism’, which directly brought to
mind ‘post-Marxism’, especially considering that the introduction to From
Bakunin to Lacan was written by Ernesto Laclau. Benjamin Franks worked
on this affinity more than any other reviewer of the tradition (Franks, 2007:
131-4).

Comparing these three expressions, it can be seen that Call’s suggestion
of postmodern anarchism was mostly denied by the wider milieu because
of the negative connotations that today come with the term ‘postmodern’.
Nowadays, ‘postmodern’ is not a respected term for an area for scholarly
work, and also for many activists it is symptomatic of post-USSR neoliberal
world capitalism. Besides, some well-known anarchist writers of the twentieth
century, namely Murray Bookchin, Noam Chomsky and John Zerzan,
articulated ruthless criticisms against ‘postmodern thinkers’ and that left
an anti-postmodern impulse within anarchism (Bookchin, 1995; Chomsky,
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2006; Zerzan, 2002). It is common within anarchist circles to come across
anti-postmodern sensibilities, sensibilities which react to Foucault as if he
were a petty-bourgeois nihilist, who, having deconstructed everything ends
up with nothing to hold on to (Mueller, 2003: 34). And as Tadzio Mueller
nicely put it, this criticism is nothing but the theoretical equivalent of the
familiar branding of anarchists as brainless ‘rent-a-mob’ types with no positive
proposals (ibid.: 34-5).

Todd May’s post-structuralist anarchism, along with Koch’s project of
utilizing post-structuralism for solving some epistemological problems of
anarchism, is in fact in harmony with Newman’s project of combining those
two bodies. But there is a slight difference; May is predominantly working on
the politics of post-structuralism, while gaining some insights from anarchism
to create a more effective post-structuralist politics, whereas Newman, as
seen in his book From Bakunin to Lacan and in interviews, comes from
within the anarchist tradition and tries to gain some insights from post-
structuralism to create a more effective anarchist politics. But post-anarchism
is better understood as an anarchist theory first and foremost rather than a
post-structuralist theory. At the end of the day, it is an anarchism, it is not a
new kind of post-structuralism. Newman even describes it as a combination
and composition of classical anarchism and contemporary anarchism, which
means that post-structuralist qualities are being framed through the lenses of
contemporary anarchism. However, the prefix ‘post-’ irritated some anarchists,
who thought that the term suggested that the prefix also applied to its new
object as well, implying that anarchism, at least as thought and practised,
was somehow obsolete (Cohn and Wilbur, 2003).

So, could it really be possible to surpass ‘classical’ anarchism? But what
is that anarchism which is subject to attempts to surpass it? And if someone
claims that anarchism is outmoded isn’t that also a claim to define what
anarchism is (and vice versa)? What do we mean when we say ‘anarchism’?
How was this knowledge shaped?

We can roughly define the main periods of anarchism since the nineteenth
century: the first period ends in 1939 with the defeat in Spain, the second
period begins with and embraces the movements from the 1960s and the third
period runs together with the anti-globalization movements. Post-anarchism
studies mainly belong to this third period, which is also sometimes referred
to as the third wave of anarchism (Adams, 2003; see also Aragorn! 2006,
who refers to it as ‘Second Wave Anarchy’). But one of the additional features
of this ‘third wave’ was its reflexive ability to open anarchist history to new
evaluations, rereadings and re-conceptualizations.

There is a certain need to question given histories of anarchism, to show their
contingency and ‘take them apart’. There are no given truths on anarchism.
The positions and discourses of those who wrote anarchist histories determine
the main elements of anarchism as we know it today. Studying the histories of
anarchism leads one to consider history’s nature as a form of knowledge and to
question how knowledge on anarchism was arrived at. There was an ‘anarchist
canon’ which existed before the post-anarchist attempts at ‘saving’ it. And it
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seems like an important task to decode the biases affecting information on
what is anarchism, what represents anarchism, and the anarchist canon. How
do exclusions work within knowledge production processes on anarchism?
What are the structural assumptions behind the canonization of anarchism?

Most of the known works on post-anarchism in English, which were
fundamentally disapproved of by anarchists for misrepresenting anarchism,
were in fact taking the given histories about anarchism for granted. Clichéd
notions of classical anarchism were not some invention of post-anarchists
keen on building straw-person arguments from reductions in the traditional
canon and discourse. Instead of accusing some post-anarchists for employing
problematic conceptions on anarchism, I would like to ask where those
conceptions actually came from in the first place.

Todd May mainly compares the writings of Deleuze, Foucault and Lyotard
with the writings of Kropotkin and Bakunin, with a little reference to Emma
Goldman, Colin Ward and Bookchin. Saul Newman adds Lacan, Stirner
and Derrida to the picture, especially underlining Lacan and Stirner. Lewis
Call broadens this a little and describes a postmodern matrix of writers from
Nietzsche to Baudrillard, comparing their work with more or less the same
anarchist classical thinkers and partly with Chomsky and Bookchin. Lewis
Call, Saul Newman and Todd May all refer to anarchism as a thought that
can be grasped by summarizing the views of a few Western thinkers.

This is in contradiction with the anarchist understanding of theory and
practice, in which there is no hierarchy between the form and content. As a
current example, when David Graeber wrote about the ‘new anarchism’ that
can be seen in anti-globalization movements, he insisted that the ideology of
the new movement is the form of its organization and organizational principles
(Graeber, 2002). This is a quite typical stance of anarchism. Although Call,
May and Newman become part of a project which combines anarchist theory
with theories critical of modernity, their approach to anarchist history is not
really shaped with these same concerns. First of all, ignoring Graeber’s position
(and the position of contemporary anarchisms) but more importantly ignoring
Kropotkin’s notion of the ‘anarchist principle’, they give priority to selected
anarchist texts (without questioning or explaining the selection criteria) and
they understand anarchist practices/experiences as simple applications of these
theories, whereas anarchist history has always been against this hierarchy of
theory over practice.

And then, as a continuation of this logic, these writers gave priority to
Western modern anarchist thinkers (‘dead white males’, as Mueller puts it),
implying that the texts and actions of non-Western and/or non-Modernist
anarchists were just applications (if not imitations) of modern Western
anarchism. And that would mean that the truth of Western anarchism is the
as-yet-hidden-truth’® of non-Western anarchism(s) whereas the truth of written
anarchism is the as-yet-hidden-truth (and zelos) of anarchist practice. As a
result, many post-anarchist works also fail to detect Eurocentric assumptions
in the formation of the canon of classical modern anarchism. Jason Adams has
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given some examples of how we can detect Eurocentric elements in writing
the history of anarchism (Adams, 2003).'°

Taking into account all of the missing pieces, and the missing communication
between post-anarchist works in different languages, we tend to see that
today’s post-anarchism is in an introductory period. For example, all these
post-anarchist works operate with an excuse; they behave as if a justification
were needed for bringing anarchist and post-structuralist philosophy into a
dialogue with one another. They explain their motivation for constituting
post-anarchism as a distinct area of specialization by resorting to their belief
that their area of study is thought to be irrelevant to both academic and
anarchist circles. Legitimization of a need to identify with a post-structuralist/
postmodern anarchism is felt to be required before the research is further
conducted. This apologetic attitude is seen in May, Call, Newman and Day, but
not in Jason Adams.'' And they all legitimize post-anarchism by first trying to
show that Marxist theory has collapsed or failed or it was too problematic to
rely on. This means Marxist theory was presupposed as the norm, the ground
for comparison. Adams begins from anarchism instead of ending with it; he
starts at 1968 and advances toward the present.

Call refers to the collapse of Marxism and attempts to locate proofs that
Marxism’s revolutionary project has failed. If a worldly defeat proves that
the ideology was wrong then how do we defend anarchism? If anarchist
revolutionaries have heretofore won nowhere, how is it that they will win
today? How does anarchism prove that it can transform the world while it
hasn’t transformed any country or region for a sufficient period of time? These
questions naturally follow from the logical structure of Marxism. They (Call,
May, Day and Newman) all in some way see the collapse of the Soviet Union
as indicating the end of Marxism, which hardly seems fair. Why is Marxism
judged as an unsuccessful experiment while anarchism is judged only by its
potential and its theories? It is conceivable that the same judgment could be
applied to anarchism; but that would force anarchists to admit that anarchism
was more or less defeated after the Spanish revolution.

As someone working on post-anarchism as well, Adams showed in his
early article ‘Non-Western Anarchisms’ that one has to critically investigate
the history of anarchism as well. Before comparing classical anarchism with
post-structuralist philosophy and before making a genealogy of affinity in
the realm of ‘classical anarchism’ (that’s the term Richard Day deploys in
Gramsci is Dead)'? one must first endeavour to make a genealogy of the
anarchist ‘canon’.

The main problem so far of the post-anarchist literature'’ referred to above
is that it has not undertaken a new reading of the anarchist canon; the post-
anarchists did not investigate classical anarchism from their post-structuralist
perspectives, but instead compared post-structuralist theory with what was
readily available in a classical anarchism written mostly from a modernist
perspective. Many problems are rooted in this choice I believe.

Trying to find where the problems emerge (as in the search for origins) is
similar to asking why it is so easy for many to rely on the assumption that
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anarchism is based on an idea of a good human essence.'* Todd May, for
example, does not even feel a need to cite any references when he describes
the traditional anarchist reliance on an essentially ‘good’ human nature:
‘anarchists have a two-part distinction: power (bad) vs. human nature (good)’
(May, 2000).

If we go back and have a look at David Morland’s book on anarchist
understandings of human nature, Demanding the Impossible: Human Nature
and Politics in Nineteenth-Century Social Anarchism, we see that even the
‘usual suspects’ (Proudhon, Bakunin and Kropotkin) do not have such an
understanding of human nature (Morland, 1997). Then where does this cliché
come from? (It is interesting that Dave Morland shows that part of this cliché
comes from basic texts on political theory — books that anarchists or left intel-
ligentsia would normally never read, but academicians working on related
areas would: for example, Ian Adams’ Political Ideology Today, or Andrew
Heywood’s Political Ideologies: An Introduction).

Jesse Cohn made a supporting point when he wrote about the relations
between anarchism and Nietzsche:

For Proudhon, ‘the living man is a group’ ‘not an origin, a source, but a
resultant’.’> Kropotkin, too, speaks of the subject as a ‘resultant’ the shifting
product of ‘a multitude of separate faculties, autonomous tendencies,
equal among themselves, performing their functions independently [...]
without being subordinated to a central organ ‘the soul’.'® For Bakunin,
this multitude is a microcosm of the wider social field, always ‘in a sort of
conspiracy against [itself]” or ‘[in] revolt against [itself]’.!” (Cohn, 2006b)

Also, in a 1989 article titled ‘Human Nature and Anarchism’, Peter Marshall
notes that ‘while classic anarchist thinkers, such as William Godwin, Max
Stirner and Peter Kropotkin, share common assumptions about the possibility
of a free society, they do not have a common view of human nature [...]
and their views of human nature are not so naive or optimistic as is usually
alleged’ (Marshall, 1989: 128). Marshall also deals with this subject in his
well-known book Demanding the Impossible (Marshall, 1993). There he
notes that some anarchists

insist that ‘human nature’ does not exist as a fixed essence. [...] and the aim
is not therefore to liberate some ‘essential self’ by throwing off the burden of

government and the State, but to develop the self in creative and voluntary
relations with others. (Marshall, 1993: 642-3)

As we mentioned above, there is a discussion on the understanding of human
nature in anarchism and particularly classical anarchism, and a tendency to
reduce anarchism to a few classical writers. However, there are differences
in the list of the canonic classical anarchist thinkers as well. For example
Colin Ward thought that it was customary to relate the anarchist tradition
to four major thinkers and writers: Godwin, Proudhon, Bakunin, Kropotkin
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(Ward, 2004: 3). Also, in the introduction to his book on anarchism, Alan
Ritter wrote: ‘The arguments treated in this book as representing the gist of
anarchism are drawn from the four authors — Godwin, Proudhon, Bakunin
and Kropotkin — whose contributions to anarchist theory are universally
regarded as most seminal’ (Ritter, 1980: 5). But, on the other hand, for
Irving Horowitz the classical anarchists were Bakunin, Malatesta, Sorel and
Kropotkin (Horowitz, 1964: 17). Or, for Henri Arvon, the theoreticians of
anarchism were William Godwin, Max Stirner, Proudhon, Bakunin and Tolstoy
(Arvon, 2007). As a very early attempt to reduce anarchism to just a few
thinkers, Paul Eltzbacher’s list of seven prominent anarchists, first published
in 1900 in German, included Proudhon, Godwin, Stirner, Bakunin, Kropotkin,
Tucker and Tolstoy (Eltzbacher, 1975; Kinna, 2005: 10). And as one of
the contemporary scholars working on the intersections between anarchism
and post-structuralist theory, Daniel Colson takes Stirner, Proudhon and
Bakunin as the main theorists, precursors or founders of anarchism (Colson,
2004: 14). For Colson, Kropotkin, together with Reclus and Guillaume, is
one of the ‘anarchist intellectuals who came after [them]’, (Colson, 2004:
14). Nevertheless, Colson’s contribution to the debates on post-anarchism/
classical anarchism mostly relate to the way he understands the libertarian
workers’ movement (instead of a few key theorists) as compared with post-
structuralist theory.

Colson first lists various interpretations of Nietzsche (from the extreme-right
interpretation to the Christian reading) and thus depicts an ‘explicitly anarchist
reading [...] a reading we might qualify as “libertarian” and linked to the
renewal of libertarian ideas during the last thirty years, though external to
the anarchist movement per se. Foucault and Deleuze are its best-known
French representatives.” Here Colson categorizes Foucault and Deleuze as the
prominent figures during the last 30 years in a renewal of libertarian ideas
external to the anarchist movement. Those ideas, and the anarchist movement
in the same period, together constitute the libertarian tradition of the era. Once
again, the relation between post-structuralism and anarchism is shown not as
a relation to be constructed or invented but as a relation that is already there.

Considering the significance of Nietzsche for post-structuralist theory
(Schrift, 1995: 7), it is particularly important to consider the way Colson links
Nietzsche to anarchism through a libertarian (‘post-structuralist’) interpreta-
tion of Nietzsche. He compares this libertarian Nietzsche with the libertarian
workers’ movement, revealing direct links between the libertarian thought of
the last 30 years and the libertarian workers” movement of the past (Colson,
2004: 16-25). The way Colson celebrates the syndicalism (and direct action)
of anarchism through Nietzsche is similar to the celebration of the anti-
globalization movements today. Thus Colson, along with Adams, represents
another but apparently a less dominant current within post-anarchism, which
takes political struggles like the libertarian workers’ movement as something
that represents what (‘classical’/’historical’) anarchism is.

Part 4 of the book, ‘Lines of Flight’, marks the theoretical strength of post-
anarchism when used in cultural studies. Sometimes as a method, sometimes as
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just an inspiring perspective, post-anarchism highlights and seeks to describe
the theoretical revitalization of the libertarian tradition. Reconsidering Emma
Goldman’s place in anarchist history from a post-anarchist approach, as Hilton
Bertalan does, or exploring anarchism in popular culture and science fiction
through a TV serial like ‘Buffy the Vampire Slayer’, are both attempts to change
the limits and dynamics of the anarchist canon (a project Lewis Call develops
through his studies on popular-culture elements of a wide range covering V
for Vendetta’, cyberpunk novels and ‘Battlestar Galactica’) and to use post-
anarchism as a theoretical tool, adding a libertarian touch to cultural studies.
Jamie Heckert deepens this use of post-anarchism, dwelling on gender relations
and their role in the new anarchist politics. Nathan Jun uses post-anarchism to
help us in theoretical debates about post-structuralist philosophy. And Michael
Truscello opens us up to post-anarchist studies of technology.

Generally speaking, post-anarchism is a new and developing current in the
world radical political scene, and also in cultural studies. In this reader, we
aim to present the major reference points so far, the key theories articulated
and the discussions surrounding these theories, and to provide the reader with
some insight into these emerging fields of debate.

NOTES

1. See Tony Blair’s depiction of the movement of anarchists as a ‘travelling circus’ that ‘goes
from summit to summit with the sole purpose of causing as much mayhem as possible.” See
‘Blair: Anarchists will not stop us’, BBC News, 16 June 2001. <http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/
uk_politics/1392004.stm>

2. Teoman Gee, an anarchist activist and writer from the United States, explains:

[For] [t]he first ten years of my involvement in anarchist politics (from 1989 to 1999)
being an anarchist was an oddity, and the scene pretty much resembled a social ghetto
that was often enough only subject to ridicule and despised, even amongst non-anarchist
political radicals. At best, we were seen as incurable idealists, chasing dreams of a just
society made for fairy-tales much rather than the real world. [...] One often didn’t dare
declare oneself an anarchist in radical networks geared towards single-issue political
activism, just to avoid the danger of not being taken seriously. [...] What does seem
essential is to recall the isolated and disregarded socio-political space we found ourselves
in as anarchists for almost all of the 1980s and 1990s. [...] This has changed drastically
since November 1999, especially in the US. It’s common now to read about anarchists in
the media, to introduce oneself as an anarchist, to refer to your neighbor as an anarchist.
Anarchists finally seem to have recognition. (New Anarchism: Some Thoughts, Teoman
Gee, Alpine Anarchist Productions, 2003, pp.5-6.)

3. On the other hand, Graeber rejects the ‘honour’ of being the person who first coined the
term. He even denies that he has ever used it:

I never used the expression ‘new anarchist’ myself. It’s in the title of the New Left Review
piece, but the magazine makes up the title, not the author. I didn’t object to it but I would
never use it as a title in that way. Insofar as I’ve ever consciously designated myself a
particular type of anarchist it’s ‘small a’ — which is above all the kind that doesn’t go in
for particular sub-identities. (Personal email, 17 November 2007)

Ironically he is sometimes introduced as: ‘anthropologist, “new anarchist” theorist and
activist, David Graeber’ (cf. <http://www.glovesoff.org/features/gjamerica_4.html>). Actually,
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the first version of Graeber’s article was first published as ‘The Globalization Movement:
Some Points of Clarification’ in Items and Issues 2(3) (Fall 2001), the newsletter of the Social
Science Research Council (see <http://publications.ssrc.org/items/ItemsWinerter20012.3-4.
pdf>). The article displayed an early and strong attempt to conceptualize the ideology of
the new movement as a set of anarchistic organizational principles. It was so ‘new’ that as
I was trying to translate the piece into Turkish (it was later published in Varlik, December
2001, no. 1131, pp.45-9) I couldn’t understand some key terms and asked the author their
meanings. These terms were ‘break-outs’, ‘fishbowls’, ‘blocking concerns’, ‘vibes-watchers’,
“facilitation tools’ and ‘spokes-councils’ — a collection of technical terms used within the
movement for direct democracy which were mentioned by Graeber himself on purpose
simply to show that such a technical language existed. Detailed explanations of those terms
can be found in the longer New Left Review version of the article.

Tadzio Mueller goes further and claims that

if anarchism is anything today, then it is not a set of dogmas and principles, but a set of
practices and actions within which certain principles manifest themselves. [...] Anarchism
is not primarily about what is written but what is done. (Mueller, 2003: 27)

So here Mueller first denies the superior position of theory over practice and then suggests
that it is practice/experience that is in the superior position.

Interview with Todd May (May, 2004). Also in the interview (with Rebecca deWitt), May
says: ‘As an activist, I find myself in accordance with the recent demonstrations intended
to eliminate the WTO.” (May, 2000).

See the full archive of the post-anarchism email listserv from the Spoon Collective at <http://
www.driftline.org/cgi-bin/archive/archive.cgi?list=spoon-archives/postanarchism.archive>.
But the tone of excitement can perhaps be better traced to the Yahoo! Group archives, which
is open to members only: <http://groups.yahoo.com/group/postanarchisms>.

This oft-cited essay was also published with the title ‘Postanarchism in a Bombshell’ in
Aporia Journal. See <http://aporiajournal.tripod.com/postanarchism.htm>.

A few years later, Saul Newman heard this call, dismissed Godwin and used Stirner on a
large scale; but Newman did not adopt Stirner as one of the leading classical anarchists but
as a precursor of post-structuralism (Newman, 2001). Although From Bakunin to Lacan
was first published in 2001, Newman’s book was based on his Ph.D. thesis completed in
1994-98.

I am borrowing the phrase from Agnes Heller and Ferenc Feher. See Agnes Heller and Ferenc
Feher, Postmodern Political Condition (Cambridge: Polity Press, 1988), p.2.

Adams’ Non-Western Anarchisms and Sharif Gemie’s Third World Anarchism have both
been translated into Turkish and more importantly they have been perceived as crucial
anarchist texts, whereas they are not much appreciated in Western anarchist circles;
this is itself a sign of different priorities concerning this issue among anarchist circles
worldwide. Additionally, Aragorn! in his essay ‘Toward a Non-European Anarchism,
or Why a Movement Is the Last Thing that People of Color Need’, suggests the terms
‘non-European anarchism’ and ‘extra-European anarchism’. <http://theanarchistlibrary.
org/HTML/Aragorn___Toward_a_non_European_Anarchism_or_Why_a_movement_is_
the_last_thing_that_people_of_color_need.html>.

‘Postanarchism in a Nutshell’, Jason Adams, <http://theanarchistlibrary.org/HTML/Jason_
Adams__Postanarchism_in_a_Nutshell.html>. Here Adams starts by looking at possible
roots to the current post-anarchist tendency without any discussion on why Marxism has
failed.

Especially see Chapter 4 (‘Utopian Socialism Then ...°) in Richard J.E. Day, Gramsci Is
Dead: Anarchist Currents in the Newest Social Movements (London: Pluto Press, 2005).
Another problem with Gramsci Is Dead is that Day understands genealogy as simply tracing
back the history of something (in this case ‘logic of affinity’). That is clearly not genealogy
in the Nietzschean/Foucauldian sense — this is simply family tree. Genealogy requires that
we ask questions about the birth of something; a genealogy of affinity in the Nietzschean/
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Foucauldian sense would begin by asking — Who first wrote about affinity? Where did this
affinity came from and how? What were the forces and struggles? How did it develop? Etc.
There is a certain language gap that makes it difficult to refer to ‘post-anarchist literature’
in the world. In the English-speaking world, usually there is no concern about this, and
without a doubt, writers refer to ‘post-anarchists’ or ‘post-anarchist writers’ instead of
saying ‘English-speaking post-anarchists’ or ‘post-anarchist literature in English’, and thus
ignore contributions made in other languages such as French, German or Turkish. Jirgen
Mumbken and his friends in Germany issued numerous post-anarchist publications and set
up a web site for post-anarchist archives, www.postanarchismus.net (this is the latest of
a series of web sites dedicated to post-anarchism; Jason Adams’s Postanarchism Clearing
House was the first, started in February 2002, followed by www.postanarki.net in December
2003, which was prepared by the post-anarchist magazine Siyahi and included articles in
Turkish and English, and the blog pages of Siyahi Interlocal, which was a joint project of
Adams and Siyahi to make an international post-anarchist magazine in English — a project
that has only recently come to fruition. Web pages in Spanish are following; these can be
traced through the Spanish Wikipedia at es.wikipedia.org/wiki/Postanarquismo. Two original
books have been published in Germany by the same group of writers, and several books
on post-anarchism saw the light in Turkish (in accordance with the ‘as-yet-hidden-truth’
concept, these books are never mentioned when writers give a picture of ‘post-anarchism so
far’). So in this introduction, when not mentioned otherwise, by ‘post-anarchists’ [ mainly
mean writers who have made book-length contributions to the field in English — Todd May
(Political Philosophy of the Poststructuralist Anarchism), Saul Newman (From Bakunin
to Lacan: Anti-Authoritarianism and the Dislocation of Power), Lewis Call (Postmodern
Anarchism) and Richard Day (Gramsci Is Dead: Anarchist Currents in the Newest Social
Movements). It is also important to keep in mind that we do not have one homogeneous
universal post-anarchism. In particular, political cultures give birth to different anarchisms
and different post-anarchisms. For example, the post-anarchism developed in the Turkish
context reflects much greater concern about the historiography of anarchism, in opposition
to the assumption in many canonic approaches that exhibit anarchist practices as mere
applications of anarchist theory. English-speaking post-anarchists never discuss Emma
Goldman when they discuss the problems of classical anarchism — simply because, very
strangely, she has been dropped from the representative canon. Her very early attempts at
a Nietzschean anarchism are thus left in the shade. The difference is, if you take her as a
part of the core, you have to accept that there are many post-1968 themes represented in
the classical anarchist literature. But if she is out of the core, than hers is merely a unique
case of a propagandist feminist anarchist (immigrant) — it is without any representative
value. Thus, Hilton Bertalan’s article on Emma Goldman in Part 4 of our book is a highly
significant intervention.

14. However, when Mueller rejects the claim that all anarchists believe in such an essentialist
understanding of power vs. human nature, he also points out that there are anarchists
today among activist circles who really think this way. Mueller posits the situation as two
struggling camps within anarchism (Mueller 2003: 31).

15. Proudhon, Oeuvres 12.64, 8.3.409, translated by Jesse Cohn.

16. Kropotkin, Kropotkin’s Revolutionary Pamphlets, 119-20.

17. Bakunin (1972: 239).
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Part 1
When Anarchism Met Post-Structuralism






1
Post-Structuralism and the Epistemological
Basis of Anarchism'’

Andrew M. Koch

The problem of defining the ‘proper’ relationship between the individual
and the larger community is as old as civilization. Classical and modern
political theories have traditionally addressed this problem by grounding
descriptive and prescriptive political formulations in conceptions of human
nature or human essence. Questions regarding the aggressiveness, avarice
and rationality of the individual have provided the underlying dynamic for
the debate regarding the necessity and form of external institutions. In the
classical and modern periods, the conflict over how to represent the character
of the individual culminated in a variety of competing political formulations.
If human beings are self-serving and aggressive, then the strong coercive
state becomes necessary. If the individual is shaped by the social body,
then community practice becomes the essence and the teleology of human
endeavours. If human beings are rational, to the extent that they can formulate
a structure for controlling their aggressiveness, conflicts can be mediated.
‘Authority’ becomes a substitute for force, and participation and consent
provide the legitimacy for collective decisions.

Within this general framework the writings of classical anarchism can also
be examined. The eighteenth- and nineteenth-century anarchists’ attacks on
the state were based on a ‘rational’ representation of human nature. Reason,
compassion, and gregariousness are essential to this view of anarchism. Not
only is the state, as a coercive institution, fundamentally in conflict with this
view of human nature, but the rigid monolithic character of its structure
inhibits both the spontaneous character of association and the expression of
genuine human kindness. And, although the foci of the classical anarchists
differ and their prescriptions vary, the general ontological character of their
argument is similar.

This chapter explores the origins and evolution of another perspective within
the archaeology of ideas. As an epistemological problem, the relationship
between the individual and the collective takes on a fundamentally different
character. The major question is no longer one of representation but of
validity: by what measure can any ontological characterization of essence
or nature be justified? Is there any validity to the representation of human
nature that underlies state practices?
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The chapter attempts to demonstrate how the general critique of
Enlightenment epistemology, beginning in the nineteenth century and
continuing today in the work of the post-structuralists, may be recast to assist
in the construction of an epistemologically grounded defence of anarchism.
After briefly outlining the ontological justification for anarchism found in the
works of Godwin, Kropotkin and Proudhon, the focus shifts to epistemo-
logical issues. First, the general questions raised by Max Stirner’s defence of
anarchism in The Ego and His Own are examined. Then, Nietzsche’s critique
of Enlightenment epistemology is surveyed for the questions it raises about
truth, knowledge and method. Finally, the epistemological questions raised by
the twentieth-century movement known as post-structuralism are explored for
their relevance in reformulating the support for the objectives of anarchism.

Post-structuralism challenges the idea that it is possible to create a stable
ontological foundation for the creation of universal statements about human
nature. In the relationship between theory and practice, these foundational
claims have been used to legitimate the exercise of power. Without the ability
to fix human identity, the political prescriptions that rely on such claims
are open to question. This creates the basis for a different approach to the
formulation of anarchist politics, what has come to be termed post-anarchism.

The chapter concludes by rejecting the claim that post-structuralism cannot
create a rationale for resistance to the state. Post-structuralism confronts the
state by undercutting the foundational premises that support it. Rejecting the
modernist epistemology and the universalist ontology, the post-structuralist’s
argument asserts a plurality of contexts for the generation of discourse. The
recognition of plurality becomes the basis for resistance to that which would
impose universals. In political terms, that resistance is directed against the state.

ONTOLOGICAL JUSTIFICATIONS FOR ANARCHISM

The central feature of an ontological defence of anarchism is the representation
of human nature. One of the most clearly elaborated ontological defences of
anarchism can be found in William Godwin’s Enquiry Concerning Political
Justice (1971). Godwin’s argument is that human beings are perfectible, not
because each is able to reach a final condition, but because each is capable
of continually improving (ibid.: 144). The perfectibility of human nature is
associated with the question of truth and justice, which is, in turn, generated
by the power of reason.

Godwin asserts a set of propositions regarding the character of human
nature and then draws logical inferences from those assertions. Godwin
believed that all human beings are equal in that they have an innate ability
to reason (ibid.: 231). The problem in society, then, is not to find the perfect
person to rule but to cultivate sufficiently the reasoning capacities of all
individuals. Once we have sufficient confidence in our own reasoning abilities,
our acceptance of rule by others will be shaken. Confidence in others is the
offspring of our own ignorance (ibid.: 247).
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Godwin’s characterization of human nature, government and power are
linked to a transcendental notion of truth. Truth and justice have an abstract
condition of existence in which the world has only imperfect manifestations:
“Truth is omnipotent’ (ibid.: 143). Vices and moral weakness are founded
on ignorance (ibid.: 143). Truth will be victorious not only over ‘ignorance’
but also over sophistry (ibid.: 140). For this victory to occur, however, the
truth must be communicated (ibid.: 140). Man’s perfectibility is advanced
as he uncovers the truths of his existence and communicates them to others.
Governments, which have become the foundations of inequality, exist because
of ignorance. As ignorance declines, so will the basis of government (ibid.: 248).

The same strategy for the justification of anarchism is found in the work
of Peter Kropotkin (1987). Kropotkin bases his analysis of mankind on a
conception of universal animal nature. In contrast to Darwin, Kropotkin
asserted that human survival has been enhanced by cooperation, not
competition. Most animal species that have survived use ‘mutual aid” as a
tool for survival. From this naturalistic observation, Kropotkin suggested that
the history of the human species also shows the tendency toward cooperation.
In the modern age, however, this natural condition has been mitigated by
social conditions. Since the sixteenth century, with the emergence of the
centralized nation state and the economic logic of capitalism, the institutions
that supported mutual aid among the human species have been in retreat
(ibid.: 203, 208).

To Kropotkin, ‘progress’ is measured according to those institutions that
extend the natural condition of mutual aid (1987: 180). Modern institutions,
however, corrupt the individual. The undesirable traits in human beings will
be eliminated by disposing of the institutions that promote such characteris-
tics (ibid.: 83). Kropotkin acknowledged that this will not be easy to achieve
because the law serves the ruling class (Kropotkin cited in Gould and Truitt,
1973: 450-1).

Pierre Joseph Proudhon presented a similar ontological justification for
anarchism. In What Is Property? Proudhon argued that the idea of property
was not natural to the human condition (1966: 251). The system of property
leads to inequality that can only be maintained by force. Proudhon was,
however, equally critical of state communism. Communism oppresses the
various faculties of individuals (ibid.: 261). In place of either of these systems,
Proudhon proposed a form of social organization he called liberty. For
Proudhon, liberty is the condition in which mankind is capable of exercising
rationality in the organization of society (ibid.: 283). Liberty brings the body
of scientific knowledge to bear on political questions. Political truths exist and
can be understood by rational scientific inquiry (ibid.: 276). To the extent that
a society is enlightened, the need for oppressive state authority diminishes.
Ultimately, human reason will replace the oppressive state.

The sample of writers is clearly not an exhaustive list of anarchists in the
nineteenth century. It is, however, a representative sample of a particular
approach to anarchism in which several recurring themes emerge. Although
the characterization of the human being differs slightly among the authors,
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they share a common concern for the delineation of the human character
in order to proceed in their critique of the contemporary order. Although
the representational character of this methodology is my primary interest,
it should also be noted that the content of that representation is similar in
the authors mentioned. The human being is seen as a rational, cognitive and
compassionate creature. Corruption takes place within social institutions and
is not an essential part of human nature. As reason takes mankind toward
the truth, rational individuals lose their need for the state.

ORIGINS OF AN EPISTEMOLOGICAL DEFENCE OF ANARCHISM

In contrast to an ontological defence of anarchism, an epistemologically based
theory of anarchism questions the processes out of which a ‘characterization’
of the individual occurs. If the validity of any representation can be questioned,
then the political structures that rest on that representational foundation must
also be suspect. If the conditions for the existence of the truth claims embraced
by the political order are demonstrated to be suspect, and if the representa-
tions by which the character of the state is propagated and legitimated are
open to interpretation, doubt, or shown to be grounded in fiction, then the
authority of the state may be legitimately questioned.

The elements for an epistemologically based critique of the state can be
traced back to the nineteenth century in the writings of Max Stirner and
Friedrich Nietzsche. In the contemporary world, the same challenges to the
Enlightenment view of knowledge, and ultimately to the state, can be found
in the writings of the post-structuralists.

The Nineteenth-Century Attack on Representation

Max Stirner’s The Ego and His Own (1973) is a subjectivist’s defence against
the power of the state. What is unique about the work, especially in relation
to other nineteenth-century anarchist thought, is the method Stirner employs
for his defence of egoism. Stirner’s main task is not to construct an alternative
view of human nature but to suggest that the systems of thought that have
been employed in the Western philosophic and political tradition are based
on an error. The error is that they construct a fixed idea of the human being
and then seek to construct man in the image of that idea. Thoughts and
conceptions, themselves, become the chains that enslave us. We are prisoners
of our conceptions (ibid.: 63).

Stirner traces the emergence of the Idea in the history of Western thought.
Ancient man was concerned with the world, and the world was its own truth.
The mind was to be used as a weapon, a means against nature (ibid.: 17).
But the world is in a constant state of change. Therefore, truth is a fleeting
moment. This was an unsettling position for modern man.

Stirner identified the transformation to the modern age with the emergence
of spiritualism and the creation of static concepts. Specifically, he argued that
the modern age emerged with the decline of ancient civilization and the rise
of Christianity. Asserting that the modern age is characterized by the notion
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of the Idea, or Concept, Stirner suggested a natural affinity between the
spiritualism of modern philosophy and the spiritualism of Christian thought.
Whether in spiritual or secular matters, both convey the same ‘foolishness’
of the fixed idea (ibid.: 44).

Stirner claimed that the individual loses uniqueness in the face of the
generalized and fixed concept of ‘Man’. This claim is especially relevant in
the area of politics. Stirner surveyed what he considered to be three types
of liberal thought: political, social and humane. Each ultimately rests on the
creation of an image to which the individual must conform. Political liberalism
is possible only through the creation of the idea of citizenship. It transforms
individual into citizen in the image of the state (ibid.: 107). Social liberalism
robs people of their property in the name of community (ibid.: 117-18).
However, humane liberalism, because of its subtlety, is the most insidious
because it removes the uniqueness of human beings and turns the real living
ego, man, into the generalized concept, Man (ibid.: 128). The individual is lost
to the Concept. Servitude continues, but in the name of humanity rather than
God, King or country. Stirner rejected all three of these liberal formulations
and sought to find the place for man that has been lost in the modern age.

Stirner opposes the attempt to formulate a notion of human ‘essence’ (ibid.:
81), yet his alternative is clearly not wholly successful. He is aware of the
problem but lacks the linguistic tools to escape it. He, therefore, lapses into
his own characterization of the human subject at various points throughout
the work. This leaves the work as a whole unable to remove the notion of
the historical subject, even within a general attack on its characterization.

The significance of the work is clearly in its reformulation of the
methodological problems; Stirner’s position is an early formulation of the
attack on representation. This is reflected in his condemnation of ‘concepts’,
‘principles’ and ‘standpoints’ that are used as weapons against individuals
(ibid.: 63). More generally, Stirner’s attack has the character of a universal
condemnation of ‘ontological culture’. The culture of ‘being’ and the
representations of that being are characterized as suspect at best and dangerous
at worst. Rather than focusing on a competing model of human nature, Stirner
was concerned with showing the linkage between ideas and the context in
which they are generated. This method is similar to that labelled ‘genealogy’
by Nietzsche and the post-structuralists.

Nietzsche, Genealogy and the Problem of Language

In the latter half of the nineteenth century, Friedrich Nietzsche created a
language with which to analyse the presuppositions that underlie the
Enlightenment view of knowledge. Nietzsche denied the validity of Kant’s
assertion that there is a transcendental reality of which our knowledge
is limited. In denying the existence of a transcendental realm of things in
themselves, Nietzsche is raising doubts about the foundation on which the
entire Enlightenment enterprise has been built. The magnitude of this assertion
cannot be over-emphasized.
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Whether one subscribes to the Platonic notion of the forms, adheres to the
Kantian notion of a thing in itself, or defends the Hegelian totalizing teleology
of world history, to Nietzsche these are nothing more than fictions. Each
of these systems of thought suggests that there is a substratum to reality in
which the true causal dynamic of world events resides. Thus what has passed
in history as epistemology has been little more than metaphysics (Nietzsche,
1957). Science also rests on presuppositions, the truth of which cannot be
proved. For Nietzsche, the world is neither true nor real, but living (Deleuze,
1983: 184).

Nietzsche will not deny that these fictions have served a utility function in
human history. At the beginning of The Use and Abuse of History (1957),
Nietzsche suggests that the drawing of a line to establish a specific horizon,
distinguishing the knowable and the unknowable, the visible and the invisible,
allows for the generation and reproduction of knowledge and culture (ibid.:
7). Within the metaphysics of culture, falsity and narrowness are virtues when
compared to the intellectual paralysis generated by ever-shifting horizons
(ibid.: 8).

At this point an epistemological paradox around the idea of exclusion
appears. To generate knowledge, particularly of history and culture, one
must continually limit the universe of one’s objects, closing the system. One
must draw a boundary around that which is relevant. But to do so removes
the phenomenon from the context of its occurrence. This process negates
the possibility of truth. Therefore, history never contains truth; it is the past
transformed to resemble the present (ibid.: 15).

Cultural and historical analyses create fiction. This is logically true,
regardless of the utility of the proposition. Because the past is continually
reconfigured to resemble the present, any notion of an ahistorical universal
is absurd. The historical character of truth is also reinforced in a second way.
Because truth does not and cannot exist apart from those who possess it, and
because those beings are historical entities, truth is a historical phenomenon
(Strong, 1988: 44).

If universal truth is denied, then the domain of intellectual inquiry is
transformed. The quest for knowledge is not satisfied by representations. There
is no longer the possibility of stating truth about human beings or nature.
Representations of being, truth and the real are only fictions (Nietzsche,
1967: 266). If this is accepted, then there remains a twofold intellectual
task. The first is to unmask the existing structure of culture so as to reveal
its metaphysical illusions (genealogy). The second task is to return to the
individual a conception of life stripped of its illusion. This is represented by
the ‘will to power’. These ideas are clearly related. If the will to power is in
part the will to truth, which Nietzsche suggests it is, and if the ideal of truth
does not reside in true reality, it must be contained in the medium of truth,
language. Language contains the concepts that characterize the world. The
genealogical method explores the process by which facts acquire their status
from the utility function they serve in the language of history.
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Nietzsche’s genealogical exploration is concerned with the way in which
the facts of the contemporary world have been created. Of particular interest
is the creation of morality. To this point in history, claimed Nietzsche (1956),
the intrinsic worth of values had been taken for granted; they must be called
into question: “We need to know the conditions from which those values have
sprung and how they have developed and changed: morality as a consequence,
symptom, mask’ (ibid.: 155).

Questioning the origin and status of values suggests the link between
language, knowledge and power that will be an essential component of the
post-structuralist claims. Language expresses a set of conceptualizations about
the world. And, because the person who makes a statement using the concepts
contained in language is not making an objectively true statement, the world
of appearance is a creation of those who speak and give the world its image
(Nietzsche cited in Kaufman, 1968).

Thus Nietzsche asks “Who speaks?” when moral positions are asserted.
In exploring the genealogy of the concept good, Nietzsche claimed that its
genesis was in the utility it served for the nobles (ibid.: 160). As the concept
of good, originally associated with the actions of the nobility, is adopted by
the lower strata, the concept loses its necessary connection to the existence
of an aristocracy. Yet the association of good with nobles remains ingrained
in the language.

The problem created by this representation of moral virtue is that it generates
a ‘fixed’ characterization of human nature. This is true whether the charac-
terization of human nature is good or bad. In fact, Nietzsche claims that the
characterizations of good and bad are dependent on each other, suggesting
that no knowledge at all is conveyed by their usage. However, the result of this
characterization is a fixed, ahistorical notion of morality that can be applied
to individuals. Society becomes immersed in the process of sorting the good
from the bad and of assigning responsibility based on that characterization.

By denying the possibility of a moral representation of human nature,
Nietzsche brings into question the process that has dominated the political
experience of the Western world. If morality has its basis in interest rather than
truth, the foundations that underlie political assertions of right and justice are
also obliterated. Claims of the state have their genesis in the interests of those
who created the language of justice in the same way that the interests of the
commercial classes and the royal dynasties created the concept of nationalism
(Nietzsche cited in Kaufmann, 1968: 61).

If politics cannot be organized around truth because it lacks transcendental
grounding, and politics cannot be organized around justice because its repre-
sentation reflects the interests of those who define it, then politics is reduced
to the expression of power. The state is organized immorality (Nietzsche,
1967: 382). It represents the ‘idolatry of the superfluous’ (Nietzsche cited in
Kaufmann, 1968: 162). The morality of the state is the instinct of the herd,
with the force of numbers legitimating its actions.

Nietzsche asked, ‘Under what conditions did man construct the value
judgments “good” and “evil”?’ (Nietzsche, 1956: 151). By replacing the
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transcendental claims of morality with the genealogical enterprise, Nietzsche
suggested a method for the critique of all universal claims to knowledge in
the West. Nietzsche contextualized all claims, whether in the discourse on
physical nature or moral propositions. Both convey the tools of a species
seeking a conceptual ordering of the world to enhance survival.

Thus, while Nietzsche rejected the ontological claims that provided the
foundation for much of nineteenth-century anarchism, he made a monumental
contribution to the development of post-anarchism. Nietzsche also introduced
a question which would open a new avenue of inquiry for twentieth century
post-structuralism. Under what conditions does contingent knowledge take
on the character of a fact?

POST-STRUCTURALISM AND THE CRITIQUE OF ENLIGHTENMENT
EPISTEMOLOGY

Inspired by Nietzsche and linguistic philosophy, the movement of post-
structuralism in the late twentieth century continues to challenge the
Enlightenment epistemology. The works of Jacques Derrida, Michel Foucault
and Jean-Francois Lyotard, as three of the most notable members of the
post-structuralist movement, all signify a break with what they perceive to
be an epistemology based on the fixed idea. These authors and other post-
structuralists reflect a shift away from the ontological character of the human
discourse that dominated the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries.

In analysing the problems with Enlightenment epistemology, the common
features of the post-structural position emerge. Reacting specifically to the
structuralism of Saussure and Lévi-Strauss, the post-structural criticism is a
comprehensive critique of the idea of representation. Linked to the questioning
of the status of representation and to the rejection of a fixed conception of
human nature is the denial of the ‘grand narratives’ that underlie mass politics.

In the attack on representation, there is an implicit negation of any
fixed content for subjectivity in social and historical discourse. The post-
structuralists reject what they consider the ontological character of modern
individualism which has provided the foundation for nineteenth- and
twentieth-century liberal ideology. They also reject the teleological character
of twentieth-century Marxism.

The post-structuralists challenge the idea that truth and knowledge are
simply the result of a linear accumulation of facts about objects in the world.
Science, economics, culture and politics change as the language, concepts
and ideas regarding what is acceptable as truth change. Thus the linear view
of knowledge is replaced with a conceptualization of knowledge that is
contingent on a plurality of internally consistent episteme. It is this idea that
raises questions about the foundational basis of the modern state.

Representation, Language and Truth

Of central concern to the post-structuralists is the contrast between the modern
and postmodern understanding of knowledge. At the centre of this debate
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is the status of representation. Representation signifies a process by which
experience is turned into the signs of experience, which can then be ordered
for recovery and use. Whether ordered from appearance (classical episteme)
or according to function (modern episteme), the epistemological problem
remains. The epistemology of representation requires a closed system. This
is the only way that the identities of the signified can remain stable (Laclau
cited in Ross, 1988: 73).

The attack on representation is an attack on the idea of a closed system
(Arac, 1986: xxii). The argument centres on the claim that a closed system
always omits an element contained in the object that it seeks to describe. In
addition, the idea of representation fixes the meaning of the sign outside its
context, making communication through the use of signs almost meaningless
(Derrida, 1982b: 299-301). The post-structuralist critique of representation
links the process of concept formation to the production and reproduction of
language (Benhabib, 1987: 106-9). The attack on representation results in the
conclusion that the communication of intended meaning is always inhibited
because the meaning of the sign can never be clearly communicated.

In place of the idea of representation, post-structuralism uses the model
of grammar as the framework for statements (Foucault, 1973: 237). The
paradigm of language replaces the paradigm of consciousness (Benhabib,
1987: 110). The model of grammar for the context of knowledge formation
has several important features. First, grammar contains its own internal
laws governing discourse, regardless of the content of the message. The rules
governing the truth claims of the message are then internal to the system of
language itself and do not require the construction of an external system of
verification. Second, because the verification of signs and symbols occurs
internationally, there is no possibility of a metalanguage that links the various
languages. (This is the focus of Lyotard’s 1984 argument in The Postmodern
Condition.) Third, because each language has different symbolic referents,
statements must be context specific. This makes the communication across
different systems of language difficult, if not impossible. Finally, with the
plurality of possible grammatical systems, and the context-specific nature
of their claims, irreconcilable tension must exist among heteromorphous
language systems.

This assertion clearly distinguishes the position of the post-structuralists
from the critical theory of Jiirgen Habermas. Habermas argues that it is
possible to transcend the subject-centred reason in the formulation of rules
governing discourse (1990: 341). It is possible, therefore, to deduce an ideal
speech situation in which discourse occurs that is free from the influence
of institutionalized power. But if the post-structuralists are correct, what
would such a speech situation produce? Despite his denial, Habermas must
assume a form of Kantian universalism if the outcome of ideal speech is to be
meaningful. This denies the heteromorphous nature of systems of grammar
and the context-specific use of the sign. To the post-structuralists, the ideal
speech situation will produce skewed languages speaking at one another —
neither truth nor consensus.
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In linking the production of truth to the production of heteromorphous
languages, the post-structuralist renews the Nietzschean idea of genealogy
as the method of inquiry for social practice. The Nietzschean question
‘who speaks?’ in the realm of discourse suggests that the conditions that
gave rise to an assertion of truth are the proper focus of investigation. This
concentration provides the basis for an analysis that is not dependent on the
idea of a transcendent subject (Foucault, 1980). The real question is not what
something is in itself. There is no such metalanguage that can support the idea
of essence. Genealogical analysis focuses on the context that makes a statement
of ‘this is’ possible. In describing the application of this method to the study
of the prison, Foucault states that he studies the practice of imprisonment to
understand the ‘moral technology’ in which the practice becomes accepted as
natural (1981: 4-5). Thus there is a direct connection between the accepted
practice and the production of truth that supports that practice.

The important questions for the post-structuralists pertain to the assumptions
and complex social relations in which language is produced, reproduced
and validated. The task of post-structural analysis is not to replace one set
of axiomatic structures with another but to provide a reading of scientific,
cultural and social texts such that the contradictions, assumptions and a
prioris are made explicit (Aronowitz cited in Ross, 1988: 55). Only in this
way can the connections among language, the production of truth, and the
institutions of power be made apparent.

EPISTEMOLOGICAL RELATIVISM AND THE CRITIQUE OF POWER

The post-structuralists are concerned with the epistemological status of
discourse, and, as they clearly indicate, their position has political implications.
The political side of their epistemological critique links the context in which
the political statements are formulated to the institutions that generate the
rules and procedures for institutional discourse. As Foucault asserted, all
institutions of power have a mechanism for generating and controlling
discourse (1980: 93). Thus, discourse not only generates legitimating
discourse for that institution but also controls the right to speak within the
institutional framework (Foucault, 1977: 214). The political-epistemological
link, therefore, connects the production of knowledge with the production of
power. By examining the process in which what is called knowledge comes
to be labelled as such, and by claiming that the label of knowledge is tied
to a specific historical context for the production of knowledge, the post-
structuralists seek to undermine the foundations from which the dominant
political ideologies of the twentieth century have drawn their legitimacy. If the
concepts under which action is coordinated are fictions, then the legitimacy
of those actions is open to question.

Post-structural analysis of the political environment substitutes a focus
on epistemology for the modernist focus on ontology. The concern changes
from ‘what is human nature?’ to ‘how have we come to this belief about
human nature?’ This epistemological focus decentres the understanding of
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politics because it suggests heteromorphous arenas for the production of
truth. Languages emerge in a plurality of episteme. A plurality of languages
requires the decentring of politics.

If post-structuralism counters the universal claims of the modernist
epistemology and replaces them with a notion of plurality and contingency,
then it can challenge the content of the dominant ideology without the
substitution of one popular truth for another (Ross, 1988: ix). Where no
a priori exists regarding the subject, there can be no universal regarding
politics. The post-structuralists argue that the human discourses need to give
up universals (Mouff cited in Ross, 1988: 34).

If truth is relative to the construction of a language in which taxonomies,
concepts and facts are used to judge and regulate activity, then truth is not
something to be discovered but something that is produced. The post-struc-
turalists claim that the creation of knowledge needs to be understood as a
process in which contingent value is replicated within a closed epistemological
system. For this reason, there is a link between the social, economic, scientific
and political discourses within any society: ‘In any given culture and at any
given moment, there is always only one episteme that defines the conditions of
possibility of all knowledge, whether expressed in a theory or silently invested
in a practice’ (Foucault, 1973: 168). Each episteme supports a different form
of domination. In any given period, then, the system in which knowledge is
produced and reinforced maintains the political order.

The post-structuralists oppose the tyranny of globalizing discourse on any
level (Foucault, 1980: 80, 83). The methodologies suggested by Derrida,
Foucault and Lyotard (deconstruction, genealogy and paralogy, respectively)
are all designed to decentre the production of language and truth to more
accurately reflect the contingent and relative character of knowledge. Society
contains a plurality of heteromorphous languages. Genealogical analysis
reveals that history has been a struggle among these languages (Foucault,
1980: 83).

At this point, the attack of the post-structuralists appears entirely negative
in character. There is no possibility of truth; there are only contingent truths.
There are no legitimating foundations for politics. There are only power
struggles in which the power is masked, effectively or ineffectively, in the
production of legitimating discourse through self-replicating institutions of
power. The existing political order is generated from a language of representa-
tion that is context specific and insupportable in its universalism.

Post-Structuralism, the State and Anarchist Theory

Several aspects of the post-structuralists’ position have particular importance
for an epistemological formulation of anarchism. The attempt to fix human
nature or to create any idea of human essence is clearly rejected. The idea
that legitimacy can be grounded in process is also suspect (cf. Derrida, 1982a:
304). The post-structuralist position also eliminates any idea of historical
inevitability or teleology. History is the discourse of the present projected
onto the past.
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In general, post-structuralism provides the tools for a systematic decon-
struction of the claims to legitimacy of any institutional authority. If truth
determines how we live, and the production of truth is relative to a particular
episteme and the corresponding constellation of power, then how we live is
ultimately determined by power, not truth in either the Platonic or the Kantian
sense. Dismantling the myths on which politics is based demonstrates the
prejudices of existing practice. Removing the possibility that the state can
be based on truth reveals the existing structures of power in social relations.

However, despite this stance regarding the institutions of power, Jiirgen
Habermas (cited in Foster, 1983), Stephen White (1988: 190), Stanley
Aronowitz (cited in Ross, 1988: 48) and others argue that in denying the
possibility of authoritative values the post-structuralists’ position lacks the
ability to provide a normative defence of the individual. They argue that
although the post-structuralists’ focus on the historical and epistemological
contingencies in which power arose may provide descriptive statements, this
position is not sufficient to make a choice regarding the existing relations of
power. For this reason, Habermas identifies post-structuralism as a neocon-
servative attack on the foundations of modernism. The post-structuralists, he
claims, are not able to make any determinations of what is just and unjust.

But to Foucault and the other post-structuralists, the claims of critics such as
Habermas, White and Aronowitz are based on an ontology and universalism
that are characteristic of modernism. The modernist critics of post-struc-
turalism support their critique of power with an ontology of the subject
that is then contrasted with what they consider the prevailing ideology. The
content of concepts such as just and unjust are tied to the ontological strategy
that underlies modernist politics. Whereas it is accurate to say that Foucault
suggested that the study of social interaction should reveal the structures of
power that lead to representations of just and unjust, it is equally true that
he concluded his analysis by saying that the real target is power and the
legitimating mechanism that serves power (1977: 211).

The political question that emerges from the post-structuralists’ strategy
concerns what remains after the epistemological critique of power. Is there
any type of politics that can be defended? It is into this space that the episte-
mological foundation of anarchism emerges.

THE EPISTEMOLOGICAL BASIS OF ANARCHISM

The central problem for anarchist theory, in the light of the post-structuralist
critique of power and knowledge, is to build a non-representational basis for
anarchism. A new theory of anarchism cannot be based on the ontological
assumptions contained within the classical anarchist literature. The char-
acterization of human beings as benevolent or rational cannot be sustained
with any more certainty than the claims that human beings are selfish and
irrational. Anarchism must find its grounding outside any fixed structure.
There are three paths that can be taken in reconstructing a justification for
anarchism in the aftermath of post-structural theory. The first focuses on the
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contingent nature of knowledge. Anarchy is the real, empirical character of
society without its facade. The second argument suggests that anarchism is
the only possible normative position toward the state given the plurality of
validating episteme. If there is no condition under which a particular normative
condition can be validated, then the plurality represented by the anarchist
position is unassailable. The third possibility suggests moving the political
context away from the notion of representation and toward a non-ontological
conception of individuality. The first two suggestions are essentially negative
in character. The third offers the possibility for a positive political critique
from within the general framework of the post-structuralist epistemology.

The Empirical Assertion of Anarchy

The assertion that there is no foundation for truth means that a claim ‘to
know’ is contingent on its respective episteme. All statements must reflect the
context in which discourse is generated. Discourse is a mediated process of
conceptualization relative to the constrictions of language.

Experience cannot be recaptured by language. The closed grammatical
and semantic system used for discourse must, by its nature, omit elements of
experience. Any attempt to categorize or reformulate experience creates fiction.
A reconstituted experience takes the forms, categories and concepts created
in a historical and collectively grounded context. Reflection on experience is,
therefore, historical context reflecting back on itself.

If discourse is relative to the governing episteme, and if all claims to
truth are subject to those same constraints, then the ability to formulate a
universally valid, rational or normative discourse would be impossible. If
that is the case, the discourse that has come to rationalize the existence and
functioning of the state within the modernist episteme is valid only within
the closed and constrained sets of assumptions and concepts that constitute
its context. Given that meaning in discourse is generated by metaphorical
reference to individuated experience and that those individuated metaphorical
references are plural, the communication of intended meaning is impossible.
Within this epistemological framework, the idea that consensus can be
achieved in political discourse through the imposition of a structural context,
whether democratic or otherwise, is reduced to nonsense. Taken together —
the relativity of both ontology and epistemology, the plurality of language
systems, and the impossibility of communicating intended meaning — the
potential to reach consensus without either deception or force becomes
impossible. The true character of the society is revealed as anarchy, the
realization of which is prevented by the various fictions used to legitimize state
power. The anarchistic nature of existing society remains an undercurrent to
the surface relation of power.

The post-structuralist critique of Enlightenment epistemology, therefore,
suggests the deconstruction of the state’s normative and rational facade. The
state is revealed as a set of power relations. Stripped of the illusions that
reinforce the dominant ideology, force appears as the real component of
social and political relations. Without ideological justification to support the
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institutional structure, social relations are naturally anarchistic. Anarchy is
the true, empirical, character of society.

The Normative Defence of Anarchism

Given the heteromorphous nature of possible attitudes, rules and prescriptions,
consensus is not logically possible. Consensus can only be reached using
a totalizing conception of society. But given the plurality of experiences,
interests, languages and epistemological contexts, such universalism can only
take the character of totalitarian politics.

If the validity of norms, values and morals resides in popular will, as
opposed to transcendental notions of truth and justice, then dominant norms
become both ontologically and epistemologically indefensible. The defence
of norms, values and morals takes the form of force disguised as ontological
necessity. This condition cannot be mitigated by majoritarian forms of
democratic practice.

If knowledge, as the construction of truth, cannot be externally validated,
and epistemological and ontological plurality is the background for political
reality, then anarchism becomes the only defensible normative position.
Anarchism denies the state’s claims to have the legitimate right to determine
what is sacred and profane. Anarchism represents the condition in which the
optimal state of external plurality can exist.

The normative character of anarchism comes from the negative character
of its assertion. If the actions of states are based on a positive claim about
the character of the individual, and if that characterization, along with the
very idea of characterization, is rejected, then state actions are reduced to
actions of collective force. Within this perspective, the burden of proof has
been reversed. It is not resistance to the state that needs to be justified but
the positive actions of the state against individuals. Opposition to the state
fills the only remaining normative space once the basis for state action has
been denied.

Anarchism and Non-Reflexive Individualism

If a positive basis for anarchism is to be constructed within the post-structur-
alist epistemological critique, the issue of subjectivity must be addressed. Is
it possible to construct a theory of anarchism without the reintroduction of
the representative subject as historical actor? This can be achieved, I argue,
on the basis of non-ontological assertions regarding the individual within
the post-structural epistemology. This, of course, means that the content
of subjectivity must be eliminated. The movement of the post-structuralists
toward language philosophy offers one possibility.

The political argument revolves around the conditions that are necessary
for discourse, political or otherwise. Discourse is metaphorical in character.
Signs and symbols are transmitted between a sender and a receiver. These
two poles are the necessary conditions for discourse. (Jean Baudrillard
has used the metaphor of a ‘living satellite’ to describe each participant in
discourse; Baudrillard cited in Foster, 1983: 127.) Given the post-structuralists’
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arguments regarding the contingency and plurality of language systems, this
assertion can provide an epistemologically grounded defence of the most
radical form of individualism.

Post-structuralism argues that there is a social component to discourse.
Discourse is produced in a context in which the episteme underlying the
production of statements is validated and reinforced in the process of
generating truth claims. The context in which knowledge is produced
influences the measure of what qualifies as knowledge as well as establishing
the semantic limits for discourse. The assertion that there is a role for both
knowledge context, as epistemological milieu, and subjective experience, as
the origin of content, suggests both the contingent character of knowledge
and the uniqueness of knowledge to each discursive pole.

If the context for discursive statements is both culturally specific and expe-
rientially unique, then a double problem for the communication of meaning
emerges. On the collective level, each culture will generate a unique set of
metaphors with which to construct meanings. There is no linguistic means to
impose a universal set of signs and meanings. In addition, on the individual
level it must also be concluded that each sensing organism has a unique
experiential context from which to generate statements. The metaphors of
any culture cannot close the gap between the uniqueness of experience and
the standardization necessary for discourse.

The relative nature of both epistemological context, as historical milieu,
and experience, as a field of sensation unique to each discursive pole, denies
not only the ability to form epistemologically sound universals but also
demonstrates the fallacy of the claim that moving towards consensual politics
will by necessity lead to humanitarian political practice. Therefore, to the
post-structuralists, the ideal speech situation discussed by Habermas will
provide a condition for the discovery of the majority interest, but it will not,
by necessity, limit majoritarianism. There is no implicit plurality of legitimate
meanings to compete with the majority.

To the post-structuralists, the impossibility of communicating perfect
meaning in political discourse suggests the impossibility of creating consensual
politics. This is the case because both the descriptive and prescriptive statements
that form the foundation for consensual politics are reducible to subjectivist
claims. The truth value of any such assertions has been dissolved by the
post-structuralist critique. The plurality of languages and the individuated
nature of sensory experience suggest that each denotative and prescriptive
statement must be unique to each individual. Consensual politics is reduced
to an expression of power, the ability for one set of metaphors to impose
itself onto the discursive system to impose its validating conditions for truth.

By suggesting the epistemological conditions in which discourse occurs,
the post-structuralists have generated a claim for a non-reflexive, non-onto-
logical individualism. This individualism is non-reflexive in the sense that the
individual is not turned back on itself to create a justification or definition of
uniqueness, worth and value. Worth does not require a definitional content.
This is the case because individual worth is not defined internally, as a repre-
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sentation of some norm or specific character trait. Individuation is imposed
externally by conditions necessary for discourse. Discourse requires a sender
and a receiver. Each participant reflects, as discourse, the unique experience
of that being. The value of discourse is all that must be assumed.

Any assertion of common biological composition among each receiver—
sender is mitigated by the uniqueness of the experience that provides the
context for discourse. The problem of representation is avoided by the denial
of any notion of essence in the discussion of the individual. The only assertion
is empirical, not ontological. Individuals are biologically separated. Because
the environment is infinitely complex, the formation of reflexive content is
infinitely pluralistic. Anarchism is the only justifiable political stance because it
defends the pluralism that results from individuated meaning in discourse. By
logical extension, the individuals who generate that plurality have legitimate
claims against the state, which by its nature engages in either totalitarian
universalism or consensual majoritarianism. By exploring the necessary
conditions for discourse, and in examining the nature of that discourse, post-
structuralism suggests an epistemologically based theory of anarchism.

CONCLUSION

In the nineteenth century, the challenge to the fixed idea and the ‘tyranny of
structure’ raised questions about the epistemological character of modernity. In
the twentieth century, building on Nietzsche, linguistic theory and aesthetics,
the philosophic movement known as post-structuralism has raised questions
about the universalism contained within the modernist tradition. To the
post-structuralists, modernity accomplished the subjugation of individuals
through the use of an epistemology that prioritizes thought and its residue,
the concept, over what is immediate and sensual. From the assumption of a
transcendent unity of thought, whether as the ‘doctrine of the forms’ or as
things in themselves, the idea of political unity rests its foundation on this
epistemological doctrine.

The post-structuralists’ view that the content of subjectivity is relative and
contingent on the discourse that determined the acceptability of statements as
true or untrue questions the assumptions on which the modern nation state
is built. In this view, the state acts to impose its definition of subjectivity on
human beings. The deconstructionist strategy used by the post-structuralists
makes possible a critique of all forms of institutional power by challenging
the category of subjectivity that makes collective political action possible.

Post-structuralism has provided the analytic tools to clarify what Max
Stirner suggested in the nineteenth century. Stirner argued that the concept of
self represents a link between culture and institutionalized power. If the self
cannot validate its understanding through the belief in transcendent truth,
and if social discourse consists of metaphors, traces of reified metaphysics,
and power, then the self has only the self through which to validate being.
As a result, Stirner embraced the concept of the ego.
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There is a parallel between this idea of Stirner’s and Foucault’s idea of
‘power/knowledge’, but some distinction is also required. The post-structur-
alists would deny that any concept of self can be independent of language.
The anarchistic conclusions for post-structuralism stem from a belief in the
multiplicity of possible languages out of which the content for subjectivity can
be formulated. The imposition of any of those languages as a metalanguage
appears as a force alien and opposed to the multitextual nature of discourse.

Stirner claimed that the state imposes its will, its thoughts and its concepts
on the individual body. In defending his ‘skin’ against the tyranny of the
concept (1973: 148), Stirner is defending the sensing being against the process
of objectification at the hands of the state. It is again Foucault who comes
closest to the assertions of Stirner in his research on the control of ‘bodies’
in prisons and mental institutions. Foucault described his work as an inquiry
into the ‘technology of the self’ (Foucault cited in Rabinow, 1984: 229). He
was concerned with the various objectification strategies that have been used
to control bodies. Because the technologies of the self imposed by institutions
are both contingent and speculative, Foucault concludes that they should be
resisted (1977: 211).

The post-structuralist critique of modernism undermines the project of
constructing a universal human identity. In the absence of a metaconcept
of human nature, the discourse on human subjectivity moves from a search
for fact to a discussion of multiple interpretations. This shift constitutes a
movement from science to aesthetics in the discourse about human beings.

Those who base their attacks on post-structuralism in the claim that
the denial of a singular subjectivity makes the formulation of an ethics
of resistance impossible misunderstand the focus of the post-structuralist
argument. Resistance is formulated against a background of plurality. It is
plurality that cultural and political institutions oppose as they promote one
form of subjectivity over another. This is precisely why post-structuralism
can support liberation movements even though a specific definition of power
remains elusive. The struggle for liberation has the character of political
resistance to a process of semantic and metaphorical reductionism that serves
the interests of control and manipulation.

Ultimately, post-structuralism offers a new opportunity to reformulate the
claims of anarchism. By demonstrating how political oppression is linked
to the larger cultural processes of knowledge production and cultural rep-
resentation, post-structuralism conveys a logic of opposition. By defending
uniqueness and diversity, post-structuralism stands against any totalizing
conception of being. Its liberating potential derives from the deconstruction
of any concept that makes oppression appear rational.

NOTE

1. Andrew M. Koch. Philosophy of the Social Sciences 23(3): 327-51 (1993). Copyright © 1993
by SAGE Publications. Reprinted by permission of SAGE Publications.
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2
Is Post-Structuralist Political Theory
Anarchist?’

Todd May

The difficulty in evaluating the political philosophy of the French post-struc-
turalists — Foucault, Deleuze and Lyotard in particular — is inseparable from
the difficulty in understanding what their general political philosophy is. That
they have rejected Marxism as an adequate account of our social and political
situation is clear. But what they have substituted for it is still a subject of
contention. This is because, rather than offering a general political theory, the
post-structuralists have instead given us specific analyses of concrete situations
of oppression. From Foucault’s Histoire de la folie to Lyotard’s The Differend,
the focus has been upon madness, sexuality, psychoanalysis, language, the
unconscious, art, etc., but not upon a unified account of what politics is or
how it should be conducted in the contemporary world.

This absence or refusal of a general political theory has led some critics
to accuse the post-structuralists of a self-defeating normative relativism or
outright nihilism.? The question these critics raise is this: if the post-structur-
alists cannot offer a general political theory which includes both a principle
for political evaluation and a set of values which provide the foundation for
critique, don’t their theories lapse into an arbitrary decision, or worse, mere
chaos? The assumption behind this question is that in order to engage in
political philosophy adequately, one must first possess a set of values which
are either generally accepted or can be defended by recourse to generally
accepted values. Then, one must construct one’s political philosophy using
those values as foundations. Last, one should compare the present political
situation with the constructed one in order to help understand the deficiencies
of the present and possible routes to remedy those deficiencies.?

The challenge to post-structuralism is to offer an account of itself as a
theoretical political practice. It is a challenge that cannot be answered within
the terms of the two traditions that have defined the space of political theory
in the twentieth century: liberalism and Marxism. Both these traditions have
been rejected by the post-structuralists. However, there is a tradition, though
not cited by the post-structuralists, within which their thought can be situated
and thus better understood and evaluated. That tradition is the neglected
‘third way’ of political theory: anarchism.

Anarchism is often dismissed in the same terms as post-structuralism for
being an ethical relativism or a voluntarist chaos. However, the theoretical
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tradition of anarchism, though not as voluminous as Marxism or liberalism,
provides a general framework within which post-structuralist thought can
be situated, and thus more adequately evaluated.

[.]

The post-structuralist analyses of knowledge, of desire and of language, subvert
the humanist discourse which is the foundation of traditional anarchism.
Moreover, they consider humanism’s emphasis on the autonomy and dignity
of the subject to be dangerous (except for Lyotard, for whom it is mostly
irrelevant), continuing in a subtler guise the very mechanisms of oppression
it sought to resist. Humanism is the nineteenth-century motif, and individual
autonomy and subjectivity its concepts, that must be rejected if a politics
adequate to our age is to be articulated. This motif and its concepts are not
peculiar to anarchism; they provide the foundation both for liberalism, with
its emphasis on freedom and autonomy, and for traditional Marxism, with
its focus on labour as a species-being, as well. (It is no accident that recent
Marxists such as Althusser have tried to reformulate Marxism by divesting it
of all humanist categories.) Humanism is the foundation of all political theory
bequeathed to us by the nineteenth century. In rejecting it, post-structuralism
has questioned not only the fundamental assumptions of such theory, but
also the very idea that political theory actually requires foundations. That is
why post-structuralism is so often misunderstood as an extreme relativism
or nihilism.

However, it is not in favour of chaos that post-structuralism has abjured the
notion of foundations, humanist or otherwise, for its political theorizing. What
it has offered instead is precise analyses of oppression in its operation on a
variety of registers. None of the post-structuralists’ claims offer unsurpassable
perspectives on oppression; indeed their analyses raise doubts about the
coherence of the concept of an unsurpassable perspective in political theory.
Instead, they engage in what has often been called ‘micropolitics’: political
theorizing that is specific to regions, types or levels of political activity, but
makes no pretensions of offering a general political theory. To offer a general
political theory would in fact run counter to their common contention that
oppression must be analysed and resisted on the many registers and in the many
nexuses in which it is discovered. It would be to invite a return to the problem
created by humanism, which became a tool of oppression to the very degree
that it became a conceptual foundation for political or social thought. For
the post-structuralists, there is a Stalin waiting behind every general political
theory: either you conform to the concepts on which it relies, or else you must
be changed or eliminated in favour of those concepts. Foundationalism in
political theory is, in short, inseparable from representation.

This is the trap of an anarchist humanism. By relying on humanism as its
conceptual basis, anarchists precluded the possibility of resistance by those
who do not conform to its dictates of normal subjectivity. Thus it is no surprise
when in Kropotkin’s critique of the prisons he lauds Pinel as a liberator of
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the insane, failing to see the new psychological bonds Pinel introduced and
which Foucault analyses in Histoire de la folie (Kropotkin, 1970: esp. 234;
Foucault, 1972: 511-30). For traditional anarchism, abnormality is to be
cured rather than expressed; and though far more tolerant of deviance from
the norm in matters of sexuality and other behaviours, there remains in
such an anarchism the concept of the norm as the prototype of the properly
human. This prototype, the post-structuralists have argued, does not constitute
the source of resistance against oppression in the contemporary age; rather,
through its unity and its concrete operation it is one form of such oppression.

Traditional anarchism, in its foundational concepts — and moreover, in
the fact of possessing foundational concepts — betrays the insights which
constitute its core. Humanism is a form of representation; thus, anarchism,
as a critique of representation, cannot be constructed on its basis. Post-
structuralist theorizing has, in effect, offered a way out of the humanist trap
by engaging in non-foundationalist political critique. Such a critique reveals
how decentralized, non-representative radical theorizing can be articulated
without relying upon a fundamental concept or motif in the name of which
it offers its critique. However, one question remains which, unanswered,
threatens the very notion of post-structuralism as a political critique. If it is not
in the name of humanism or some other foundation that the critique occurs, in
what or whose name is it a critique? How can the post-structuralists criticize
existing social structures as oppressive without either a concept of what is
being oppressed or at least a set of values that would be better realized in
another social arrangement? In eliminating autonomy as inadequate to play
the role of the oppressed in political critique, has post-structuralism eliminated
the role itself, and with it the very possibility of critique? In short, can there
be critique without representation?

To the last question, the answer must be: in some sense yes, and in some
sense no. There can be no political critique without a value in the name of
which one criticizes. One practice or institution must be said in some way to
be wrong relative to another. Simply put, evaluation cannot occur without
values; and where there are values, there is representation. For instance, in
his history of the prisons, Foucault criticizes the practices of psychology
and penology for normalizing individuals. His criticism rests on a value that
goes something like this: one should not constrain others’ action or thought
unnecessarily. Lyotard can be read as promoting the value, among others,
of allowing the fullest expression for different linguistic genres. Inasmuch as
these values are held to be valid for all, there is representation underlying
post-structuralist theorizing.

However, these values are not pernicious to the anarchist project of allowing
oppressed populations to decide their goals and their means of resistance
within the registers of their own oppression. They do not reduce struggles
in one area to struggles in another. They are consonant with decentralized
resistance and with local self-determination. The values that infuse the works
of Foucault, Deleuze and Lyotard are directed not toward formulating the
means and ends of the oppressed considered as a single class; they try to
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facilitate the struggles of different groups by offering analyses, conceptual
strategies and political and theoretical critique. Foucault observes that ‘[t]he
intellectual no longer has to play the role of an advisor. The project, tactics
and goals to be adopted are a matter for those who do the fighting. What
the intellectual can do is to provide the instruments of analysis’ (1980: 62).
Post-structuralism leaves the decision of how the oppressed are to determine
themselves to the oppressed; it merely provides them with intellectual tools
that they may find helpful along the way.

And to those who say that even the minimal values of the post-structuralists
are too much, who refuse to be represented as people who think others should
not be constrained unnecessarily, or would like to allow others their expression,
the post-structuralists have nothing to offer in the way of refutation. To seek
a general theory (outside any logical conflict or inconsistency between specific
values) within which to place such values is to engage once again in the project
of building foundations, and thus of representation. Beyond the point of local
values that allow for resistance along a variety of registers, there is no longer
theory — only combat.

Thus post-structuralist theory is indeed anarchist. It is in fact more
consistently anarchist than traditional anarchist theory has proved to be. The
theoretical wellspring of anarchism — the refusal of representation by political
or conceptual means in order to achieve self-determination along a variety
of registers and at different local levels — finds its underpinnings articulated
most accurately by the post-structuralist political theorists. Conversely, post-
structuralism, rather than comprising a jumble of unrelated analyses, can be
seen within the broad movement of anarchism. Reiner Schiirmann was correct
to call the locus of resistance in Foucault an ‘anarchist subject’ who struggles
against ‘the law of social totalization’ (Schiirmann, 1986: 307). The same could
be said for Deleuze and Lyotard. The type of intellectual activity promoted
by the traditional anarchists and exemplified by the post-structuralists is
one of specific analysis rather than of overarching critique. The traditional
anarchists pointed to the dangers of the dominance of abstraction; the post-
structuralists have taken account of those dangers in all of their works. They
have produced a theoretical corpus that addresses itself to an age that has
seen too much of political representation and too little of self-determination.
What both traditional anarchism and contemporary post-structuralism seek
is a society — or better, a set of intersecting societies — in which people are not
told who they are, what they want, and how they shall live, but who will be
able to determine these things for themselves. These societies constitute an
ideal and, as the post-structuralists recognize, probably an impossible ideal.
But in the kinds of analyses and struggles such an ideal promotes — analyses
and struggles dedicated to opening up concrete spaces of freedom in the social
field - lay the value of anarchist theory, both traditional and contemporary.
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NOTES

1. Todd May. Philosophy and Social Criticism 15(2): 167-81 (1989). Copyright © 1989 SAGE
Publications. Reprinted with permission from SAGE.

2. See for example Dews (1987), Habermas (1987) on normative relativism and Merquior (1985)
on nihilism. For accounts of the Habermas—Lyotard debate for which this is a core issue, see
Ingram (1987-88) and Watson (1984).

3. Of course, one need not proceed in this order. However, contemporary political philosophy —
both Anglo-American and continental — has been guided by the predominance of these three
intertwined elements, with Rawls and Habermas providing perhaps the most enlightened
examples.
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3
Post-Anarchism and Radical Politics Today

Saul Newman

In a recent series of exchanges between Slavoj Zizek and Simon Critchley, the
spectre of anarchism has once again emerged. In querying Critchley’s proposal
in his recent book Infinitely Demanding (2007) for a radical politics that
works outside the state — that take its distance from it — Zizek (2007a) says:

The ambiguity of Critchley’s position resides in a strange non sequitur: if
the state is here to stay, if it is impossible to abolish it (or capitalism), why
retreat from it? Why not act with(in) the state? [...] Why limit oneself to a
politics which, as Critchley puts it, ‘calls the state into question and calls
the established order to account, not in order to do away with the state,
desirable though that might be in some utopian sense, but in order to better
it or to attenuate its malicious effects’? These words simply demonstrate that
today’s liberal-democratic state and the dream of an ‘infinitely demanding’
anarchic politics exist in a relationship of mutual parasitism: anarchic
agents do the ethical thinking, and the state does the work of running and
regulating society.

Instead of working outside the state, ZiZek claims that a more effective strategy
— such as that pursued by the likes of Hugo Chdvez in Venezuela — is to
grasp state power and use its machinery ruthlessly to achieve one’s political
objectives. In other words, if the state cannot be done away with, then why
not use it for revolutionary ends? One hears echoes of the old Marx—Bakunin
debate that split the First International in the 1870s: the controversy of what
to do about the state — whether to resist and abolish it, as the anarchists
believed, or to utilize it, as Marxists and, later, Marxist-Leninists believed —
has returned to the forefront of radical political theory today. The question
is why, at this political juncture, has this dilemma become important, indeed
vital, again? And why, after so many historical defeats and reversals, has
the figure of anarchism returned to haunt the radical political debates of
the present?

This is not to suggest that Critchley is an anarchist (or even that Zizek is a
Marxist, for that matter) in any simplistic sense, although both thinkers claim
inspiration from, and a degree of affinity with, these respective traditions of
revolutionary thought. It is to suggest, however, that the conflict between these
thinkers seems to directly invoke the conflict between libertarian and more
authoritarian (or rather statist) modes of revolutionary thought. Moreover,

46
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the re-emergence of this controversy signifies the profound ambivalence of
radical politics today: after the decline of the Marxist-Leninist project (or at
least of a certain form of it) and a recognition of the limits of identity politics,
radical politics is uncertain about which way to turn. My contention is that
anarchism can provide some answers here — and, moreover, that the present
moment provides an opportunity for a certain revitalization of anarchist
theory and politics.

There is an urgent need today for a new conceptualization of radical politics,
for the invention of a new kind of radical political horizon — especially as the
existing political terrain is rapidly becoming consumed with various reactionary
forces such as religious fundamentalism, neoconservatism/neoliberalism and
ethnic communitarianism. But what kind of politics can be imagined here
in response to these challenges, defined by what goals and by what forms
of subjectivity? The category of the ‘worker’, defined in the strict Marxian
economic sense, and politically constituted through the revolutionary vanguard
whose goal was the dictatorship of the proletariat, no longer seems viable. The
collapse of the state socialist systems, the numerical decline of the industrial
working class (in the West at least) and the emergence, over the past four or
so decades, of social movements and struggles around demands that are no
longer strictly economic (although they have often had economic implications),
have all led to a crisis in the Marxist and Marxist-Leninist imaginary. This
does not mean, of course, that economic issues are no longer central to radical
politics, that the desire for economic and social equality no longer conditions
radical political struggles and movements. On the contrary, as we have seen
in recent years with the anti-globalization movement, capitalism is again on
the radical political agenda. However, the relationship between the political
and the economic is now conceived in a different way: ‘global capitalism’ now
operates as the signifier through which diverse issues — autonomy, working
conditions, indigenous identity, human rights, the environment, etc. — are
given a certain meaning (cf. Newman, 2007a).

The point is, though, that the Marxist and Marxist-Leninist revolutionary
model — in which economic determinism met with a highly elitist political
voluntarism — has been largely historically discredited. This sort of authoritarian
revolutionary vanguard politics has led not to the withering away of state
power, but rather to its perpetuation. Zizek’s attempt to resurrect this form
of politics does not resolve this problem, and leads to a kind of fetishization
of revolutionary violence and terror.! Indeed, one could say that there is
a growing wariness about authoritarian and statist politics in all forms,
particularly as state power today takes an increasingly and overtly repressive
form. The expansion of the modern neoliberal state under its present guise of
‘securitization’ represents a crisis of legitimacy for liberal democracy:? even the
formal ideological and institutional trappings of liberal checks and balances
and democratic accountability have started to fall away to reveal a form of
sovereignty which is articulated more and more through the state of exception.
This is why radical political movements are increasingly suspicious of state
power and often resistant to formal channels of political representation — the
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state appears to activists as a hostile and unassailable force through which
there can be no serious hope of emancipation.

Indeed, radical political activism today seems to be working in the opposite
direction. Instead of working through the state, it seeks to work outside it,
to form movements and political relationships at the level of civil society
rather than at the institutional level. This is not to deny, of course, that many
more reformist-minded activists lobby and negotiate with the governments
and state institutions on certain issues; but amongst the more radical anti-
capitalist activists, the emphasis is on constructing autonomous political
spaces which are outside the state, even while making demands upon it.?
Moreover, social movements today eschew the model of the revolutionary
vanguard party with its authoritarian, hierarchical and centralized command
structures; rather, the emphasis is on horizontal and ‘networked’ modes of
organization, in which alliances and affinities are formed between different
groups and identities without any sort of formalized leadership. Decision
making is usually decentralized and radically democratic.*

It is perhaps because contemporary modes of radical politics are often
‘anarchist’ in organizational form that there has been a renewed interest
in anarchist theory. Anarchism has always been on the margins of political
theory, even of radical political theory, often being historically overshadowed
by Marxism and other forms of socialism.’ This is perhaps because it is a kind
of ‘limit condition’ for political theory, which, since Hobbes, has traditionally
been founded on the problem of sovereignty and the fear of its absence. In
Hobbes’ state of nature, the conditions of perfect equality and perfect liberty
— the defining principles of anarchism — led inevitably to the ‘war of everyman
against everyman’, thus justifying the sovereign state (Hobbes, 1968: ch.13).
For anarchists, however, the social contract upon which this sovereignty was
supposedly based was an infamous sleight of hand in which man’s natural
freedom was sacrificed to political authority (see Bakunin, 1953: 165). Rather
than suppressing or restricting perfect liberty and equality — which most forms
of political theory do, including liberalism — anarchism seeks to combine
them to the greatest possible extent. Indeed, one cannot do without the other.
Etienne Balibar has formulated the notion of ‘equal-liberty’ (egaliberté) to
express this idea of the inextricability and indeed, irreducibility, of equality
and liberty — the idea that one cannot be realized without the other:

It states the fact that it is impossible to maintain to a logical conclusion,
without absurdity, the idea of perfect civil liberty based on discrimination,
privilege and inequalities of condition (and, a fortiori, to institute such
liberty), just as it is impossible to conceive and institute equality between
human beings based on despotism (even ‘enlightened’ despotism) or on a
monopoly of power. Equal liberty is, therefore, unconditional. (Italics in
original; Balibar, 2002: 3)

However, it was the anarchists who took this formulation to its logical
conclusion: if liberty and equality are to mean anything, then surely state
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power itself — whatever form it took — must be questioned; surely sovereignty
was the ultimate blight upon equality and liberty. This is why, for Bakunin,
equality of political rights instantiated through the ‘democratic’ state was a
logical contradiction:

[E]quality of political rights, or a democratic State, constitute in themselves
the most glaring contradiction in terms. The State, or political right, denotes
force, authority, predominance; it presupposes inequality in fact. Where
all rule, there are no more ruled, and there is no State. Where all equally
enjoy the same human rights, there all political right loses its reason for
being. Political right connotes privilege, and where all are privileged, there
privilege vanishes, and along with it goes political right. Therefore the terms
‘democratic State’ and ‘equality of political rights’ denote no less than the
destruction of the State and the abolition of all political right. (Italics in
original; Bakunin, 1953: 222-3)

In other words, there cannot be equality — not even basic political equality
— while there is a sovereign state. The equality of political rights entailed
by democracy is ultimately incompatible with political right — the principle
of sovereignty which grants authority over these rights to the state. At its
most basic level, political equality can only exist in tension with a right that
stands above society and determines the conditions under which this political
equality can be exercised. Political equality, if taken seriously and understood
radically, can only mean the abolition of state sovereignty. The equality of
wills and rights implied by democracy means that it is ultimately irreconcilable
with any state, or with the structure and principle of state sovereignty itself.
The demand for emancipation, central to radical politics, has always been
based on the inseparability of liberty and equality. Anarchists were unique
in their contention that this cannot be achieved — indeed cannot even be
conceptualized — within the framework of the state.

CRITIQUE OF MARXISM

Anarchism’s main contribution to a politics and theory of emancipation lies,
as Isee it, in its libertarian critique of Marxism. I have explored this elsewhere
(see Newman, 2007b), and it has been extensively covered by other authors
(see, for instance, Thomas, 1980); but, fundamentally, this critique centres
around a number of problems and blind spots in Marxist theory. Firstly, there
is the problem of the state and political power. Because, for Marxism — not-
withstanding Marx’s own ambivalence on this question® — political power is
derived from and determined by economic classes and the prerogatives of the
economy, the state is seen largely as a tool which can be used to revolutionize
society if it is in the hands of the proletariat. This idea is expressed in Lenin’s
State and Revolution — a strange text which, in some places, seems to veer close
to anarchism in its condemnation of the state and its celebration of the radical
democracy of the Paris Commune; and at the same time reaffirms the idea of
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the seizure of state power and the socialist transformation of society under
the dictatorship of the proletariat.” This ambiguity with regard to the state
can be found in Marx’s own thought, which shares with anarchism the goal
of libertarian communism — an egalitarian society based on free association,
without a state — and at the same time departs from anarchism in its belief that
the state can and must be used in the ‘transitional’ period for revolutionary
purposes. For anarchists, this position was fundamentally dangerous because it
ignored the autonomy of state power — the way that the state was oppressive,
not only in the form it takes, but in its very structures; and that it has its own
prerogatives, its own logic of domination, which intersect with capitalism and
bourgeois economic interests but are not reducible to them. For anarchists,
then, the state would always be oppressive, no matter which class was in
control of it — indeed, the workers’ state was simply another form of state
power. As Alan Carter says:

Marxists, therefore, have failed to realise that the state always acts to protect
its own interests. This is why they have failed to see that a vanguard which
seized control of the state could not be trusted to ensure that the state would
‘wither away.” What the state might do, instead, is back different relations
of production to those which might serve the present dominant economic
class if it believed that such new economic relations could be used to extract
from the workers an even greater surplus — a surplus which would then be
available to the state. (Carter, 1989: 176-97)

For anarchists, then, the state was not only the major source of oppression in
society, but the major obstacle to human emancipation — which was why the
state could not be used as a tool of revolution; rather, it had to be dismantled
as the first revolutionary act. We might term this theoretical insight — in
which the state is conceived as a largely autonomous dimension of power —
the ‘autonomy of the political’. However, here I understand this somewhat
differently from someone like Carl Schmitt, for whom the term refers to a
specifically political relation constituted through the friend/enemy antagonism
(see Schmitt, 1996). For Schmitt, this entails an often violent struggle over
power and identity, in which the sovereignty of the state is affirmed. For
anarchists, it has precisely the opposite implication — a struggle of society
against organized political, as well as economic, power; a general struggle of
humanity against both capitalism and the state.

The second distinction between Marxism and anarchism follows from the
first: while for Marxists, and particularly Marxist-Leninists, the revolutionary
struggle is usually led by a vanguard party which, as Marx would say, has over
the mass of the proletariat the advantage of correctly understanding the ‘line
of march’ (Marx and Engels, 1978: 484), for anarchists, the vanguard party
was an authoritarian and elitist model of political organization whose aim
was the seizure and perpetuation of state power. In other words, according
to anarchists, the revolutionary vanguard party — with its organized and
hierarchical command structures and bureaucratic apparatuses — was already
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a microcosm of the state, a future state in waiting (see Bookchin, 1971).
For anarchists, the revolution must be libertarian in form as well as ends
— indeed, the former would be the condition for the latter; and so rather
than a vanguard party seizing power, a revolution would involve the masses
acting and organizing themselves spontaneously and without leadership. This
does not mean that there would be no political organization or coordinated
action; rather that this would involve decentralized and democratic decision-
making structures.

The third major opposition between anarchism and Marxism concerns
revolutionary subjectivity. For Marxists, the proletariat — often defined
narrowly as the upper echelons of the industrial working class — is the only
revolutionary subject because, in its specific relationship to capitalism, it is
the class which embodies the universality and the emancipatory destiny of
the whole of society. Anarchists had a broader conception of revolutionary
subjectivity, in which could be included proletarians, peasants, lumpenpro-
letariat, intellectuals déclassé — indeed, anyone who declared him- or herself
a revolutionary. Bakunin spoke of a ‘great rabble’, a non-class which carried
revolutionary and socialist aspirations in its heart (1950: 47). Indeed, Bakunin
preferred the term ‘mass’ to class, class implying hierarchy and exclusiveness
(ibid.: 48).

Of course, these disagreements do not cover all the points of difference
between anarchism and Marxism — other questions, such as the role of
factory discipline or Taylorism, as well as the value of industrial technology,
were also important areas of dispute — and have indeed become even more
prominent today with greater awareness about industrial society’s impact on
the natural environment.® However, the three major themes I have discussed
— the autonomy, and therefore the dangers, of state power; the question of
political organization and the revolutionary party; and the question of political
subjectivity — constitute the main areas of difference between a Marxist and
an anarchist approach to radical politics.

CONTEMPORARY DEBATES

The themes I have discussed are often reflected in debates in radical political
theory today, particularly amongst key continental thinkers — such as Badiou,
Ranciére, Laclau, and Hardt and Negri. Amongst these contemporary theorists
there is the recognition of the need to develop new approaches to radical
politics in the face of the global hegemony of neoliberal capitalism and the
increasing authoritarianism and militarism of ‘democratic’ states. Indeed, as
I shall show, many of these thinkers seem to come quite close to anarchism
in their approaches to radical politics, or draw upon anarchist themes —
while at the same time remaining silent about the anarchist tradition. It is
only Critchley who explicitly invokes anarchism in his notion of ‘anarchic
meta-politics’ — although he has virtually nothing to say about the tradition
of anarchist political thought itself, relying instead on a more philosophical
and ethical reading of anarchy derived from Levinas.” There is a general and
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somewhat perplexing silence about anarchism — and yet, I would suggest
that anarchism is the ‘missing link” in a certain trajectory of radical political
thought, one that is becoming increasingly relevant today. Here I will attempt
to show the ways in which anarchism can inform some of these key debates
in contemporary radical politics.

For instance, if we examine a thinker like Alain Badiou, we see a number
of ‘anarchist’ themes emerging.'® Despite his criticisms of anarchism, Badiou
argues for a militant and emancipatory form of politics which does not rely
on formal political parties and which works outside the state. For Badiou,
the state has always been the rock upon which revolutionary movements in
the past have foundered:

More precisely, we must ask the question that, without a doubt, constitutes
the great enigma of the century: why does the subsumption of politics, either
through the form of the immediate bond (the masses), or the mediate bond
(the party) ultimately give rise to bureaucratic submission and the cult of
the State? (2005: 70)

This was precisely the same problem that was posed by the anarchists well
over a century before — the tendency and danger of revolutionary movements
(including Marxism) to reproduce, through the mechanism of the political
party, the state power they claimed to be opposing. This is why Badiou
proposes a post-party form of politics that, in his words, puts the state ‘at a
distance’ (ibid.: 145). Here he points to historical events — such as the Paris
Commune of 1871, May 1968 in Paris, the Chinese Cultural Revolution, and
contemporary movements such as those which campaign for the rights of
illegal immigrant workers!! — in which egalitarian, autonomous and radically
democratic forms of politics were achieved which avoided the party—state
form. Here we see a critique of political representation and statism which
has strong resonances with anarchism.

And yet there is a strange ambiguity here. While, for instance, Badiou
celebrates some of the more libertarian aspects of the Cultural Revolution,
such as the Shanghai Commune of 1966—67 which drew inspiration from the
Paris Commune and which experimented with forms of radical democracy — at
the same time he deliberately distances himself from anarchism:

We know today that all emancipatory politics must put an end to the model
of the party, or of multiple parties, in order to affirm a politics ‘without
party’, and yet at the same time without lapsing into the figure of anarchism,
which has never been anything else than the vain critique, or double, or
the shadow, of communist parties, just as the black flag is only the double
or the shadow of the red flag. (Badiou, 2006: 321)

One could certainly dispute Badiou’s dismissal of anarchism that it is simply
the ‘double’ of the communist parties. Anarchists departed from the Marxist
and Marxist-Leninist movements in significant ways, developing their own
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analysis of social and political relations, and their own revolutionary strategies.
Yet, what is more problematic — as well as paradoxical — about Badiou, is
his highly idealized and abstract conception of politics, one that sees the
political ‘event’ as such a rarefied experience that it almost never happens. The
impression one gets from Badiou is that all genuine radical politics ended with
the Cultural Revolution. Major political events, such as the ‘Battle of Seattle’
in 1999 and the emergence of the anti-globalization movement, are consigned
to irrelevance in Badiou’s eyes.!> The problem with Badiou is his haughty
disregard for concrete, everyday forms of emancipatory politics: genuine
egalitarian experiments in resistance, autonomy and radical democracy are
going on all the time, in indigenous rights movements, in food cooperatives,
in squatters’ collectives, in independent media centres and social centres, in
innovative forms of direct action, in courageous acts of civil disobedience,
in mass demonstrations and so on;'? Badiou seems either oblivious to all of
these or grandly contemptuous of them. As Critchley (2000) has observed,
Badiou gestures towards a ‘great politics’ and an ethics of heroism, one that
risks, as I would argue, a nostalgia for the struggles of the past. There is a
kind of philosophical absolutism in Badiou’s thinking, from which any form
of politics is judged from the impossible standard of the ‘event’, akin to the
Pauline miracle.'* I agree that what we need today is a genuine politics defined
by new practices of emancipation which break with existing forms, with the
structures of the party and the state, and which invent new and innovative
political relationships and ways of being. But the problem is that Badiou sets
such an impossibly high and abstract standard for radical politics that almost
nothing in his eyes lives up to the dignity of the event. For all his insistence
that politics must be situated around the event, there is virtually no recognition
of real, situated political struggles.

What is really behind this contempt for the politics of the everyday, I would
argue, is a kind of elitism, which can be found in Badiou’s fetishization of the
militant. For Badiou (2001), the figure of emancipatory politics is not the people
or the masses, but the isolated militant engaged in a heroic struggle against
overwhelming odds, fighting his or her own impulse to give up, to capitulate.
There is little emphasis here on building mass movements, on working to
develop links between different groups, on the spontaneous self-organization
of people, on grassroots direct action, on democratic decision making, on
decentralized social organization, etc. There is an implicit vanguardism (not
of the party, but of the militant) in Badiou’s political thought. This is evident
in his valorization of authoritarian revolutionary figures such as Lenin, Mao
and Robespierre. In his critique of Ranciére, whom we shall discuss later,
Badiou says: ‘He [Ranciére] has the tendency to pit phantom masses against
an unnamed State. But the real situation demands instead that we pit a few
rare militants against the “democratic” hegemony of the parliamentary State’
(2005: 122). There is no question that the ‘democratic’ hegemony of the
parliamentary state must be challenged — but in the name of a more genuine
democracy and through collective mass action.
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For Ernesto Laclau (2005), on the other hand, the figure of ‘the people’
— rather than the militant — is central. His more recent work on populism
shows the ways in which the notion of the people is discursively constructed
in different situations through the development of hegemonic ‘chains of
equivalence’ between different actors, groups and movements. Laclau’s
thought — along with Chantal Mouffe’s — has developed out of a critique of
Marxism, one that incorporates discourse analysis, deconstruction and new
social-movement theory, and emphasizes the contingency of political identities
and the importance of a radically democratic imaginary. Indeed, post-Marxism
has a number of important parallels with anarchism — particularly in its
rejection of economic determinism and class essentialism. Laclau and Mouffe,
in Hegemony and Socialist Strategy, question the centrality of class to political
subjectivity, and show that, even in Marx’s time, the struggles and identities
of workers and artisans did not always conform to his conception of the
proletariat: many of these struggles were against relations of subordination
generally, and against the destruction of their organic, communal way of life
through the introduction of the factory system and new forms of industrial
technology such as Taylorism. Even more so today, the category of ‘class’ has
become less applicable to the multiplicity of struggles and identities:

The unsatisfactory term ‘new social movements’ groups together a series
of highly diverse struggles: urban, ecological, anti-authoritarian, anti-insti-
tutional, feminist, anti-racist, ethnic, regional or that of sexual minorities.
The common denominator of all of them would be their differentiation
from workers’ struggles, considered as ‘class’ struggles. (Laclau and Mouffe,
2001: 159)

This is not to say, of course, that workers’ struggles and economic issues are
no longer important — indeed, Laclau has argued that economic globalization
forms the new terrain around which political struggles are emerging. The
point is that ‘class’, understood in the strict Marxist sense, is today no longer
adequate to describe radical political subjectivity. As we have seen, precisely
the same criticism of ‘class’ was made by anarchists like Bakunin well over a
century before these post-Marxist interventions; as was the argument about
the irreducibility (to the economic realm) of the political dimension of power,
the notion that there were different sites of oppression — patriarchy, the family,
industrial technology — as well as a number of other themes that later emerged
as the central motifs of post-Marxism.

Yet, I also think it is important to draw certain distinctions between
anarchism and post-Marxism. While post-Marxism makes an important
contribution to the development of a new radical political terrain, it is also
characterized by an underlying centralism which is inherent in the category of
‘representation’. There are different ways of understanding the representative
function in Laclau’s argument, not all of which necessarily entail a notion
of political representation or leadership. For instance, the notion that the
empty universality of the political space can be filled temporarily with certain
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signifiers, like ‘global democracy’ or ‘the environment’ — or even the claims of a
particular group —around which other struggles and identities are discursively
constructed, is, in my view, a necessary and inevitable aspect of any kind of
radical politics which hopes to transcend the position of pure particularism.
In other words, when a particular signifier stands in for the empty universality
of the political space, this is a representative function through which other
identities, causes and struggles can achieve some form of coherent meaning and
unite with one another. There is nothing necessarily authoritarian about this
sort of symbolic representation. Indeed, without this function of the ‘stand-in’
there can be no real hope of radical politics. However, where this argument
becomes problematic is when representation seems to translate into political
leadership — into the idea that a radical political movement needs the figure
of the leader to hold it together, and in whose person the disparate desires
of the movement are temporarily united and imperfectly expressed. Indeed,
the leadership function seems to be implicit in Laclau’s model of populism,
and the examples he gives of populist movements — particularly Peronism in
Argentina, and, more recently, the popular movements which support Chavez
in Venezuela, a figure whom Laclau admires — are all movements strongly
identified with, and organized around, the figure of the leader. Of course,
these are not entirely authoritarian political movements — indeed, even the
Venezuelan experience, which certainly has authoritarian tendencies, has
nevertheless been experimenting with forms of popular, grassroots democracy.
But, from an anarchist perspective, the very notion of political leadership
and sovereignty is inherently authoritarian — that is why anarchists rejected
the idea of political representation. Representation always meant a leader,
party or organization speaking for the masses, and thus a transfer of power
from the latter to the former. Representation, for anarchists, always ended up
with the state.'”” Perhaps this is also why for Laclau — as well as theorists of
hegemony like Lenin and Gramsci — the state is always the stage for politics:
hegemonic struggles always take place within the framework of the state, and
are always fought with the aim of controlling state power.

Perhaps it is with a view of developing a new model of politics that is
no longer reliant on notions of leadership, representation, sovereignty and
the seizure of state power, that Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri have
proposed the concept of the multitude. The multitude is a new revolutionary
subject which is emerging out of the social relationships and knowledge
and communication networks produced by biopolitical production and
‘immaterial labour’ — the increasingly dominant mode of production in
our transnational world of global capitalism (whose political expression
is Empire). These new post-Fordist modes of labour and production tend
towards a ‘being-in-common’, which produces a new social and political
commonality where singularities are able to spontaneously act in common.
For Hardt and Negri, the multitude is a class concept, but one that is different
from the Marxist notion of the proletariat: it refers to all those who work
under Empire, not simply, or even primarily blue-collar workers. Its existence,
moreover, is based on a becoming or immanent potential, rather than being
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defined by a strictly empirical existence; and it represents an irreducible
multiplicity — a combination of collectivity and plurality — rather than a
unified identity like ‘the people’. This immanent multiplicity has a tendency
to converge into a common organism which will one day turn against Empire
and emancipate itself:

When the flesh of the multitude is imprisoned and transformed into the
body of global capital, it finds itself both within and against the processes
of capitalist globalization. The biopolitical production of the multitude,
however, tends to mobilise what it shares in common and what it produces
in common against the imperial power of global capital. In time, developing
its productive figure based on the common, the multitude can move through
the Empire and come out the other side, to express itself autonomously and
rule itself. (Hardt and Negri, 2004: 101)

There are a number of interesting themes here, themes which have a clear
resonance with anarchism, as well as applying to the emerging reality of
anti-globalization struggles. The notion of the multitude bears strong
similarities to Bakunin’s idea of the revolutionary mass, an entity defined
by multiple identities and possibilities rather than by class unity and strict
political organization. Furthermore, there is the idea of acting in common,
spontaneously and without centralized leadership —an idea which derives from
anarchism, and which, as many commentators have noted, is a characteristic
of contemporary anti-capitalist movements, activist networks and affinity
groups. The multitude, according to Hardt and Negri, rejects the very notion
of sovereignty: indeed, in the paradoxical relationship that has existed between
the multitude and the sovereign which supposedly represents and embodies
it — as in the Hobbesian depiction of sovereignty — it is always the sovereign
that depends on the multitude rather than the other way round. Here Hardt
and Negri talk about the ‘exodus’ of the multitude, a simple turning away
from, or refusal to recognize, sovereignty, upon which, as in Hegel’s Master/
Slave dialectic, the sovereign would simply no longer exist.

There are, at the same time, a number of problems with this notion of
the multitude. For instance, there is some question over how coherent and
inclusive the concept of the multitude actually is. Hardt and Negri argue that
the conditions for this new subjectivity are being created by a ‘becoming-
common’ of labour: in other words, people are increasingly working under
the same conditions of production within Empire and are therefore melding
into a commonality, defined by new affective relationships and networks of
communication. However, surely this ignores the major divisions that continue
to exist in the conditions of labour between a salaried white-collar worker
in the West, and someone whose daily survival depends upon searching for
scraps in garbage dumps in the slums of the global South. To what extent
can we speak of any commonality between such radically different forms of
‘work’, such radically different experiences of oneself, one’s body and one’s
existence? These two people live not within the same Empire but in totally
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different worlds. In the case of the white-collar worker, who perhaps works in
the services sector, one can indeed speak of ‘immaterial labour’; while the slum
dweller in the Third World is completely removed from this experience. The
two share no common language. While it is true that ‘immaterial’ biopolitical
production is increasingly penetrating the global South, there are still major
economic and social divisions in conditions of work and modes of production,
and therefore in the social relationships and forms of communication that flow
from this. Our world is not a ‘smooth space’ as Hardt and Negri maintain,
but a dislocated, uneven space — a world beset by major divisions and
inequalities, exclusions and violent antagonisms. Indeed, rather than creating a
borderless world of smooth flows and transactions, economic globalization is
producing new borders everywhere — symbolized by the Israeli ‘security’ wall,
or the fence being constructed along the US-Mexico border. While capitalist
globalization is a process that is affecting the entire world, it is at the same
time creating savage divisions between people and continents, offering some
an unprecedented degree of material comfort, while consigning others in the
global South to a crushing poverty and a radical exclusion from the market
and from global circuits of production. To what extent, then, is it possible to
talk about a new commonality defined by one’s incorporation into Empire
and ‘immaterial labour’? Given these disparities and socio-economic divisions,
would the multitude not be a highly fractured, divided body — or perhaps even
a body from which are excluded those subjectivities that cannot be defined
by immaterial labour, or indeed by any form of labour at all?'®

This highlights the problem of trying to construct a common politics across
such radically different forms of life and experience. What is missing from
Hardt and Negri’s notion of the multitude is any account of how this can be
constructed, how to build transnational alliances between people in the global
North and South. Hardt and Negri simply assume that such a unity is already
immanent within the productive dynamics of global capital, and therefore that
the formation of the multitude is an inevitable and permanent potentiality. The
problem, then, with Hardt and Negri’s notion of the multitude is that it seems
in some senses to be nothing more than a dressed up version of the Marxist
theory of proletarian emancipation. The multitude is something that emerges
organically through the dynamics of Empire and the hegemony of ‘immaterial
labour’, just as, for Marx, the proletariat and proletarian class consciousness
emerged according to the dynamics of industrial capitalism. In each scenario,
moreover, this agency harnesses the economic forces of capitalism in order
to transform them and create a new series of social relationships. In other
words, there is an immanentism in Hardt and Negri’s analysis which seems
to parallel Marxian economism: both suggest a kind of automatic process
in which a new revolutionary class develops through the capitalist dynamic,
until it eventually transcends it through a general revolt. What is lacking in
this understanding of the multitude is any notion of political articulation — in
other words, any explanation of how this multitude comes together and why
it revolts. Here I think Laclau is right when he says about Hardt and Negri’s
analysis, that ‘we have the complete eclipse of politics® (2005: 242).
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RANCIERE AND THE ANARCHISM OF EQUALITY

Jacques Ranciére, on the other hand, proposes a very different notion of radical
politics to that of the multitude — for him, politics emerges out of a fractured
rather than smooth space, something that ruptures existing social relations
from the outside rather than being immanent within them. Ranciére’s notion
of politics also has strong, and at times explicit, parallels with anarchism, as
well as having important implications for it, as I shall show. Indeed, Ranciére
at times describes his approach to politics as ‘anarchic’: for instance, he
sees democracy — which for him has nothing to do with the aggregation of
preferences or a particular set of institutions, but is rather an egalitarian form
of politics in which all hierarchical social relationships are destabilized — as
‘anarchic “government” [...] based on nothing other than the absence of every
title to govern’ (2006: 41). Moreover, his whole political project has been
to disturb existing hierarchies and forms of authority, to unseat the position
of mastery from which the masses are led, excluded, dominated, spoken
for and despised. Any form of vanguard politics is, for Ranciére, simply
another expression of elitism and contempt for ordinary people. Indeed, these
‘ordinary’ people are actually extraordinary, being capable of emancipating
themselves without the intervention of revolutionary parties.

We can see this idea particularly in Ranciére’s study of the French nineteenth-
century schoolteacher Joseph Jacotot, who developed what was essentially
an anarchist model of education where he was able to teach students in a
language that he did not speak himself, and where students were able to use
this method to teach themselves and others. The discovery that one did not
need to be an expert in a subject — or even have any real knowledge of it — in
order to teach it, undermined the posture of mastery and intellectual authority,
a posture that all institutionalized forms of politics are based on (the authority
of professional politicians, experts, technocrats, economists, those who claim
to have a technical knowledge that the people do not). All forms of political
and social domination rest upon a presupposed inequality of intelligence,
through which hierarchy is naturalized and the position of subordination
comes to be accepted. And so if, as Jacotot’s experiment showed, there is
actually an equality of intelligence — the idea that no one is naturally more or
less intelligent than anyone else, that everyone is equally capable of learning
and teaching themselves — this fundamentally jeopardizes the inegalitarian
principle that the social order is founded upon. This form of intellectual
emancipation suggests a profoundly egalitarian politics — a politics that not
only seeks equality, but, more importantly, is founded on the absolute fact of
equality. In other words, politics, for Ranciére, starts with the fact of equality:
‘Equality was not an end to attain, but a point of departure, a supposition to
maintain in every circumstance’ (1991: 138). Furthermore, emancipation was
not something that could be achieved for the people — it had to be achieved by
the people, as a part of a process of self-emancipation in which there was a
recognition by the individual of the equality of others: [T]here is only one way
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to emancipate. And no party or government, no army, school, or institution,
will ever emancipate a single person’ (ibid.: 102).

Clearly, these ideas of self-emancipation, autonomy and the destabiliza-
tion of social and political hierarchies through the recognition and assertion
of the fundamental equality of all speaking beings, have clear similarities
with anarchism.'” Ranciére’s thought is a kind of anarchism, in which
the domination — and the ‘passion for inequality’ upon which it rests — is
questioned at its most fundamental level. However, I would suggest that
Ranciére’s conception of politics also allows us to rethink certain aspects of
anarchism and to take it in new theoretical and political directions. Central
here would be a certain realignment of anarchism, no longer around an
opposition between society and the state, but between ‘politics’ and ‘the
police’. In other words, the central antagonism is not so much between two
entities, but between two different modes of relating to the world. ‘Police’
refers to the rationality of ‘counting’ that founds the existing social order — a
logic that partitions and regulates the social space, assigning different identities
to their place within the social hierarchy. In this sense, police would include
the usual coercive and repressive functions of the state, but it also refers to
a much broader notion of the organization and regulation of society — the
distribution of places and roles. In other words, domination and hierarchy
cannot be confined to the state, but are in fact located in all sorts of social
relationships — indeed, domination is a particular logic of social organization,
in which people are consigned to certain roles such as ‘worker’, or ‘delinquent’,
or ‘illegal immigrant’, or ‘woman’, to which are attributed particular identities.

Politics, on the other hand, is the process which disrupts this logic of
social ordering — which ruptures the social space through the demand by the
excluded for inclusion. For Ranciére, politics emerges from a fundamental
dispute or ‘disagreement’ (mesentente) between a particular group which is
excluded and the existing social order: this excluded social group not only
demands that its voice be heard, that it be included in the social order, but,
more precisely, it claims in doing so to represent the whole of society. What
is central to politics, then, according to Ranciére, is that an excluded part not
only demands to be counted as part of the social whole, but that it claims to
actually embody this whole. Ranciére shows the way that in ancient Greece
the demos — or ‘the people’, the poor — which had no fixed place in the
social order, demanded to be included, demanded that its voice be heard by
the aristocratic order and, in doing so, claimed to represent the universal
interests of the whole of society. In other words, there is a kind of metonymical
substitution of the part for the whole — the part represents its struggle in terms
of a universality: its particular interests are represented as being identical
to those of the community as a whole. In this way, the ‘simple’ demand to
be included causes a rupture or dislocation in the existing social order: this
part could not be included without disturbing the very logic of a social order
based on this exclusion. To give a contemporary example: the struggles of
‘illegal’ immigrants — perhaps the most excluded group today — to be given a
place within society, to have their status legitimized, would create a kind of
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contradiction in the social order which refuses to include or even recognize
them, which promises equal and democratic rights to everyone, and yet denies
them to this particular group. In this way, the demand of the ‘illegals’ to be
counted as ‘citizens’ highlights the inconsistency of the situation in which
universal democratic rights are promised to all, but in practice are granted to
only some; it shows that any fulfilment of the democratic promise of universal
rights is at the very least conditional on their recognition also as citizens with
equal rights. The discursive ‘stage’ upon which politics takes place is therefore
an inconsistency within the structure of universality, between its promise and
its actualization. To give a further example: the protests that took place in
France in 2004 over the ban on Islamic headscarves in schools pointed to the
inconsistency of a situation in which, on the one hand, everyone is formally
recognized as having equal rights as citizens of the French Republic, while
on the other hand, laws are introduced — in the very name of this Republican
ideal of equality — which obviously discriminate against and target certain
minorities. It was therefore a mistake to claim, as both conservative and
socialist MPs did, that protests and acts of resistance against the headscarf
law were anti-Republican: on the contrary, the Muslim women protesting
against the headscarf ban waved the tricolor and held placards with the words
Liberté, Egalité, Fraternité. By identifying with the ideals of the Republic,
they highlighted, in a very effective way, the fact that they were excluded
from these ideals. Their message was that they believe in the Republic but the
Republic does not believe in them. Here we see the excluded part claiming to
represent the universality of the egalitarian ideal through the simple demand
to be counted. So, for Ranciére, ‘politics exists whenever the count of parts
and parties of society is disturbed by the inscription of a part of those who
have no part’ (1999: 123).

While it might seem that the demand for inclusion into the existing social,
legal and political order is not an anarchist strategy, the point is that this
demand for inclusion, because it is framed in terms of a universality, of a part
which, in its very exclusion, claims to be the whole, causes a dislocation of
this order. In this sense, radical politics today might take the form of mass
movements which construct themselves around particularly marginalized and
excluded groups, such as the poor, or ‘illegal” immigrants. This does not, of
course, mean that mass movements should not be concerned with general
global issues such as the environment; but mobilizing around particular
structures of domination and exclusion, and around those who are most
affected by them, can be an effective form of resistance. For instance, fighting
for the rights of ‘illegal” immigrants — as activist networks such as No Borders
do - highlights broader contradictions and inconsistencies in global capitalism,
a system which claims to promote the free movement of people (as well as
capital and technology) across national borders, and yet which seems to be
having precisely the opposite effect — the intensification of existing borders and
the erection of new ones.'® In other words, the situation of ‘illegal’ immigrants
is a crucial point of antagonism and contradiction in the global capitalist
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system — and mobilizations around this can have potentially explosive and
transformative effects.

However, the theoretical importance for anarchism of Ranciére’s
understanding of politics lies in its account of political subjectification. For
anarchists — particularly the classical anarchists — the subject revolts partly
because, as Bakunin would say, there is a natural and spontaneous tendency to
revolt, but, more precisely, because the subject is intrinsically and organically
part of society, and society is conditioned by a certain essence — which is
both rational and natural — which unfolds in the direction of revolution
and emancipation. In other words, anarchism is based not only on a certain
vision of human emancipation and social progress, but on the idea of a
social rationality which is inexorably moving in that direction. This idea
might be seen in Bakunin’s materialist understanding of natural and historical
laws — laws that are scientifically observable (see Bakunin, 1953: 69) — or
Kropotkin’s (1972) belief that there is an innate and evolutionary tendency
towards mutualism within all living beings, or, in Murray Bookchin’s (2005)
conception, the potential for ‘wholeness’ that is central to his idea of ‘social
ecology’. What we find here is the idea of social progress, whether driven by
the dialectic, or the laws of nature or history. Central here is the view of the
human subject as not only essentially benign (for Kropotkin, humans had a
natural tendency towards cooperation) but as inextricably part of the social
fabric. Radical political subjectivity, for anarchists, is an expression of this
inherent sociality.

Ranciere’s view of political subjectification would be somewhat different
from this. There is no natural or social tendency towards revolution; instead,
what is important is the unpredictability and contingency of politics.
Furthermore, the political subject is not founded on essentialist conceptions
of human nature; rather, the subject emerges in an unpredictable fashion
through a rupturing of fixed social roles and identities. This last point is
important. For Ranciére, political subjectification is not the affirmation or
expression of an innate sociality, but rather a break with the social. It is a kind
of de-subjectification or ‘dis-identification’ — a ‘removal from the naturalness
of place’ — in which one distances oneself from one’s normal social role:

[P]olitical subjectification forces them out of such obviousness by questioning
the relationship between the who and the what in the apparent redundancy
of the positing of an existence [...] “Worker” or better still ‘proletarian’ is
similarly the subject that measures the gap between the part of work as
social function and the having no part of those who carry it out within the
definition of the common of the community. (1999: 36)

Rather than political subjectivity emerging as immanent within society, it is
something that, in a sense, comes from ‘outside’ it — not in terms of some
metaphysical exteriority, but in terms of a process of disengagement from
established subject positions and social identities.
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POST-ANARCHISM

What I am pointing to here — via Ranciére — is not some kind of radical or
existential individualism, in which the subject is an isolated monad who acts
in a political vacuum." Obviously, radical politics involves developing links
with others, and building new political relationships, new understandings
of community. But the point is that these cannot be understood as being
founded on a certain conception of human nature, or as emerging inevitably
from social processes. Rather, they are always to be constructed, and they
often have unpredictable and contingent effects. There is no inevitability in
this process, as there was for classical anarchists.

It is this idea of unpredictability, invention and contingency that I see as
central to a new way of thinking about anarchism - one that avoids the sort
of humanist essentialism and positivism that characterized much of classical
anarchism. My contention has been that anarchism, as a political philosophy,
is in need of renewal, and that it can take advantage of theoretical moves
such as deconstruction, post-structuralism and psychoanalysis in the same
way that, for instance, certain post-Marxist perspectives have done?” (not-
withstanding the differences that I have already pointed to between anarchism
and post-Marxism). This would mean a partial abandonment — or at least a
revising — of the Enlightenment humanist discourse that anarchism has been
indebted to: an abandonment of essentialist ideas about human nature, of
social positivism, of ideas about an immanent social rationality that drives
revolutionary change. Instead, anarchist theory would have to acknowledge
that social reality is discursively constructed, and that the subject is situated,
and even constituted, within external relations of language and power, as
well as unconscious forces, desires and drives which often exceed his rational
control.?! However, this does not mean — as many have wrongly suggested in
reference to thinkers like Foucault — that the subject is determined by social
structures or caught in ‘disciplinary cages’. On the contrary, post-structuralist
approaches seek openings, interstices, indeterminacies, aporias and cracks
within structures — points where they become displaced and unstable, and
where new possibilities for political subjectification can emerge. Indeed, this
view of the relationship between the subject and social structures, I would
suggest, actually allows for a greater degree of autonomy and spontaneity
than that posited by classical anarchists. That is to say, the ‘post-structuralist’
approach breaks the link between subjectivity and social essence, allowing
a certain discursive space in which subjectivity can be reconfigured. The
aim, from a post-structuralist point of view, would be for the subject to
gain a certain distance from the discursive fields in which his/her identity is
constituted — and it is precisely this distance, this gap, which is the space of
politics because it allows the subject to develop new forms and practices of
freedom and equality.

The term ‘post-anarchism’ therefore refers not so much to a distinct model
of anarchist politics, but rather to a certain field of inquiry and ongoing prob-
lematization in which the conceptual categories of anarchism are rethought
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in light of such post-structuralist interventions. This does not, in any sense,
refer to a superseding or moving beyond of anarchism — it does not mean that
the anarchist theoretical and political project should be left behind. On the
contrary, I have argued for the ongoing relevance of anarchism, particularly
to understanding contemporary political struggles and movements. The
prefix ‘post-’ does not mean ‘after’ or ‘beyond’, but rather a working at the
conceptual limits of anarchism with the aim of revising, renewing and even
radicalizing its implications. Post-anarchism, in this sense, is still faithful to
the egalitarian and libertarian project of classical anarchism — yet it contends
that this project is best formulated today through a different conceptualiza-
tion of subjectivity and politics: one that is no longer founded on essentialist
notions of human nature or the unfolding of an immanent social rationality.

There are a number of other thinkers who seek to reconstruct anarchism
along these or similar lines, most notably Lewis Call?> and Todd May. May,
in particular, develops a post-structuralist approach to anarchist politics,
highlighting the connections between classical anarchism’s critique of repre-
sentation and post-structuralist thinkers like Foucault, Deleuze and Lyotard,
whose ‘tactical’ rather than ‘strategic’ approach to politics emphasizes
particular and situated ‘micropolitical’ practices. There are clear parallels
between May’s approach to post-anarchism and mine. But there are also
differences, most noticeably in the different thinkers and perspectives we draw
upon. While I deploy the ideas of Foucault and Deleuze, I have also drawn
upon thinkers like Derrida — whom May explicitly rules out on the grounds
that he has no clearly articulated political position?® — and Lacan. In May’s
work, there is a general avoidance of psychoanalysis. However, while many
anarchists might be sceptical about psychoanalysis, pointing to what they
perceive as its generally apolitical conservatism, its focus on the individual
psyche, and, as some feminists, would claim, its ‘phallogocentrism™*, I would
argue that psychoanalytic theory — particularly that of Freud and Lacan —
can offer important resources for radical political theory. Indeed, rather than
focusing on the isolated individual psyche, psychoanalysis stresses the social
dimension, the individual’s relations with those around him or her — not only
with family members but with society more broadly. As Freud (1921: 69)
demonstrates, psychoanalysis is concerned with ‘social phenomena’, including
the formation of groups, and is thus eminently equipped for socio-political
analysis. For Lacan, the individual (partially) constructs his or her subjectivity
through a relationship with the external world of language, the symbolic
order through which all meaning is derived — and, therefore, for Lacan, the
unconscious was ‘structured like a language’ (1998: 20). The psychoanalytic
unconscious is not individualizing and therefore reactionary, as Deleuze and
Guattari alleged in Anti-Oedipus. On the contrary, it is intersubjective and
can therefore be applied not only to an analysis and critique of existing
socio-political relationships, but also to an understanding of radical political
identities. Indeed, I do not think it is possible to get anywhere near a full
conception of political agency and subjectivity without an understanding of
the unconscious forces and desires which in large part drive political action,
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structure our political, ideological and symbolic identifications, or impel our
psychic attachments — ‘passionate attachments’ as Judith Butler would put it
(1997) - to authority and domination, as well as the ways that we at times
break with and resist them. Psychoanalysis, in my view, is crucial to developing
a fuller account of the potentialities of the subject — one that goes beyond the
Foucauldian notion of ‘subject positions’.

Moreover, the focus on the unconscious does not lead, as some would
suggest, back to an essentialism of the subject. On the contrary, the Freudian
and Lacanian understanding of the unconscious shows that the subject is
always, as it were, ‘at a distance’ from him- or herself, and that one cannot
achieve a full and completely unalienated and transparent identity. As Lacan
showed, rather than there being an essence at the base of subjectivity, there
was a lack, an absence, a void in signification (1998: 126).

If the only issue here was a different philosophical genealogy, then this
question of the alternative approaches chosen by me and Todd May would
hardly be worth mentioning. However, what is invoked by this difference
is the broader debate that has been recently emerging in radical political
philosophy over the question of ontology: to be more precise, the debate
around abundance and lack — or, thought about slightly differently, immanence
and transcendence — as the two rival conceptions of radical political ontology
today. This question has, according to Lasse Thomassen and Lars Tender,
been at the base of different understandings of radical democratic politics:

[E]xisting literature has failed to appreciate the way in which the concep-
tualization of radical difference has led to significantly different versions
of radical democracy — what we refer to as the ontological imaginary
of abundance and the ontological imaginary of lack respectively. These
two imaginaries share the idea of a radical difference and the critique of
conventional conceptualizations of universality and identity; yet they also
differ in the manner in which they approach these questions. For instance,
they disagree on whether political analysis should start from the level of
signification or from networks of embodied matter. And they disagree on
the kind of politics that follows from the idea of radical difference: whereas
theorists of lack emphasise the need to build hegemonic constellations,
theorists of abundance emphasise never-receding pluralisation. (2005: 1-2)

This debate has some relevance to post-anarchism today, as many post-struc-
turalist-inspired theorists of contemporary activism — Hardt and Negri being
among the most prominent, but also Richard J.E. Day (2005) — tend to see a
Deleuzo-Spinozian motif of immanence, abundance, flux and becoming as the
most appropriate way of thinking about the decentralized affinity groups and
‘rhizomatic’ networks that characterize anti-capitalist radical politics today.

Although I have always considered the anti-statist thought of Deleuze
(and Guattari) to be invaluable for radical politics,” my own approach tends
to place more emphasis on the idea of a ‘constitutive outside’: the idea —
theorized in different ways by thinkers like Lacan and Derrida — of a kind
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of discursive limit or void which exceeds representation and symbolization.
I do not agree with Andrew Robinson that it posits a myth-like abstraction
which leads to an apolitical conservatism (2005). If one accepts the idea
that social reality is constructed at some level discursively — that is through
relations of language through which we form meaning and identities — then
this idea is only consistent if one posits a logical limit or outside to discourse;
and it is at this limit that new ways of understanding the world politically
can emerge. This can produce conservative and pragmatist articulations of
the political, certainly — or even conservative positions in the guise of ultra-
radicalism, in the way we have seen with someone like Zizek. But there is
nothing intrinsically conservative or apolitical about the idea of negativity and
lack, as Robinson seems to suggest — and, indeed, a certain understanding of
negativity, as Stirner and even Bakunin themselves showed, can have radical
implications. Nor do I agree with May that this sort of ontology leads to a
politics of indeterminacy that makes it unsuitable for collective action.?* On
the contrary, I would suggest that the idea of an ‘outside’ allows for a space
or terrain in which new practices of emancipation can be developed.

CONCLUSION

What I see as particularly important is the need to develop a universal
dimension for collective politics — one which is built upon localized practices
of resistance, but which also goes beyond them and allows links to emerge
between actors on a politico-ethical terrain defined by an unconditional
liberty and equality. This is why the question of radical democracy is central:
radical democracy — seen as a series of mobilizations and practices of
emancipation, rather than as a specific set of institutional arrangements®” —
is the form of politics that allows liberty and equality to be combined and
rearticulated in all sorts of unpredictable ways. However, I would also suggest
that anarchism can be seen as providing the ultimate politico-ethical horizon
for radical democracy. As anarchism shows, the central and fundamental
principle of democracy - collective autonomy and egalitarian emancipation
— is something that cannot be wholly contained within the limits of state
sovereignty. At its very least, it is a principle which always challenges the
idea of political authority.

NOTES

1. See Zizek (2000: 326) and his more recent writings on Lenin (Zizek, 2004) and Mao
Tse-Tung (Zizek, 2007b).

2. See Wendy Brown’s excellent essay on neoliberalism (2003).

3. See once again Simon Critchley’s description of ‘anarchic metapolitics’ in Infinitely
Demanding. This idea of developing alternative spaces outside the state has been developed
by a number of thinkers, especially Hakim Bey with his notion of the ‘temporary autonomous
zone’ (see Bey, 2003).
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WHEN ANARCHISM MET POST-STRUCTURALISM

. The ‘anarchist’ forms of organization and decision-making procedures which characterize

many activist groups today are discussed in David Graeber’s article, “The New Anarchists’
(2002).

. This was not always the case, though: for instance, during the Spanish Civil war, anarchist

groups were in many parts of the Spain the dominant political force (see Leval, 1975).

I am referring to Marx’s theory of Bonapartism, in which the state achieves a degree of
autonomy from bourgeois class interests. See “The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte’,
in Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels (1976). See also Saul Newman (2004).

This work (Lenin, 1932/1943) is really a kind of dialogue with anarchism — Lenin’s attempt
to distance himself from anarchism, to which he seems at times to be in close proximity.
More recently there have been important attempts to develop an anarchist approach
to the environment, and to understand the relationship between social domination and
environmental devastation. See Murray Bookchin’s concept of ‘social ecology’ in The
Ecology of Freedom: The Emergence and Dissolution of Hierarchy (2005); as well as John
Zerzan’s writings; for example, Future Primitive (1994).

Here Critchley cites Levinas’s pre-political or a-political notion of anarchy as the absence
of an arche or organizing principle. See Infinitely Demanding (2007: 122).

As Ben Noys (2008) argues, Badiou is a thinker who, despite being highly critical of
anarchism, has much in common with it.

See, for example, I’Organisation Politique, an organization which Badiou is involved with,
and which campaigns for the rights of undocumented immigrant workers — sans papiers.
Critchley makes a similar point about Badiou in Infinitely Demanding (2007: 131).

See Day (2003) for a survey of some of these groups and activities.

See Badiou’s discussion of the ‘event’ in Being and Event (2003a). See also his discussion
of Pauline universalism in St Paul: The Foundation of Universalism (2003b).

Todd May (1994) sees the critique of representation as being central to classical anarchism.
This query has also been raised by Jason Read (2005) in his review of Hardt and Negri’s
Multitude. See also Malcolm Bull (2005: 19-39).

Todd May (2007: 20-35) has also recognized the importance of Ranciére’s thought for
anarchism.

See explorations of the politics of borders, migration and globalization in the work of
Etienne Balibar (2004), as well as Sandro Mezzadra (2003).

Max Stirner’s notion of egoism, for instance, while it offers an important philosophical
intervention in anarchist theory — particularly in developing a critique of essentialism — does
not necessarily offer a convincing or complete model of political action. See The Ego and
Its Own (1995).

See, primarily, the work of Laclau and Mouffe.

Cornelius Castoriadis (1997), a psychoanalytic theorist whose political thought has close
affinities with anarchism, talks about the role of imaginary significations in constructing
social reality.

See Lewis Call (2003). One could also mention John Holloway (20035) here, although he
comes more from the libertarian Marxist — rather than strictly anarchist - tradition.

See May (1994: 12). Here I would disagree with May — in recent years Derrida had been
increasingly engaged with political questions regarding law, justice, democracy, Marxism,
human rights and sovereignty.

However, a number of major feminist critiques of ‘phallogocentrism” have at the same time
been inspired by psychoanalysis. I have in mind here thinkers such as Luce Irigary and Julia
Kristeva.

See, for instance, my article “War on the State: Deleuze and Stirner’s Anarchism’ (2001).
See Todd May’s review (2002) of my book From Bakunin to Lacan.

I have in mind here something like Derrida’s notion of the ‘democracy to come’, which,
so far from being a way of putting off or postponing political decision making (as May
seems to be implying) actually invokes the immediacy of the present, and calls for a militant
critique of all existing articulations of democracy in the name of an infinite perfectibility.
See Rogues: Two Essays on Reason (Brault, 2005: 886-90).
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4
Post-Anarchism Anarchy

Hakim Bey

The Association for Ontological Anarchy gathers in conclave, black turbans &
shimmering robes, sprawled on shirazi carpets sipping bitter coffee, smoking
long chibouk & sibsi. QUESTION: What’s our position on all these recent
defections & desertions from anarchism (esp. in California-Land): condemn
or condone? Purge them or hail them as advance-guard? Gnostic elite ... or
traitors?

Actually, we have a lot of sympathy for the deserters & their various
critiques of anarchISM. Like Sinbad & the Horrible Old Man, anarchism
staggers around with the corpse of a Martyr magically stuck to its shoulders
— haunted by the legacy of failure & revolutionary masochism — stagnant
backwater of lost history.

Between tragic Past & impossible Future, anarchism seems to lack a Present
— as if afraid to ask itself, here & now, WHAT ARE MY TRUE DESIRES?
— & what can I DO before it’s too late? ... Yes, imagine yourself confronted
by a sorcerer who stares you down balefully & demands, ‘What is your True
Desire?” Do you hem & haw, stammer, take refuge in ideological platitudes?
Do you possess both Imagination & Will, can you both dream & dare — or
are you the dupe of an impotent fantasy?

Look in the mirror & try it ... (for one of your masks is the face of a
sorcerer) ...

The anarchist ‘movement’ today contains virtually no Blacks, Hispanics,
Native Americans or children ... even tho in theory such genuinely oppressed
groups stand to gain the most from any anti-authoritarian revolt. Might it
be that anarchISM offers no concrete program whereby the truly deprived
might fulfil (or at least struggle realistically to fulfil) real needs & desires?

If so, then this failure would explain not only anarchism’s lack of appeal
to the poor & marginal, but also the disaffection & desertions from within
its own ranks. Demos, picket-lines & reprints of 19th century classics don’t
add up to a vital, daring conspiracy of self-liberation. If the movement is to
grow rather than shrink, a lot of deadwood will have to be jettisoned & some
risky ideas embraced.

The potential exists. Any day now, vast numbers of americans are going
to realize they’re being force-fed a load of reactionary boring hysterical arti-
ficially-flavored crap. Vast chorus of groans, puking & retching ... angry
mobs roam the malls, smashing & looting ... etc., etc. The Black Banner
could provide a focus for the outrage & channel it into an insurrection of
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the Imagination. We could pick up the struggle where it was dropped by
Situationism in 68 & Autonomia in the seventies, & carry it to the next
stage. We could have revolt in our times — & in the process, we could realize
many of our True Desires, even if only for a season, a brief Pirate Utopia, a
warped free-zone in the old Space/Time continuum.

If the A.O.A. retains its affiliation with the ‘movement,” we do so not
merely out of a romantic predilection for lost causes — or not entirely. Of
all ‘political systems,” anarchism (despite its flaws, & precisely because it is
neither political nor a system) comes closest to our understanding of reality,
ontology, the nature of being. As for the deserters ... we agree with their
critiques, but note that they seem to offer no new powerful alternatives. So for
the time being we prefer to concentrate on changing anarchism from within.
Here’s our program, comrades:

1. Work on the realization that psychic racism has replaced overt discrimi-
nation as one of the most disgusting aspects of our society. Imaginative
participation in other cultures, esp. those we live with.

2. Abandon all ideological purity. Embrace ‘Type-3’ anarchism (to use Bob
Black’s pro-tem slogan): neither collectivist nor individualist. Cleanse
the temple of vain idols, get rid of the Horrible Old Men, the relics &
martyrologies.

3. Anti-work or ‘Zerowork’ movement extremely important, including a
radical & perhaps violent attack on Education & the serfdom of children.

4. Develop american samizdat network, replace outdated publishing/
propaganda tactics. Pornography & popular entertainment as vehicles
for radical re-education.

5. In music the hegemony of the 2/4 & 4/4 beat must be overthrown. We
need a new music, totally insane but life-affirming, rhythmically subtle
yet powerful, & we need it NOW.

6. Anarchism must wean itself away from evangelical materialism & banal
2-dimensional 19th century scientism. ‘Higher states of consciousness’ are
not mere SPOOKS invented by evil priests. The orient, the occult, the tribal
cultures possess techniques which can be ‘appropriated’ in true anarchist
fashion. Without ‘higher states of consciousness,” anarchism ends & dries
itself up into a form of misery, a whining complaint. We need a practical
kind of ‘mystical anarchism,” devoid of all New Age shit-&-shinola, &
inexorably heretical & anti-clerical; avid for all new technologies of
consciousness & metanoia — a democratization of shamanism, intoxicated
& serene.

7. Sexuality is under assault, obviously from the Right, more subtly from
the avant-pseudo ‘post-sexuality’ movement, & even more subtly by
Spectacular Recuperation in media & advertizing. Time for a major
step forward in SexPol awareness, an explosive reaffirmation of the
polymorphic eros — (even & especially in the face of plague & gloom)
— a literal glorification of the senses, a doctrine of delight. Abandon all
world-hatred & shame.
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8. Experiment with new tactics to replace the outdated baggage of Leftism.
Emphasize practical, material & personal benefits of radical networking.
The times do not appear propitious for violence or militancy, but surely
a bit of sabotage & imaginative disruption is never out of place. Plot &
conspire, don’t bitch & moan. The Art World in particular deserves a dose
of ‘Poetic Terrorism.’

9. The despatialization of post-Industrial society provides some benefits (e.g.
computer networking) but can also manifest as a form of oppression
(homelessness, gentrification, architectural depersonalization, the erasure
of Nature, etc.) The communes of the sixties tried to circumvent these
forces but failed. The question of land refuses to go away. How can
we separate the concept of space from the mechanisms of control? The
territorial gangsters, the Nation/States, have hogged the entire map. Who
can invent for us a cartography of autonomy, who can draw a map that
includes our desires?

AnarchISM ultimately implies anarchy — & anarchy is chaos. Chaos is the
principle of continual creation ... & Chaos never died.

(March ’87, NYC: A.O.A. Plenary Session)
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Empowering Anarchy:
Power, Hegemony and Anarchist Strategy’

Tadzio Mueller

PROLOGUE: ANARCH-Y/-ISTS/-ISM

How does one define something that draws its lifeblood from defying
convention, from a burning conviction that what is, is wrong, and from the
active attempt to change what is into what could be? Definitions necessarily
try to fix the ‘meaning’ of something at any given point, and they imply that
I, who do the defining, have the power to identify the limits of ‘anarchism’,
to say what is legitimately anarchist. It is probably better, then, to start with
clarifying what anarchism is not: it is definitely not a question of ancient
Greek etymology, as in: ‘the prefix “an” linked to the word “archy” suggests
that “anarchism” means ...’; neither is it a question of analysing the writings
of one dead white male or another, a type of approach that would look at
books written by anarchist luminaries like Kropotkin or Proudhon, and would
then proclaim that the essence of anarchism can be found in either one, or
a combination of the two;? nor is it, finally, a question of organizational
continuity with the rebels who were killed in Kronstadt or the anarchists who
fought in the Spanish civil war.

This is not to say that a historical approach to anarchism is not relevant —
only that an attempt to seek a purely historical definition of anarchism would
in some sense commit an act of intellectual violence against those people who
today think of themselves as anarchist, anarchist-inspired, or as ‘libertarian
socialists’: most of those have not read Kropotkin, Bakunin, or even more
contemporary anarchists such as Murray Bookchin, or did not read any of
their works prior to thinking of themselves as anarchists. Barbara Epstein has
tried to come to terms with this relative lack of ‘ideological purity’ by arguing
that today’s anarchism is not really ideologically proper anarchism, but rather
a collection of what she terms ‘anarchist sensibilities’ (Epstein, 2001: 4).
However: in suggesting that today’s anarchists are not really anarchists, even if
they think of themselves as such, Epstein has made precisely the mistake that
academics frequently make when talking about activists, that is, to define a
‘proper’ way of doing/being/thinking, and then identifying the ways in which
activists diverge from the true path as identified by the intellectual elite.?

How can we then avoid this type of definitional ‘violence’, but still have
something to talk about, that is, something that is identifiably ‘anarchist’?
First, I suggest, by letting those people who actually think of themselves as
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anarchists or acknowledge certain anarchist influences in their political work
speak and act for themselves. Because if anarchism is anything today, then it
is not a set of dogmas and principles, but a set of practices and actions within
which certain principles manifest themselves.* Anarchism is not primarily
about what is written, but about what is done: it is the simultaneous negation
of things as they are, the anger that flows from viewing the world as riddled
with oppression and injustice, and the belief that this anger is pointless if one
does not seek to do something different in the here and now. What makes
these practices specifically anarchist in the eyes of today’s activists does of
course vary from group to group, from person to person. For now, however, I
will understand anarchist practices in the realm of political organization and
expression as those practices that consciously seek to minimize hierarchies
and oppose oppression in all walks of life, a desire which manifests itself in
various organizational forms such as communes, federations, affinity groups
and consensus-seeking structures.’ In other words, anarchism is a scream,
not one of negation,® but of affirmation: it is about going beyond rejecting,
about starting to create an alternative in the present to that which triggered
the scream in the first place (‘prefigurative politics’).” This is not to say that
anarchist practices always achieve that — in fact, the main body of this chapter
will deal with the question of which barriers there are in anarchism itself to
reaching its own goal. Instead, this merely gives a broad frame of reference to
a discussion of anarchism, a frame that will be refined as the chapter develops.

One disclaimer before the discussion starts: since I have suggested that it
is only by letting today’s anarchists talk and act that we can find out what
anarchism ‘really’ is, T have been forced to rely on the anarchists that I have
met, and those anarchist texts that T have been able to get and read, to gather
my ‘data’. These are, for a number of reasons, mostly from Europe and the
United States. The questions faced by anarchists that I will discuss in this
chapter come from this context, and the answers will be relevant, if at all,
only in that context.

ANARCHISTS, HEGEMONY AND POWER

Having suggested what anarchism is about, the next question is: where is
anarchism to be found? It is not, to begin with, the same as the globaliza-
tion-critical movement (below: globalization movement), or even the latter’s
biggest part. However, because many anarchists have been very engaged
with this movement, many of the examples used here will be drawn from its
mobilizations. Anarchism is also not the same as the by now internationally
(in)famous ‘black bloc’, although some of the voices on which I will draw
here will emanate from under a balaclava. Anarchists, then, should be seen
as a ‘submerged network’ of groups, people and identities (Melucci, 1989),
as a counter-community (Gemie, 1994) that gets involved in mobilizations
(e.g. against the International Monetary Fund) and tactics (e.g. the black
bloc), but does not exhaust itself in these: the subcultures where people are
attempting to construct different ways of life, that centre around cafes and
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squats, groups and individuals, that can be found in Berlin or London, Malaga
or Stockholm — that is where anarchists and therefore anarchism can be found.

Anarchism might today be back on the agenda after some decades in the
political wilderness, but its existence is far from trouble-free, with challenges
coming from the ‘outside’, from the engagement with dominant structures
of power, as well as from the inside, in terms of the ability to sustain itself as
a subculture/movement. The first of these problems is that, from Seattle to
Genoa, and now to the ‘war on terror’, anarchists have found themselves at
the receiving end of rapidly escalating state repression without having any
effective mechanisms to defend themselves against this onslaught. Linked
to this policy of repression is the challenge of cooptation of more moderate
groups within the globalization movement, leaving anarchists isolated on
the radical fringes. Finally, the last problem is demonstrated by the fact that
there is hardly anyone over 30 who is interested in anarchism. In other words:
the anarchist subculture is plagued by its inability to sustain participation,
by its limited size and mobilization capacities, its social isolation, and the
vulnerability to repression that this produces.

These political challenges have been widely discussed within anarchist
circles, and many proposed solutions have emerged, most of which can be
summarized under two headings: they focus on the need firstly to overcome
the isolation of the anarchist/left-libertarian subculture (extensive organizing),
and secondly to deepen that subculture’s political and social structures so as
to strengthen its capacity of maintaining participation, or simply: to allow
for people above, say, 29 to live an ‘anarchist’ life (intensive organizing).

Today’s anarchists are obviously not the first radical force encountering
the problem of how to maintain its strength over time and in the face of
attacks, and how to grow beyond its current strength. About 80 years ago,
the Italian Communist Party’s strategist Antonio Gramsci asked himself the
same question — and came up with an analysis of structures of power in
advanced capitalism that I believe make him an important touchstone for
any project of resistance operating under such conditions. His starting point
was: why did the revolution succeed in Russia, and not in Italy or anywhere
else in Western Europe, where classical Marxism had predicted it would be
more likely to occur due to the more advanced development of capitalism?
He argued that the reason for this failure was an incorrect understanding of
the workings of power in modern capitalism: while Marxist revolutionary
practice had assumed that political power was concentrated in the state
apparatus, Gramsci suggested that power also rested in the institutions of
‘civil society’ (Gramsci, 1971: 210-76), or the structures and organization
of everyday life. The revolution would therefore have to aim not only to
conquer state power, but much more importantly, to create an alternative
civil society, which would have to be able to attract the majority of people by
convincing them of the validity of the project, which was in turn premised on
its ability to perform ‘all the activities and functions inherent in the organic
development of a society’ (ibid.: 16). This alternative society has come to be
referred to as a ‘counter-hegemony’,® a term I would translate as ‘sustainable
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communities of resistance’. The key to Gramsci’s analysis therefore was the
suggestion that the organization of resistance would somehow have to mirror
the structures of power.

What is the relevance of this to anarchist practice? First of all, Gramsci’s
alternative society would involve both extensive and intensive political
organizing, as suggested in the proposals cited above: to extend the appeal
of anarchism/communism by opening up to other groups and individuals,’
and to increase the sustainability of the anarchist/communist subculture
by strengthening its social functions. There is, however, a major problem
involved in transporting this concept into anarchist practice: Gramsci was
a Leninist, and as such did not really have a problem with an anti-capitalist
strategy that entailed hierarchies both internally and externally. It was in
essence setting one power up against another. This clearly creates a problem
for anarchists, if we understand anarchism as the struggle against all forms
of hierarchies and power. If (1) a strategy of counter-hegemony, of building
sustainable communities of resistance, is in essence a strategy of power, and
if (2) anarchism is understood as rejecting all forms of power, and (3) the
strategy outlined here in the crudest terms (internal and external expansion)
is necessary to sustain the radical project of anarchism, have we then not
reached the end of anarchism as a political project? Is anarchism as the
rejection of hierarchies and power dead because it needs hierarchies and
power in order to survive?

ANARCHISM, PARTS TAND 2

1. No Power for No-One!

The question therefore becomes, is anarchism really the rejection of all forms
of power? The obvious difficulty with this question lies in the word ‘really’:
for if it is true that anarchism is not a unified body of theory but a set of
practices, it might be quite difficult to figure out anything that anarchism
‘really’ is. A look at any flyer written by an anarchist group will usually
reveal the coexistence of a variety of conceptual positions, some of which may
even be mutually contradictory. In order to pick apart the various ‘strands’
existing in anarchist discourse, then, it will be necessary to engage after all
with anarchism as a historically created set of practices, that is: to critically
analyse the various ideas and discourses that have shaped today’s practices.

Anarchism developed to some extent both parallel to and in opposition
to Marxism, and some of its guiding principles can best be illustrated as a
critique of Marxist theory. The latter argued that all oppression fundamentally
derived from one source, that is, control of the means of production. It was
therefore able to suggest that, if the proletariat were first to seize the reins of
the state (which was held to be a mere support structure for capitalist class
power) and then to socialize the means of production in one fell swoop, it
could offer a deliverance from all forms of oppression. For Marxism, there
was only one enemy, one struggle, and one final and complete victory. In
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response, anarchists argued that oppression flowed not only from control
of the means of production, but also from control of the means of physical
coercion — in other words, the state was a centre of power whose interests
were not fully reducible to those of ‘capital’ (Miller, 1984: 47-9). This created
a problem for anarchism, as its identification of at least two enemies, capital
and the state (and frequently the church as well (Marshall, 1992: 4-5)),
splintered the political field, creating difficulties in terms of (1) who was the
privileged agent of revolution, and (2) how this revolution could be made in
one go if there were so many centres of power, so many enemies, so many
struggles. The first question had been easy to answer for Marxism, or any
analysis that operated with the notion that there is one main/central source
of social conflict, because the oppressed part in that relationship (concretely:
the proletariat in the labour—capital relation) becomes the necessary agent of
revolution, but difficult for an analysis that identified a diffusion of power
centres. Similarly, for such a position, the answer to the second question
apparently had to be: ‘not at all’.

One strand of anarchism, probably the one most identified with dead
white males such as Bakunin, Kropotkin and Proudhon, responded to this
shattering of the unity of power/oppression and the subsequent diffusion of
struggles by simply reconstituting the unity of power on a higher level. Where
previously the contradiction between capital and labour was paramount, the
new key contradiction became one between a benign human nature/society
and an unequivocally bad logic of oppression merely manifesting itself in
different structures of power (capitalism, the state, religion) (Marshall, 1992:
4). This assumption at the core of what I will call the ‘classical’ strand of
anarchism has important politico-theoretical implications: having posited a
pure human essence in a constant struggle against forces that seek to oppress
it, the possibility of anarchist practice leading to a total liberation from
power after some sort of revolution is maintained. This conclusion is based
on a conception of power as being external to human essence, as coming
from institutions that impose themselves on an organically free humanity
(Newman, 2001: 37).

And indeed, many of today’s anarchists directly refer back to this
dichotomous view of society when making political statements. In an essay
written on the protests in Genoa, Moore asserts that for anarchists, ‘power (be
it economic or governmental) is the problem — not who holds it — and needs,
therefore, to be overcome altogether’ (Moore, 2001: 137). And to show that
this question does not just manifest itself in the writings of anarchists, but
also in practice: at a meeting at the largely anarchist-inspired ‘No Border’
camp in Strasbourg in July 2002, T witnessed a discussion about how to
organize the set-up of toilets for the camp, where one speaker suggested that
the question of who cleans the toilets was merely a ‘technical’ question. This
may sound trivial, but if one considers that who cleans the toilets is very much
a question of power, and therefore political rather than technical (whether
it is the untouchables in India, or low-waged women both at their jobs and
at home, it is almost always the oppressed who clean the toilets), then this
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argument must be seen as the articulation of a view that understands ‘power’
to reside only out there/up there, but not inside anarchism, with its privileged
links to a naturally solidaristic human essence.

2. Multi-Sited Power, and Power among Anarchists

This ‘classical’ strand, however, is far from being the only or true anarchism.
Above, T identified a crucial question for anarchists: how to respond to the
diffusion of power centres that the critique of Marxism had led to? On the face
of it, there is only one alternative to the answer given by the classical anarchists,
namely to give up the ideas of a unity of struggles (against oppression) and of
the revolution as one single, cataclysmic event. This, however, was a conclusion
few — none to my knowledge — were willing to draw, and so an emerging
second ‘open’ strand busied itself with introducing ‘new’ (or rather: newly
recognized) centres of power/oppression. For example, Emma Goldman added
the oppression of women by men/patriarchy (particularly within the institution
of the (bourgeois) family) to the anarchist canon (Marshall, 1992: 5); later,
Murray Bookchin brought an awareness of the environmental consequences
of industrial capitalism to the anarchist worldview (Bookchin, 1989).

The upshot of all this activity was a challenge to the classical view of one
top and one bottom in society, suggesting a more decentralized understanding
of power, which resulted in a picture of ‘a series of tops and bottoms’ (May,
1994: 49). Whereas the classical view, even if it suggested a diversity of
actual centres of power, usually resulted in the privileging of one social
group as the authentic agent of revolutionary change — whether it was the
working class, as Proudhon at some point held, or Bakunin’s celebration of
the ‘great rabble’ of urban centres (Gemie, 1994: 355; Newman, 2001: 30)
— the image of a multitude of at least potentially equally important sites of
struggle implies that no single group can claim that their fight is necessarily
more important than others (Laclau and Mouffe, 2001).'° This open strand
of anarchism can therefore be summarized as opposing ‘capitalism, inequality
(including the oppression of women by men), sexual repression, militarism,
war, authority, and the state’ (Goodway, 1989: 2).!! Note that this seemingly
abstract debate has crucial political implications: the question of whether a
left-libertarian counter-hegemony should ultimately focus on the working
class — a view expressed for example in the influential pamphlet ‘Give up
activism’ (Anonymous2, 2000a; 2000b) — is politically relevant, since it will
determine which groups will become the focus of a political mobilization.

As with the classical strand, it is easy to point to examples of such an
understanding of power as multi-sited in contemporary anarchists’ statements:
in a critique of the activities of ‘authoritarian socialist’ groups during and
after the mobilizations in Seattle, an activist writes that anarchists ‘want
freedom from all forms of oppression and domination, including organizations
that want to think and represent and act for us’ (Anonymous6, 2000: 128).
Similarly, the newly formed anarchist network Peoples’ Global Action (PGA) —
which emerged primarily as a coordinator of global mobilizations against elite
summits but is now broadening its focus — states in its ‘hallmarks’ that seek
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to express its political philosophy that, in addition to being an anti-capitalist
network, ‘[w]e reject all forms and systems of domination and discrimination
including, but not limited to, patriarchy, racism and religious fundamental-
ism of all creeds’ (PGA, n.d.). And finally, in keeping with a strong tradition
of anarchism, the critique of power is here extended to encompass not only
structures of power that are seemingly on the ‘outside’ of resistance, but also
power that exists within anti-oppressive struggles. To highlight this, let me
return to the discussion about who should clean the toilets at the activist camp
in Strasbourg. The conception of power as multi-sited and also existing in the
spaces of resistance is expressed by the response to the first speaker: ‘No’, the
next discussant opined, ‘it is a political question’ — that is, it involves power.

WHITHER ANARCHISM?

Oppressive Anarchists

My contention is this: the view of power as external/opposed to some sort
of ‘human nature’ has directly oppressive effects, as it serves to obscure the
domination of one group of people/activists over another. In a comment about
gender relations on so-called ‘protest sites’ (forest sites occupied by activists
in order to prevent their clear-cutting for ‘development’ projects), a female
activist begins by suggesting that the ‘overall concept of a [protest] camp is
one of a free society’ — in keeping with the classical strand of anarchism. In
reality, however, she points out that such camps become ‘a patriarchy-dom-
inated environment’. Specifically, this occurs in the field of sexual relations,
where the discourse of free love (which is said to exist in a free society) ended
up putting ‘a certain amount of pressure [on women| to conform to the free
love ideal, and not everyone wants such relations’ (Anonymous7, 1998: 10,
12). What becomes clear here is that the idea of power as being external to
human nature, expressing itself in the expectation that women could now,
being liberated in the free space of the camp, finally conform to the ideal
of free love, had become oppressive in itself: it put pressure on women to
conform to the ideal of what the ‘human essence’ is, to live up to an ideal
they never constructed.

Open Anarchism - Open, Yes, but Going Where?

So anarchist practice can in itself be oppressive, or at least entail relations
of power, especially if that power is masked behind the idea of a possible
power-free practice. But, one might wonder, what’s the difference between
the two ‘strands’ in this? After all, even if the open strand has a more subtle
view of a multiplicity of centres of power, it still opposes these centres of
power to some grouping of social forces, organized in what Gemie calls a
‘counter-community’, arrayed against the state (Gemie, 1994: 353) — and in
this community, a power-free practice could, presumably, develop. It appears
that there is no real difference then: both strands claim to be able to ‘really’
get rid of power.
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There is, however, an important difference, a difference which will prove
crucial in determining the further political development of each of these
strands, and, I believe, of anarchism itself. As shown above, the view of
anarchism as power-free practice, or at least as containing the possibility
thereof, is an inherent and necessary component of the classical strand; the
open strand, however, carried through to its logical conclusion, actually makes
the belief in a power-free practice impossible. The argument starts again with
and against Marxism: the latter posits the ‘unity in the relations of power’ as
its defining criterion (Holloway, 2002: 40).

There might be two forces struggling, but there is only one real power
centre that has to be conquered. As shown, anarchism originally opened up
that monism to suggest the existence of two or three power centres. While
the classical strand then proceeded to reduce these centres back into one (the
‘logic’ of power or oppression), the second strand maintained this openness,
leading to the proliferation of centres of power described above: from two,
to three, to five, to ... a multitude.

All’s well thus far. But what happens now? Apparently, the diffusion of
power centres that results from the original breaking of the monism has no
logical endpoint, and does not even stop at the integrity of the individual that
some anarchists value so highly: even a person who is oppressed on several
counts (homosexuality, femininity) will be an oppressor on others (upper class,
white). Therefore, flowing logically from the premises of the second strand,
and from the political logic thus implied (no struggle is necessarily worth more
than another), we get a picture of power relations criss-crossing all of society,
penetrating even ourselves as subjects. Given this diffusion of power into our
very own being, the conclusions must be that: (1) one cannot continue to
think revolution as a one-off event, since that implies the existence of one or
only a small number of centres of power. If power is also embedded in value
structures as the example of patriarchy demonstrates, then ‘revolution” must
be seen as a process, since it is clearly impossible to ‘revolutionize’ values and
attitudes from one day to the next;'? and (2) we cannot escape power, because
every human relation involves (but is not exclusively constituted by) power
relations, and thus power ‘over’ someone. Therefore, power is everywhere.

From Open Anarchism to Post-Structuralist Anarchism

Having thus shown power as inescapable, we are faced with another point
where anarchism could simply self-destruct, as its original project — the
emancipation from all forms of hierarchies and power — seems to have become
a theoretical and practical impossibility. However, this is where post-structur-
alist analysis can come in useful, in order, as it were, to think open anarchism
to its logically and politically necessary conclusions. I do not so much seek to
prove that anarchism and post-structuralism are compatible and even likely
theoretical allies — that has been done!® — but rather to understand how post-
structuralism and anarchism can be practical allies, how post-structuralist
analysis can be used to advance anarchist practice, and vice versa.
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The point of departure for this discussion will be the end of the last: power
is everywhere. But for anarchists, there is still that dualism of oppression vs.
power-free practice that seems to contradict that conclusion. The work of
Michel Foucault might offer us a way out of this dilemma.'* But wait — isn’t
Foucault a ‘postmodernist’? Doesn’t that mean that he is essentially a petty-
bourgeois nihilist, who, having deconstructed everything ends up with nothing
to hold on to? As I will show below, this criticism, voiced frequently both
by academics and activists,' is nothing but the theoretical equivalent of the
familiar branding of anarchists as brainless ‘rent-a-mob’ types with no positive
proposals. Believing this to be something of a slander, I would caution against
such a wholesale rejection of post-structuralist analysis.

Post-structuralism developed at a historical juncture in some ways not
unlike that where anarchism emerged as a distinct political movement. While
the latter emerged in response to its critique of Marxism as a potentially
oppressive practice (Miller, 1984: 79-93; Joll, 1969), which led to the split in
the First International, the period during which post-structuralism developed
also saw the emergence of the anarchist-inspired student movement of 1968
in France (Bookchin, 1989; Marshall, 1992: 539-57), and both the professors
and the students struggled against an ossified, oppressive French Communist
Party (PCF), in practice and in theory: one of Foucault’s key concerns was
to challenge the intellectual blockade on progressive thinking that the PCF
had established on the basis of its claim that it alone held the key to a
true understanding of the workings of capitalism, and therefore also to its
ultimate overthrow. In particular, it was the question of internment in the
Soviet Gulags that could not be discussed openly, suggesting that Marxism
as a practice involved a number of unanalysed (and unanalysable) forms of
oppression (Foucault, 1980: 109-10) — a critique that closely mirrors early
anarchist critiques of Marxism, in particular Bakunin’s scathing condemnation
of Marxism’s inherent scientistic elitism: ‘As soon as an official truth is
pronounced |...], a truth proclaimed and imposed on the whole world from
the summit of the Marxist Sinai, why discuss anything?’ (in Miller, 1984: 80).

Foucault’s key critique of Marxism related to the way the knowledge claims
inherent in Marxism are structured: that there is a reality out there, which
is hidden under appearances (e.g. the oppression of the worker as reality is
hidden under the appearance of alienation and commodity fetishism). Given
that there is then one ‘true’ reality, it must be possible to gain knowledge of
that reality, of course only after having absorbed the ‘proper’ doctrine of
Marxism-Leninism. Foucault came to view the ‘truth claims’ made from this
position, i.e.: the PCF knows the ‘true’ nature of the situation, while those
who are not sufficiently steeped in theory cannot know the truth — all eternal
truth claims, in fact — as fundamentally oppressive, because they immediately
introduce hierarchies: I know, and you don’t. Therefore, I am more powerful
than you. ‘Knowledge’, that is the claim to know what ‘really’ is, is then
a form of power (Foucault, 1980: 132-3). But, as suggested above, this is
nothing particularly new, given that Bakunin had already made similar claims.
Foucault’s fundamental insight was that knowledge of the outside world (e.g. of
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the fact that there ‘is” a political struggle out there, that patriarchy is a ‘reality’)
is also what enables us to act politically, to act at all. Therefore, he came to see
power not only as repressive, but also as productive, and began to look not
only at the constraining effects of power, but also its ‘productive effectiveness,
its strategic usefulness, its positivity’ (Foucault, 1990: 86). Foucault’s focus of
analysis was therefore not a set of power relations structured in the familiar
top-bottom mode (whether there was one top or many, although he did not
deny that power relations were always structured unevenly), but power as a
web, a ‘multiplicity of force relations’ without tops or bottoms, and as ‘the
process, which, through ceaseless struggles and confrontations, transforms,
strengthens, or reverses them’ (Foucault, 1990: 92-4).

So, how does that link to anarchism? It allows us for example to understand
the situation on the above-mentioned protest camp: Foucault suggests that
the view of power as fundamentally repressive, and therefore opposed to
something that can be called ‘truth’ (or ‘anarchism’, or a ‘free society’), is
actually one of the key methods of maintaining certain relations of power, for
it allows them to be hidden behind the mask of their being the ‘opposite’ of
power (Foucault, 1990: 86). In our example, anarchy as ‘non-power’ is merely
a facade behind which certain groups of activists (the more experienced ones;
the ones with more knowledge; men) hide their power. In turn, a Foucauldian
analysis would understand the ability of the protest site’s anonymous critic
to deploy her argument as enabled by her having access to the knowledge
necessary to write and disseminate her piece: if all truth claims are products
of power, then the truth claims made by feminist analysis must be as
well. ‘Patriarchy’ is then nothing that exists as a category before feminists
constructed it, but was created in order to use it to alter the power relations
between genders, by creating the ‘absence of freedom for women’ as a lack felt
by women (‘freedom’ again being a category that does not pre-exist its social
construction), which can then become the source of emancipatory activity.'¢
The upshot: a post-structuralist analysis radicalizes anarchism as a critique
of power relations by extending it into the very field of resistance. Whereas
anarchism had previously viewed the existence of power relations within
spaces of resistance as simply an aberration (e.g. Anonymous35, 2000; Levine,
1984), thus keeping open the possibility of a privileged place of freedom
which anarchist practice could potentially reach, we have now arrived at a
picture where a practice of resistance must itself be viewed as establishing a
power relation (or altering an existing one) — from power being everywhere
by default to power being everywhere by necessity.

Post-Structuralist Anarchism, Power and Identity

Having now understood any form of resistance as a form of power, where does
this leave us? Do we have to give up resisting, simply because any statement to
the effect that people are oppressed presupposes a power relation? This seems
like a valid conclusion: even if we take power to be productive of our every
action, and therefore unavoidable, we could still argue that it is necessary to
minimize the power we exert over others. One way of doing this would be by
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avoiding the construction of common identities between people who would
then engage in social struggle as a collective force.

But let me backtrack for a moment: from where did this ‘identity’ question
suddenly appear? As I suggested above, the claims of feminists that all women
in the world are oppressed by a power structure of patriarchy involved an
attempt to restructure power relations between genders: the attempt to
construct an identity common to all women by telling women that they ought
to feel oppressed (because of course, in ‘reality’ they are), and that they
therefore ought to struggle against this oppression, the attempt to create a
political identity under the leadership of those who construct it. As Laclau and
Mouffe put it: ‘hegemonic articulations retroactively create the interests they
claim to represent’ (2001: xi). This is not to minimize or ridicule the oppression
of women — only to suggest that political strategies that aim at mobilizing
people for a struggle against this oppression involve attempts to construct
collective identities, and therefore the establishment of power relations. And
in turn, the strategies ask those who will have been successfully mobilized
into this new collective identity, whether it is called ‘a global sisterhood’, ‘the
people’, or ‘the working class’, to attempt to alter their power relations with
those who are seen as oppressors. In short: politics is about the construction
of collective identities as the basis for action, and therefore about power. The
question now is quite simple: do we think that engaging in politics is still a
good idea, or not?

Post-Structuralist Anarchism as Non-Political Non-Politics?

I will focus on the work of the German philosopher Peter Sloterdijk, whose
work — influential and controversial in Germany, as exemplified by his public
clashes with Jiirgen Habermas — has been receiving increasing attention outside
his home country as well.” Sloterdijk, in a typical post-structuralist move, first
elaborates a very forceful critique of the power relations inherent in attempts
to construct political identities, and then takes precisely the step that I hope
to avoid: from a critique of politics to the abdication of politics. Starting
with the assertion that knowledge has been revealed today as (a claim to)
power, and ‘truth’ as merely strategy, he defines his project as carrying to a
conclusion the task of the Enlightenment, that is, the exposure of power by
dismantling the facades it hides behind (Sloterdijk, 1983: 12, 18). In terms of
placing post-structuralism in general and Sloterdijk in particular in a relation
to anarchism, this is quite significant: anarchism can similarly be said to be an
attempt at a conclusion of the Enlightenment project (taking his definition), for
it radicalized the critique of power put forth first by Enlightenment liberalism,
and then Marxism, to extend to all realms of life.'®

The final battle the Enlightenment has yet to win, Sloterdijk suggests, is to
expose the power hiding behind the notion of identity, to expose the ego, or
subject, as constructed (Sloterdijk, 1983: 131-2). Tracing the construction
of a bourgeois class identity (and the somewhat less successful attempt to
construct a positive working-class identity), Sloterdijk reveals these to have
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been political projects, altering and establishing relations of power by creating
the very political force the leaders claimed to represent (ibid.: 133-54).

Politics, therefore, becomes a struggle between identities and power
knowledges: any mobilization around any political topic, however anarchistic
or progressive, necessarily involves not ‘essences’ (as in: we are all essentially
oppressed workers), but the construction of ‘a new knowledge-power and the
creation of a new subject of power-knowledge’.”” It is against this background
that Sloterdijk’s Enlightenment struggles to break open ‘the frozen identities’,
celebrating against this necessary product of politics an ‘existential anti-
politics’ that would seek to reject all attempts at identifying us, to break
through the disciplinary mechanisms that make us conform to a particular
view of what we should do, and how we should be. Because ‘politics is, when
people try to smash each others’ heads in’ (ibid.: 250; 315-19). Sloterdijk
identifies his (non-)strategy to achieve this as ‘kynicism’: an attempt to break
through social conditionings/disciplinary mechanisms by physically asserting
our ability to enjoy life in spite of these conditionings — for example, he cites
with great joy the example of Diogenes, who countered Plato’s learned lectures
on the ‘Eros’ by publicly masturbating on Athens’s market square. Kynicism
would never involve the construction of new identities, because all identities
are disciplining, normalizing, shaming: it would rather be seeking an ‘actual’
(eigentlich — as opposed to constructed, uneigentlich) experience of life, which
we can reach not through politics — Sloterdijk does quite clearly assert that his
struggle is ‘about life, not about changing history’ (ibid.: 242) — but rather in
‘love and sexual rapture, in irony and laughter, creativity and responsibility,
meditation and ecstasy’ (ibid.: 390).

So where does Sloterdijk’s (non-)politics, which I will treat as representative
for any tendency of anarchism and post-structuralism that moves from the
critique of politics to abandoning politics, leave us? With, I would suggest,
a number of glaring inconsistencies. The first and probably most damaging
to Sloterdijk’s position is the fact that even his non-politics are necessarily
embedded in power relations, and are thus political. In order either to
withdraw from ‘established society’ or to physically defy social disciplinary
mechanisms, one has to have a good number of privileges: many anarcho-
activists who are today on the dole tend to forget that this dole is the result of
the state skimming off some of the surplus value produced by workers, either
in their own countries, or in another; to establish a commune requires, at least,
both intellectual and financial resources (skills and money), which are the
products of power; and finally, while Sloterdijk’s Diogenes may very well have
masturbated and shit on the Athenian marketplace with a good deal of public
success, we can assume that a person who has been defined by the authorities
as ‘mad’, or ‘homeless’, would not have any effect with such an action, besides
getting arrested, or worse, ignored. True, Prof. Sloterdijk’s public masturbation
would surely have an interesting ‘kynic’ effect, but that presupposes the very
position he has achieved (chair of a department at a German university) as a
result of power. Kynicism, or any apparently non-political ‘non-practice’ (ibid.:
939-53) that aims to avoid politics in order to avoid power, thus makes the
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old mistake of ignoring the power relations it is itself based on and that help
produce it as a practice. In other words: to try to bypass power relations is
to reaffirm them, and to deny yourself the ability to do anything about them.

The second criticism is linked to the first, but not identical: having affirmed
that power is unavoidable, I will now argue that ‘identity’ — that is, a more
or less conscious inside/outside distinction — is simply a general condition of
communication and social existence, and it is not only unavoidable (by default),
but enabling and necessary. Sloterdijk, however, has already anticipated this
move: he asserts that the desire to dive back constantly into new identifications
once an old one is shattered is itself part of a more fundamental ‘programming’
of ourselves, where we come to think of our subjectivity as necessarily linked
to an identity. In addition, to state that such a tendency exists is identified
by Sloterdijk as an exercise of ‘master knowledge’, which deviously suggests
that most people would rather have more security than freedom, a position
that in turn leads to claims to representing these ‘poor people’, to exercising
power over them, to domination (ibid.: 155-6, 348). Again, in these seemingly
esoteric questions we are not as far away from actual anarchist practice as
it may seem: the pamphlet ‘Give up Activism’ recently demanded of left-
libertarians that their politics should involve not the construction of new
identities, but the breaking open of old ones (especially that of the ‘activist’)
and the creation of a situation of fundamental openness for the expression
of what might be called a ‘non-identitarian identity’ (Anonymous2, 2000a).

Three arguments can be deployed against this view. First, that in arguing
that any claim to identity is oppressive and therefore concluding that it is the
‘essence’ of human freedom not to be tied to any identity, Sloterdijk has overshot
his target. He has constructed a new ‘identity’ or human essence, that of the
person who seeks constantly to escape his/her being forced into an identity. The
necessary implication of this is that any search for ‘sameness’, community, for
collective identity, is the expression of the ‘deep programming’ identified above,
and therefore not ‘essentially’ free and human. From this follows directly that
anyone who does not constantly seek to break through identities, to constantly
redefine him-/herself ought to change his or her behaviour, and conform to
the standards set down by Sloterdijk — or the author of ‘Give up Activism’.
Clearly, this claim to knowledge of a human ‘essence’ becomes yet another
form of hierarchy building, with those who constantly escape identity at the
top, and those who do not at the bottom. Having deconstructed all essences,
we are back with a new essence, this time a hypermobile one. On the side, it
appears that the practice of social ‘hypermobility’ is, somewhat like Sloterdijk’s
kynicism, premised on a whole lot of resources to maintain such a life: in other
words, it is a strategy of the privileged.

The second argument against hypermobility is of course precisely the
one Sloterdijk anticipated: that humans need identity. Let me start with the
example of language. It seems clear that we understand ourselves to some
extent in and through the use of language — Sloterdijk’s arguments were,
after all, expressed in German. Language being a powerful element in the
construction of collective identities, Sloterdijk is evidently also caught in an
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identity: not that of ‘a German’, but of a German-language speaker. How is
this an identity? Quite simply, insofar as it defines a group of ‘ins’ or a ‘we’
(those who speak a language) and of ‘outs’ or ‘them/the others’ (those who
do not). In other words: writing is based on language, language on identity,
identity on power, suggesting that if we at all try to communicate we are
already involved in the construction of collective identities (Lyotard, 1984:
15), and therefore Sloterdijk cannot consistently claim to have escaped power
and identity in his non-political non-practice.

But, one could claim here, maybe it is possible to construct identities
that at least do not involve the disciplining/normalizing that (usually?) goes
with identities. This leads to the third and final critique of non-political
non-practice: not only is identity necessarily exclusive, as shown above, it
is also undesirable not to have any form of disciplining mechanism in a
society: from an anarchist point of view, for example, sexist behaviour is
not a matter of legitimately asserting one’s difference, but rather is simply
unacceptable and oppressive. Therefore, one would have to create social
structures, or disciplining mechanisms, that would prevent sexist behaviour
from developing, and if it developed, there would have to be mechanisms to
deal with that. In other words: even the most perfect anarchist community
needs disciplining — anything else would imply everyone’s freedom to do
anything, no matter that such actions might be oppressive towards others.
It is therefore one thing to make a theoretical claim to ‘true’ radicalism by
proclaiming the desirability of non-identity based on the argument that
identities are oppressive and disciplining (a point that is not even theoretically
coherent, as shown above), and another to construct radical political spaces
that seek to put into practice what anarchism and post-structuralism are all
about: ongoing critiques of power and oppression.

BACK TO THE REAL WORLD: ANARCHIST PRACTICE, HETEROTOPIA
AND COUNTER-HEGEMONY

It is now important to return to the discussion of concrete anarchist practices
in order to demonstrate that the conclusions elaborated here have to some
extent already been drawn by activists, both conceptually and in practice. That
is to say that both an understanding of their own practices as power and the
attendant modesty, as well as self-consciously ‘powerful” attempts to establish
counter-hegemonic structures, are currently visible in anarchist circles.

Let me begin with the ‘conceptual’ examples, that is, where ideas expressed
in writing by anarchist activists resemble those developed here, and therefore
imply similar strategies. First, in an essay discussing the use of direct action,
an activist points out that direct action and the prefigurative community
it is both based on and seeks to create are not necessarily good, because
they could involve the exclusion of outsiders. For after all, ‘how about a
[community] that involves unacknowledged sexism, racism, being of the right
class?’ (Anonymous11, 2001: 137). The writer can never be totally sure that
her action is ‘good’ (an acknowledgement of a loss of ultimate certainties)



EMPOWERING ANARCHY 89

because it may involve an undue exercise of power over others. Nonetheless,
she ‘can’t remain frozen; even in the midst of that uncertainty I have to act’
and accept her fallibility in an exercise of power that is guided by the belief
that something is important (Anonymous11, 2001: 138). Her right to act, in
other words, derives from her ethics, and her activism therefore becomes a
conscious relation of power guided by a modest ethics.

In the second example, the author defines the anarchist project as one that
aims to construct ‘non-hierarchical spaces and free and equal social relations’,
but goes on to criticise the exclusionary and homogenizing tendencies of
the anarchist counterculture (Anonymous1, 2001: 551-2). It is argued that
anarchists have to abandon the safety that comes with ‘relatively closed
and homogenous collective identities’, which ‘undermine the freedom and
autonomy of the members of the collective, partially deny people’s own
particular identities, and introduce risky dynamics of power and leadership’.
Rather, they should embrace ‘diversity and respect for difference’ as a necessary
condition for autonomy (ibid.: 554-5). Having pursued this argument thus
far, the author asks: what about ‘behaviours, values and ideas that cannot
be accepted’, especially those whose acceptability is disputed? While some
collective values are clearly necessary, the challenge is to give more space to
disagreement, which is held to bring creativity and change. Finally, the author
calls on anarchists to ‘experiment, and improve ways to eliminate all forms
and systems of oppression, domination and discrimination within our own
circles (while keeping the right to difference and taking precautions against
the formation of dominant collective identities)’ (ibid.: 562). While this text
mirrors many of the arguments developed above, it clearly does not ultimately
reject the notion of a potentially power-free practice. However, since this
potential is seen as one contained mostly in the striving, the author is able
to criticise both external and internal power relations, and work towards a
counter-hegemonic structure based on some collective values but aiming for
the greatest possible difference, in other words, on modest values.

And finally, there are also practical examples of anarchists pursuing a
strategy that can be called ‘counter-hegemonic’ in the sense discussed here.
Three projects come to mind: the PGA; the so-called ‘consulta process’; and the
‘No Border’ camps (the latter  mentioned already in the context of the toilets-
and-power debate). The treatment of these examples will have to remain brief,
even skeletal, as they are not intended to fully capture the meaning of these
practices, but rather to understand their relation to the theoretical positions
I established above.

The PGA, formed in 1998, is a global network of grassroots groups that act
in ways consistent with the ground rules set down in the network’s ‘hallmarks’:
groups that build local alternatives to globalization; reject ‘all forms and
systems of domination and discrimination’; have a confrontational attitude
towards dominant (governmental and economic) structures of power; organize
based on principles of decentralization and autonomy; and employ methods
of direct action and civil disobedience (PGA, n.d.). On the basis of these
hallmarks, the network can clearly be said to be anarchist. Supporting this is
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its ‘essentially’ anarchist avoidance of claims to representation: it can neither
be represented by someone, nor can it represent any persons or groups. As for
the formal and informal structures of the PGA, they are limited to a rotating
committee of convenors who organize the network’ conferences, and an
informal ‘support group’ of self-selected activists who support the convenors
in their work. This network can be seen as a significant step in the possible
construction of an anarchist counter-hegemony, as it tries to deepen the
political linkages between various radical groups in order to strengthen both
feelings of collective solidarity and anarchists’ capacity to resist repression
by acting as a tool of communication and coordination of radical activities
and groups. It is then an example of ‘intensive’/internal movement building,
based on a set of defined principles that aim for the greatest possible diversity
of practices and structures while also creating some limits in terms of what
is acceptable.

Secondly, the ‘social consulta’ is, if anything, even more in flux, so that there
is very little concretely to say about what is at best a ‘process’ and at worst so
far only an idea, aiming at the spread of radical democratic practices from the
anarchist subculture to other social groups.?” Since local groups at this early
stage of developing the idea have been almost totally ‘free’ in deciding what
they want the consulta to be, disagreement is likely to continue. However,
some principles may be distilled from one of the key documents in the debate
about what shape the process could take, the ‘Internal Consultation Guide’
(ICG). This begins by pointing out that, in the face of increased repression,
the libertarian left needs first to strengthen its networks, and secondly to
‘connect to the rest of society’. The basic element of the consulta process
should therefore be local ‘popular’ assemblies, based, like the PGA, on a set
of ‘hallmarks’ in order to ensure that the consulta remain ‘as open, democratic
and horizontal as possible’. The consulta can then be said to be an example
of extensive/external movement building, since it tries to widen the reach
of the anarchists’ message and mobilizing capacity, while at the same time
increasing their public legitimacy. And as for the question of power, following
the ICG, this aspect of the anarchist counter-hegemonic project even contains
an acknowledgement of an act of power in laying down hallmarks in order
to ensure difference and diversity.

The final project I will mention here is that of the No Border camps.
These have been organized (mostly in Europe) by a loose network of groups
campaigning around issues of freedom of movement and immigrant rights.
For the purposes of my discussion, however, what is relevant about these
camps is not so much the question of immigration but rather the attempt ‘to
implement a complete vision of the world(s) we’re fighting for in the here and
now, right down to the smallest details of daily life’, as the handbook’ to the
camp in Strasbourg put it (No Border Camp, 2002: 2). Let me begin with
this handbook then. Its telling subtitle designates it a ‘manual of [intra-camp]
geopolitics’, a good sign if any of the recognition of the camp’s organization
as a matter of power struggles. Further on, the organizers ask that, while
discussions about the organization of the camp should occur, ‘the general
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functioning of the camp should not be called into question’, even if the rules
this entails ‘will neither always convince everybody, nor avoid conflict’.
Clearly, the organizers recognize the decisions they had taken as imperfect,
but suggest that their acceptance is necessary to allow the camp (an embryonic
form of an anarchist sustainable community of resistance) to perform its
basic functions. Their call is for all ‘to challenge racist, sexist, anti-Semitic
and homophobic behaviour, and therefore [the organizers] expect everyone to
make sure such attitudes find no room’ in the camp (ibid.). The fact that it is so
openly acknowledged that the rules laid down here are an ultimately arbitrary
(but ethically motivated) exercise of power, taken together with the essay on
direct action discussed above, suggests that it is the practical implementation
of an anarchist project in community with others that is more likely to produce
this ‘post-structuralist’ awareness, or simply ‘modesty’, than other forms of
practice (writing, organization building, etc.). The reason for this appears to
be that while it is possible to argue in theory for a power-free practice, any
self-conscious anarchist practice will in reality turn out to be about power
relations — a conclusion that is forced onto activists by anarchists’ strong
and salutary tendency to see oppression and domination everywhere, and to
attack it vigorously. It takes only one hour-long meeting during which one’s
supposedly power-free proposal is ripped to shreds by people arguing that
it oppresses women, newcomers, older people, physically challenged people,
immigrants, or whomever, for the realization to hit home that nothing one
could ever say would be devoid of power.

EPILOGUE: ANARCHISTS, MODEST AND UNCERTAIN - BUT STILL
COUNTER-HEGEMONIC?

The Strasbourg camp accommodated between 2,000 and 3,000 activists over
a period of over one week. In spite of massive disagreements, it represented a
very successful example of anarchist living involving a large number of people,
who developed bonds of solidarity based on common principles that allowed
them to organize anarchistically the very details of everyday life — even who
cleans the toilets: in the end, a functional group of volunteers was formed
to do so. The camp operated under the constant threat (and fact) of police
repression, and nonetheless managed to make some (albeit limited) contact
with groups of illegal immigrants — although contact building with Strasbourg
locals seemed, at least from my vantage point, woefully limited. The camp
was certainly not perfect — but then, today’s anarchism can no longer claim
to be. All it can do is to try to create spaces and relations where domination
and oppression are kept to a minimum.

As T have suggested above, this type of political modesty must ultimately
flow from an acceptance of the unavoidability of power. The fundamental
uncertainty this introduces into anarchists’ political actions might be
disconcerting at first, but can be used productively to recognize that all our
politics are guided by our ethics, and that ethics, not historical truth or destiny,
becomes the essence of political work. While there may be many who draw
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comfort from the belief that — as an anarchist graffiti put it — ‘in the end,
we will win’, and the sense of historical mission, truth and inevitability this
implies, surely we all realize in our daily political work that there is no
historical inevitability in anything political: mobilizing means appealing to,
and changing, people’s perceptions of what is good and bad. Their ethics,
in short.

From there, I have argued, it is only a short step towards accepting the
necessity and ethical acceptability of a strategy of an anarchist counter-hegem-
ony, or the creation of sustainable communities of resistance. Projects such as
the PGA, the consulta, or the No Border camps suggest that there are people
actively trying to construct such communities. In doing so, they will always
have to return to the fundamental uncertainty of political organizing today,
to find a route that negotiates between two types of oppression: that of too
few rules/identities, and that of too many. This does not sound much like a
political project; such projects seem somehow always to need certainty. But
at a time when the project of neoliberalism is having obviously disastrous
consequences; when social democracy is in a coma, if it hasn’t quite kicked
the bucket yet; when fascists and proto-fascists are on the rise; and when
the authoritarian left cannot mobilize sufficient resistance; this uncertain
and modest post-structuralist anarchism seems to be our best shot at a new
emancipatory project.?! In it, a movement (anarchism) found an analysis
(post-structuralism) found a strategy (counter-hegemony) found a movement,
etc. An uncertain synthesis, I admit. But uncertainty, perhaps even more than
variety, is the real spice of life.

NOTES

1. This chapter originally appeared in Anarchist Studies 11(2) (2003). The author would like
to thank three anonymous reviewers for Anarchist Studies, as well as Ben Day and Jamie
Cross, for their insightful critiques and comments — some of which I ignored at my own
peril.

2. Compare Gemie’s condemnation of the ‘now standard Godwin-Stirner—Proudhon-Bakunin—
Kropotkin approach’ (Gemie 1994: 350).

3. See also Cross 2002.

4. T am here employing a distinction between ‘scriptural” and ‘embodied’ (i.e. practised)
knowledge, suggested by Jon Mitchell in a presentation on the anthropology of religion
during a seminar at the University of Sussex, Brighton, 24 May 2002.

5. For what can be called a ‘scriptural’ reading of anarchism, see e.g. Miller (1984) and Joll
(1969).

6. Compare Holloway (2002: 1-10).

7. Graeber relates this notion of prefiguration directly to the anarchist wing of the globalization
movement (Graeber, 2002: 62). It refers to a politics which in its current practice seeks
to ‘prefigure’ the future society it struggles for — a notion of politics juxtaposed to a
more ‘systemic’ approach, which would deny the possibility or efficacy of such ‘utopian’
communities.

8. See for example Gill (2000).

9. Gramsci held alliances of different social groups (classes/class fractions) under the leadership
of one to be a key condition of hegemony (Gramsci, 1971: 53).

10. Whether any struggle is concretely more important than others is a question that has to be
answered after a concrete analysis, as opposed to posited in advance.
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11. Related analyses of anarchism as consisting fundamentally of two strands, one more monistic
and one more pluralistic, can be found in Gemie (1994) and May (1994).

12. And there is indeed some disagreement as to whether the term ‘revolution’ should still be
used by anarchists: compare Anonymous1 (2001: 546).

13. See Newman (2001), May (1994), Koch (1993), Schiirmann (1986), Easterbrook (1997)
and Miimken (1998). Habermas, too, recognized the anarchist potential of post-structuralist
analysis (Habermas 1987: 4-5).

14. Many other post-structuralist thinkers could be, and have been, cited to make similar
points, for example Lyotard, Deleuze and Guattari, or Derrida (see especially May, 1994
and Newman, 2001).

15. Beyond my personal experience, such examples can be found especially in Habermas (1987);
for an overview of Habermas® and his associates’ criticisms of post-structuralist thought,
see Best and Kellner (1991: 240-55) and, from an anarchist point of view, Zerzan (n.d).

16. Foucault argues that the existence of a desire, in this case for the liberation of women,
already presupposes a power relation, since the latter produces ‘both the desire and the
lack on which it is predicated’ (Foucault, 1990: 81).

17. For a critique, see e.g. Bewes (1997), and for a positive appropriation, the work of Slavoj
Zizek (1989).

18. Compare Joll (1969: 17-39).

19. All translations from non-English sources by TM.

20. General information about the consulta process can be found on the website (European
Social Consulta, n.d.).

21. There are of course other projects on the left, which I have not discussed here — the ‘list’
suggested is therefore not conclusive, and not everyone who is a leftist is therefore an
authoritarian or a social democrat (I thank Julian Mueller for pointing this out to me).
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6
Hegemony, Affinity and the Newest Social
Movements: At the End of the 00s

Richard ].E Day

PREFACE

In writing this chapter, I've taken the opportunity to consolidate and update
what I’ve had to say, over the past ten years or so, about two trends relevant
to post-anarchism: the (re-)emergence of what I have called the ‘newest’ social
movements, and the political logic that operates within and between them.
In this time, the values and practices that guide the movements in which I've
participated, and which I have written about, have not changed all that much.
But I have. Probably the biggest change in me has been a slow but inexorable
movement away from ‘high’ or ‘meta’ theory, that is, theory about theory,
theory as abstraction from, well, more theory. Thus, some of what appears
below now seems, to me, to go over the line between meta- and movement-
theory; but given that I have accepted the task set before me, I feel compelled
to reproduce the argument more or less as it was originally set out. At the
same time, I will try to highlight the ways in which these abstractions not only
can matter, but also do matter, to those of us working to create new worlds
in the shells of the old.

INTRODUCTION

The energy behind the so-called ‘anti-globalization’” movements is mostly
going into other things these days, but it had a pretty good run throughout
the 00s, and led to a prodigious outpouring of academic texts. These range
from writers continuing primarily in the tradition of functionalist analysis
(Smith and Johnston, 2002; Cohen and Rai, 2000) to those attempting to
discern a revitalization of Marxist struggles (Holloway, 2002; McNally,
2002; Panitch, 2001). In the middle, so to speak, we find commentators
who have argued that these same forces are helping to create a universal
‘cosmopolitan social democracy’ (Held and McGrew, 2002), and there are
of course important analyses emerging from the post-colonial/feminist and
queer traditions (Hawley, 2001; Mohanty, 2003; Sassen, 1998). In this chapter,
though, I want to focus on interpretations emerging from traditions that are
less well-established, though definitely gaining more and more attention these
days. Of particular interest for this article are works that deploy concepts
from Italian autonomist Marxism (Dyer-Witheford, 1999; Hardt and Negri,
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2000), and those that have begun to recognize the centrality of anarchist
theory and practice to the social movements of the 90s and 00s (Antliff, 2003;
Graeber, 2002; Jordan, 2002). My primary goal is to argue that the field
in which these interventions are occurring is ordered by the relation of the
various authors to what I will call the hegemony of hegemony. By this I mean
the commonsensical assumption that meaningful social change — and social
order itself — can only be achieved through the deployment of universalizing
hierarchical forms, epitomized by the nation state, but including conceptions
of the world state and other globalized institutions as well. As I will try to
show, this assumption is challenged not only by some important and highly
visible forms of contemporary activism, but also by a long-standing tradition
of affinity-based direct action that has been submerged under (neo)liberal
and (post-)Marxist theory and practice. Hence my secondary purpose: to
contribute to the ongoing effort to destabilize the hegemony of hegemony, by
exploring the possibilities of non-hegemonic forms of radical social change.

Of course, theorists and practitioners committed to the concept of the
new social movements (NSMs) have been wary of the idea that something
even newer is afoot. This is a position with which I share a certain amount
of sympathy, since what is at issue here is a matter of genealogies of logics
of struggle, not definitions and chronological novelty. Modes of social
organization and social change have long existed that cannot be adequately
understood by either (post-)Marxism or (neo)liberalism. What is different
now, if anything is different at all, is that the hegemony of hegemony is
being brought into question openly, massively, at the heart of precisely those
struggles which currently seem to have more momentum than most others.
When I refer to the political logic of the newest social movements, then, I am
using the term ‘newest social movements’ guardedly and more than a little
ironically. Indeed, my argument would suggest that the struggles in which I
am most interested would not appear within some paradigms of analysis as
‘social movements’ at all.

Yet the question remains: if contemporary non-hegemonic struggles cannot
be adequately characterized by the categories of the ‘old” or ‘new’ left, then
how are they to be understood? Is there anything they share, other than their
difference from established practices? In this chapter I will argue that their
commonalities can be best understood by tracing a genealogy of the logic of
hegemony which shows how its own trajectory has cleared a space in which
an ever-present, but relatively subterranean, logic of affinity has re-emerged.
The discussion will begin with an analysis of the logic of hegemony as it
has developed in Western Marxism, starting with Lenin and Gramsci and
proceeding through the work of Laclau and Mouffe. I will then present
several examples of constructive direct action tactics that are being used
in contemporary radical social movements, and link these to a shift from a
counter-hegemonic politics of demand to a non-hegemonic politics of the act.
To focus attention on one site at which these two political logics productively
collide, T will discuss the notion of constituent power of the multitude as it
appears in Michael Hardt and Toni Negri’s Empire (2000). The analysis will
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focus on their ambivalent position with regard to the logic of hegemony,
as expressed in the acceptance of a Leninist dichotomy between revolution
and reform. A genealogy of the logic of affinity will then be presented, to
support the claim that in order to understand the newest social movements,
it is necessary to move away from theories that emphasize the achievement
of totalizing effects within the system of states and corporations and to focus
instead on the possibilities offered by the displacement and replacement of this
system. Only then are we able to recognize the particularity of a non-statist
politics being practised by what Giorgio Agamben has called the ‘coming
communities’ (1993). To begin, then, let us briefly recall some of the key
developments that contributed to the shift from the theory and practice of
the ‘old’ social movements that emerged in the mid-1800s, to the ‘new’ social
movements of the 1960s—80s.

As previously mentioned, this discussion will be genealogical is in its intent.
That is, while reference will be made to periods of time, the analysis is not
based upon mere novelty or simple succession, but upon the observation of
shifting ‘regularities in dispersion’ (Foucault, 1972: 38). Further, any shift in
relations or regularities that might be noted should not be read as implying
that previously dominant forms have been thrust into insignificance or even
eradicated from the field. Proceeding in this way would be at odds with what
I am trying to do, that is, to challenge the deference that is given to practices
guided by a hegemonic logic. Underneath this mainstream flow, the careful
observer can discern a logic that self-consciously seeks to remain emergent
and unincorporated (Williams, 1973), that sets out to challenge not only the
hegemony of the values and forms of the currently dominant order, as in
counter-hegemonic struggles, but seeks to avoid the generalization of its own
values and forms as well. Because they set out to challenge hegemonic forms
as such, I prefer to use the term ‘non-hegemonic’ to describe these activities.
Finally, it should be noted that in proceeding genealogically I make no claim to
be producing an objectively correct or universally valuable narrative. Rather,
I want to track an emergence that I find interesting and compelling due to my
own ethico-political commitments and theoretical interests. Other genealogies
are not only possible, they are necessary, and I welcome them.

HEGEMONY AND THE NEW SOCIAL MOVEMENTS

Gramscian Marxism, of course, never really caught on in Western Europe,
as various forms of social democracy based on the so-called ‘welfare state’
captured the imagination and loyalty of the working classes. The Keynesian
accommodation, along with a series of large-scale international wars, helped
to maintain relative peace for a while. But this period ended, in Europe, North
America, and the rest of the Euro-colonial world, with the emergence of the
‘new social movements’ of the 1960s and 70s. In order better to understand
what is ‘newest” about the social movements of the late 90s and early 00s,
it is necessary to spend some time discussing what was ‘new’ about those
of the 60s. This is far from a simple question, since various analysts have
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produced different and mutually contradictory lists of characteristics of NSMs,
and disagreements on their applicability are rampant. There are observable
regularities in the field however, some of which I will now try to tease out.

First of all, most commentators agree that NSMs differ from OSMs (old
social movements) in addressing a wide range of antagonisms that cannot be
reduced to class struggle, such as those generated by racism, patriarchy, the
domination of nature, heterosexism, colonialism, and so on. The displacement
of class as ‘the fundamental antagonism’ has led many commentators to
see NSM politics as ‘merely symbolic’ (Melucci, 1989: 5; Touraine, 1992:
373; Pulido, 1998: 7-8). Paul Bagguley uses the term ‘expressive politics’ to
describe the activities of those he sees as ‘bearers of a new hedonistic culture’
of ‘personal freedom’ (1992: 34). While there are certainly some individuals
in some movements who relate to their activism on a purely personal level, it
is not entirely clear to me how striving to improve the situations of women,
people of colour, and non-heterosexual orientations, or working against
military and ecological destruction, can be seen as individualistic pursuits. The
burnout rate of activists in these movements would also seem to suggest that
their struggles are not somehow less intense or difficult than those associated
with class warfare. Hence, I would suggest that the most accurate description
of NSMs is not that they have 70 analysis of or concern for socially structured
antagonisms, but that they do not focus solely on class as the fundamental
axis of oppression.

It has also been noted that NSMs are unlike their precursors in that they lack
a totalizing conception of social change. They are single-issue movements ‘not
perceived to be struggling for a grand or universal transformation’ (Pulido,
1998: 8). Once again, while there is certainly some value in this description, it
is somewhat reductive and ignores long-standing analyses of relations between
various struggles. As early as the 1970s socialist feminists were discussing
links between patriarchy and capitalism (Firestone, 1970; Eisenstein, 1979),
environmentalists were linking capitalism to the domination of nature (Bahro,
1986; Leiss, 1972), and so on. For these reasons, I do not accept without
qualification the characterization of NSMs as single-issue struggles. However,
I would agree that agitating for reforms across two or three axes of oppression
is a very different thing from seeking the wholesale reconstruction of an
existing order through revolutionary means.

This difference is manifested in various shifts in the orientation of NSMs
to state power. One of these involves the opening up of new fronts outside
of mainstream political institutions. With the acknowledgement of the
micropolitical, capillary nature of macro-structures and processes of power,
attention shifted to a ‘politics of everyday life and individual transformation’
(Melucci, 1989: 5). Also, and very importantly for the genealogy of the
logic of affinity, the social movements emerging in the 1960s reflected a
commitment to the long-standing anarchist idea that the means of radical
social change must be consistent with its ends (Melucci, 1989: 5; Bagguley,
1992: 31; Offe, 1985: 829-31).
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However, the absence of a totalizing conception of change and the
recognition of the deep entwining of the personal and the political do not
necessarily, or even usually, lead to a rejection of state power as such. As
many commentators have pointed out, 1960s—1980s NSMs are characterized
primarily by a politics of protest and reform (Bagguley, 1992: 32; Touraine,
1992: 392-3). Those new social movements that are most commonly cited
as exemplars of their type are like the old social movements in that they tend
to desire irradiation effects across an entire social space, usually defined as
a nation-state container — the changes most often cited as their successes
have involved modifications to laws, bureaucratic structures, and shifts in
hegemonic commonsense assumptions and practices. This is to say that in
protest politics there is still a strong orientation to the state, and this is a
crucial moment of commonality between the OSMs and NSMs. The difference
between them is that the latter hope to achieve effects on a limited number of
axes, rather than on all axes at once. Thus I would argue that the dominant
stream of the new social movements remains within a hegemonic conception
of the political, and is only marginally and nascently aware of the possibilities
inherent in actions oriented neither towards achieving state power nor towards
ameliorating its effects.

HEGEMONY DECONSTRUCTED: LACLAU AND MOUFFE

In order to aid the reader in placing my argument, I have provided a quick
enumeration of some of the characteristics of the movements usually studied
by NSM theory. For the purpose of the genealogy I am trying to construct,
though, the most important theoretical development at this time was the
reworking of Gramsci’s concept of hegemony by a new generation of social
and political theorists who were steeped in Lacanian psychoanalysis and
Derridean deconstruction. One product of this effort was Laclau and Mouffe’s
Hegemony and Socialist Strategy (1985), which pushed Gramsci’s theory to
its limits in an attempt to understand and provide guidance to the new social
movements. Their work has been widely read and cited, and has been a major
influence on how the concept of hegemony has been deployed in critical social,
political and cultural theory.

While celebrating the fact that ‘in Gramsci, politics is finally conceived as
articulation’ (1985: 85), Laclau and Mouffe objected to Gramsci’s assumption
that ‘there must always be a single unifying principle in every hegemonic
formation, and this can only be a fundamental class’ (69, emphasis in original).
In their anti-essentialist reworking of the theory of hegemony, the socialist
revolution and its privileged agent — the working class — are displaced from the
centre of the political, to be considered instead as one of many struggles that
form a broad and indeterminate ‘project for radical democracy’. This project
is explicitly linked to the new social movements, which are taken to include
the peace movement, as well as ‘older struggles such as those of women or
ethnic minorities’ (165). But this list is not complete, and is indeed impossible
to complete, since new struggles are constantly emerging, ‘questioning the
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different relations of subordination ... and demanding ... new rights’ (165).
Laclau and Mouffe see the new social movements as working towards a
‘democracy to come’ (Derrida, 1994: 59), via a progressive expansion of
the realm of application of the values of the French revolution - liberty,
equality, community.

Many Marxist critics have questioned whether this project is indeed radical,
given its abandonment of the centrality of class struggle and its adherence to
what appear to be explicitly bourgeois values (Bertram, 1995; Geras, 1987). 1
want to raise a similar question, but on a different basis. I want to ask whether
Laclau and Mouffe’s theory takes us far enough away from classical Marxism
and the old social movements, far enough from irradiation effects and the
orientation to state power, to remain applicable in the context of the emerging
struggles of the 1990s and 00s. To this end I will discuss the exposition of the
theory of hegemony found in Ernesto Laclau’s contributions to Contingency,
Hegemony, Universality (Butler, Laclau and Zizek, 2000).

In these essays, Laclau argues that there are four interlocking ‘dimensions’
of hegemony. First, he states that ‘unevenness of power is constitutive of the
hegemonic relation’ (Butler, Laclau and Zizek, 2000: 54). This is to say that
hegemony occupies a middle ground between the war of each against each,
where power is widely and evenly distributed, and the totalitarian regime,
where individuals and groups are entirely subordinated to an overarching
apparatus. The logic of hegemony, therefore, operates only in societies where
there is a ‘plurality of particularistic groups and demands’ (55), i.e. in liberal
societies. In one sense, the first dimension of hegemony can be seen as a mere
acknowledgment that something like a (post?)modern condition exists within
the liberal—capitalist world.! That is, it simply points out that the political
today is a complex terrain of overdetermined relations within and between
particular identities, states, and groups of states. But, as I shall argue later,
there is also a normative component to the first dimension of hegemony, in
the assumption that today’s liberal societies represent the best, or perhaps
the only possible mode of social organization that acknowledges and thrives
upon this condition of unevenness of power.

The second dimension of hegemony holds that ‘there is hegemony only if
the dichotomy universality/particularity is superseded’ (56). For Laclau, no
political struggle can be truly universal, since it is impossible for those who
advance a cause to fully transcend their particular interests. Similarly, there
is no such thing as a pure particularity, since no identity can exist without
establishing relationships with what it is #ot (the ‘constitutive outside’).? In
a hegemonic articulation, particular interests ‘assume a function of universal
representation’, leading to a mutual ‘contamination’ of the universal and
the particular (56). This process operates via the establishment of ‘chains
of equivalence’, extended systems of relationships through which identities
compete and cooperate, each seeking to enlarge itself to the point of being able
to represent all of the others. It is crucial to note that while the universalizing
element is itself part of the chain, it simultaneously sets itself above it, via the
metaphorical elevation of its particular concerns (302). In practical terms, we
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can think of this as an extension of Gramsci’s notion of hegemony to cover
situations in which the ‘fundamental social group’ is not a class, but any kind
of identity at all. To the extent that the Green movement has been successful
in its programme, for example, a diverse array of social groups have lined
up under the banner of ‘ecological sustainability’, each expressing its own
particular concerns about environmental destruction: parents as guardians of
the well-being of vulnerable young children; people of colour as those affected
by environmental racism; and so on.

As a corollary of the contamination of the universal and the particular,
hegemony ‘requires the production of tendentially empty signifiers” which
articulate chains of equivalence (207). The empty signifier — not to be confused
with Lacan’s floating signifier’ — has a dual aspect. Empty signifiers are
signifiers to the extent that they resonate within existing discourses; they do
participate in the production of meaning. But they fend towards emptiness,
or lack of meaning, due to the stresses placed upon them by the exigencies of
hegemonic articulation. That is, in order to be seen as a general equivalent for
an increasing number of struggles, they must be ever further removed from
their point of origin in a particular discourse. As an excellent example of an
empty signifier, the term ‘Green’ will again suffice. It manages, with apparent
ease, to refer to mainstream political groupings oriented to parliamentary
reform (Green Party), underground movements that carry out direct action
against the destruction of the environment and in defence of non-human beings
(Green Warriors), and niche-marketed products in the capitalist marketplace
(Green Detergent). The result of all of this overtime is that most of us are not
at all sure what it means to ‘be Green’.

Finally, Laclau argues that ‘[t]he terrain in which hegemony expands is
that of a generalization of the relations of representation as condition of the
constitution of the social order’ (207). With this thesis, we appear to have
returned to the empirical realm of the first dimension; under conditions of
(post)modernity, representation — or the delegation of power in the economy,
cultural production and political will formation — becomes ‘the only way in
which universality is achievable’ (212). However, once again, we must be
aware that this is no mere description. The claim being made is not only
that representation is necessary, but that it is desirable, because it is through
processes of representation that equivalential chains are expanded, hegemonic
blocs are formed and social transformations are achieved.

This theoretical argument has been taken up in interventions related to
many counter-hegemonic struggles, such as those against Thatcherism in the
United Kingdom (Hall, 1983b), Reagan—-Bush conservatism in the United
States (Grossberg, 1992: 377-84) and studies of the role of television in
maintaining consent to the established order of racist, sexist capitalism
(Kellner, 1990; Press, 1991). The strength of these interventions is that
they move beyond the Frankfurt School’s postulation of a one-dimensional
apparatus of ideological domination, in which possibilities for resistance are
negligible or non-existent. Their weakness is that, in valorizing contestation as
such, they do not always pay enough attention to the logic of various forms of
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contestation, or acknowledge that a diversity of logics of struggle exists. More
precisely, they tend to advocate only for counter-hegemonic struggles against
various modes of subordination. Grossberg’s ‘affective politics’, for example,
sees the struggle for hegemony as a ‘struggle for authority’ (Grossberg, 1992:
380-1). And Kellner echoes Laclau’s thesis on representation quite closely in
claiming that ‘[b]ecause of the power of the media in the established society,
any counter-hegemonic project whatsoever — be it that of socialism, radical
democracy, or feminism — must establish a media politics’ (Kellner, 1990: 18).

These deployments of Laclau and Mouffe’s theory of hegemony show
explicitly how the theory/practice of NSMs moved away from the coercion/
consent politics of Lenin and Gramsci, into a territory of hegemony by what
appears as pure consent, i.e. into the territory of liberal reform. Rather than
seeking state power, subordinated groups began to focus more on persuading
an existing hegemonic formation to alter the operation of certain institutions,
or on infiltrating those institutions with a different set of values and thereby
constructing a counter-hegemony. This practice achieved some important
reforms in the countries of the global North, which undoubtedly helped to
motivate the post-Marxist rereading of the theory of hegemony. Over the past
20 years, however, the situation has changed drastically. Struggles against
racism, sexism and homophobia, as well as attempts to ameliorate some of
the worst effects of capitalist exploitation, have been successfully resisted by
a reaction against state intervention and so-called political correctness. All the
signs point not only to continuing success on the part of social conservatism
and political-economic neoliberalism, but to a resurging and deepening of
their hold on what used to be called the masses of the First World. Therefore,
just as it was necessary in 1985 to rethink radical politics in the light of the
successes of the new social movements, it is necessary to do so again, in the
light of their failure to effectively limit the continued rise of neoliberal ideology
and the societies of control.

THE POLITICAL LOGIC OF THE NEWEST SOCIAL MOVEMENTS

‘The term new social movements is rapidly approaching its sell-by date’ (Crossley, 2003: 149).

Just as some ‘new’ social movements perpetuate certain characteristics of
the ‘old’, it can also be argued that some of them anticipate the ‘newest’. I
am particularly interested in two aspects of NSMs that have already been
mentioned, i.e. the tendency to work outside of state forms, and the desire
to express chosen ends in the means used to achieve them. In this section I
want to expand the discussion of these shifts to include their contextualiza-
tion within a more global conception of the arena of social struggle. On this
latter point, many critics have noted that NSM theory has tended to focus
on ‘one particular, albeit interesting, subset of social movements that happen
to be predominantly white, middle class, and located in Western Europe
and North America’ (Gamson, 1992: 58; c.f. Pulido, 1998: 12). However,
some of the most high-profile and intense struggles in the 90s and 00s are
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characterized by currents that transcend the boundaries of the nation state,
and thus, some analysts argue, should be considered as ‘transnational social
movements’ (Smith and Johnston, 2002; Keck and Sicknick, 1998; Tarrow,
2001). This brings us to an important cusp or discontinuity, an axis of dif-
ferentiation between the two discursive fields T am trying to discuss using the
signifiers ‘new’ and ‘newest’ — that is, the transcendence of the orientation to
what I have called the nation-state container.

This tendency has been prominently noted in analyses of ‘the anti-globali-
zation movement’, a disparate and ever-changing network of activist groups
and communities which, like the ‘new’ social movements, have resisted easy
identification (Holloway, 2002; McNally, 2002; Starr, 2000). Indeed, it is
often suggested that the term ‘anti-globalization movement’ is a crippling
misnomer (Buchanan, 2002; Klein, 2001; Milstein, 2002).* While I certainly
share these concerns, I also believe that we need some way to talk about
the resurgence of struggle which has coincided with the intensification of
the global reach of capitalism and its electronic systems of exchange and
surveillance. This resurgence has been made visible in the mass media by
way of certain punctuating events, including: the emergence onto the world
stage of the Zapatista Army of National Liberation in Chiapas, Mexico in
1994; massive strikes in response to neoliberal reforms in France in 1995;
similar mass actions in Korea in 1996-97, this time on the heels of what
many saw as the orchestrated collapse of the East Asian economies; and, in
North America, the surprisingly powerful direct action struggle against the
WTO meetings in Seattle in 1999 (McNally, 2002: 13-23). What all of these
events have in common is their opposition to the agenda of globalizing capital
and the neoliberal ideology associated with it, which brings privatization,
deregulation, and unemployment to the global North, and structural
adjustment programmes and increased impoverishment to the global South.
This opposition has come from all classes, identity groups and causes, from
every part of the world, and it has reinvigorated both activists and academics,
who see in it a return of the countercultural spirit of the 1960s.

Already, though, the energy built up over the 1990s and released so
formidably at the end of the millennium has been dissipated by clampdowns
on dissent, or redirected against the adventures of the US/UK global police
force in Afghanistan and Iraq, the Russians in the Caucasus, the Chinese
in Tibet and Mongolia, Israel in Palestine, to name only a few of the more
prominent. Yet, despite the fact that the regularity and intensity of street
protests have diminished, the same forces of change still exist, as do the
antagonisms that drive them. Thus, I would suggest that the reactionary
consolidation of the status quo and the clampdown on dissent mean that
it is more important than ever to take stock of what has been achieved and
what remains to be achieved in the struggles against globalizing capital and
the societies of control.

As previously noted, the NSMs were seen by many commentators as adopting
a mode of social change that did not focus only on achieving irradiation effects
via the state form. While accepting that this is an important observation, I
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have argued that: (i) NSM-style politics still involves expending a significant
amount of energy in trying to ameliorate state power; (ii) the way in which
the personal is made political within the rubric of NSMs tends to bracket the
state form, rather than presenting a challenge to it. That is, the fact that the
state itself is a system of interpersonal relationships is overlooked. I would also
argue that the commitment to means/ends identification has tended to dissipate
with time and ‘success’ — the devolution of Greenpeace from a consensus-
based direct action group to a multinational pseudo-capitalist NGO provides
just one example among many. Perhaps this is a result of what Pareto called
the iron law of oligarchy or what Weber referred to as the routinization of
charisma. But I would like to offer up a different interpretation, which would
hold that it is the result of an insufficient awareness of the dangers of the logic
of hegemony. What I’'m calling the newest social movements are very aware of
these dangers, and take active steps to respond to them at the deepest levels of
their structure and process of organization. In order to understand precisely
how the logic of hegemony is being superseded by certain elements of the
anti-globalization movement, I want to return to the discussion of Laclau’s
dimensions of hegemony.

As mentioned previously, I have no quarrel with the thesis that unevenness
in relations of power is characteristic of the liberal—capitalist system of states.
However, in its normative component, the first dimension of hegemony implies
much more than this mere description, as is evident in the claim that since
‘power is the condition of emancipation’, there is ‘no way of emancipating
a constellation of social forces except by creating a new power around a
hegemonic centre’ (Butler, Laclau and Zizek, 2000: 208). Following Foucault,
it is easy to accept the first part of this proposition (‘power is the condition
of emancipation’). Sufficient work has been done within post-structuralist
and psychoanalytic theory to convince most of us that the desire to achieve
a transparent society is based on a phantasmatic relation to the social and
the political. However, I do have a problem with the second part of the
proposition (‘no way of emancipating ... except by creating a new power
around a hegemonic centre’), because it assumes that all political struggles
must be hegemonic in their intent and realization.

This assumption is what makes it difficult to apply Laclau and Mouffe’s
theory of hegemony to the analysis of many contemporary forms of activism.
In the case of many anarchist and indigenist movements, for example, the goal
is not to create a new power around a hegemonic centre, but to challenge,
disrupt and disorient the processes of global hegemony, to refuse, rather
than rearticulate those forces that are tending towards the universalization
of the liberal-capitalist ecumene. As David Graeber has pointed out in a
recent article in New Left Review, many of today’s activists have rejected ‘a
politics which appeals to governments to modify their behaviour, in favour
of physical intervention against state power in a form that itself prefigures an
alternative’ (2002: 62). There are many examples of this kind of affinity-based,
direct-action politics, which take us beyond both reform and revolution, i.e.
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which take us beyond the logic of hegemony. John Jordan of Reclaim the
Streets (RTS) notes that

RTS does not see Direct Action as a last resort, but a preferred way of
doing things ... a way for individuals to take control of their own lives
and environments ... If global capitalism does not manage to destroy
the ecosphere and human civilization ... and a new culture of social and
ecological justice is developed, RTS would hope that direct action would

not stop but continue to be a central part of a direct democratic system.
(Jordan, 1997)

At this point it may be helpful to clarify a few points of interpretation.
Graeber’s article appeared under the title “The New Anarchists’, which could
be taken to imply that every individual or every group that participates in
contemporary radical activism or anti-globalization struggles should be seen
as ‘anarchists’. T would not want to give this impression, since not all of these
activists or the groupings in which they participate self-identify in this way,
and since ‘anarchism’, like any tradition of theory and practice, is multiple
and internally contested. Thus I will refer to these practices as ‘anarchistic’,
meaning that they partake of a logic that can be found within certain self-
identified strains of anarchist theory and practice, which will be identified
and discussed later on in this chapter. It should also be noted that I am not
claiming that RTS is a ‘social movement’ in the sense that this term is given
within the relevant literature on either side of the Atlantic. Rather, I see RTS
as a non-branded tactic that is being used by various groups and communities
to achieve various ends.’ The relation of ‘tactics’ to ‘social movements’ is of
course another question that requires further analysis, which I can delve into
only briefly here. Analysed in certain combinations, some might see some
of the groups and communities that make use of non-branded tactics as
constituting one or more social movements. Certainly, in the quote from John
Jordan above, we can see that there is a hope, on the part of some activists,
that what currently registers as an activist tactic could one day become an
accepted part of daily life.

This is precisely what is being done through the use of tactics which not
only prefigure non-hegemonic alternatives to state and corporate forms, but
create them here and now. The burgeoning network of Independent Media
Centres (IMCs) is an excellent example of this kind of ‘productive’ direct
action. IMC aims to combat corporate concentration in media ownership
through the creation of alternative sources of information, and in so doing
to participate directly in the negation and reconstruction of mass-mediated
realities. Not only is each centre independent from the corporate world, it is
also independent from the other centres — there is no hub which disseminates a
particular editorial line, and on some parts of some sites, there is no editorial
line at all. Each centre tends to be driven by the interests and resources of the
local communities it serves, thus building a high degree of differentiation into
the system at its most basic level. Again, what makes this tactic important
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in the context of social movements is its political logic, as the following
account from a participant-researcher involved in the Vancouver, Canada
IMC makes clear:

Independent Media Centre is, I think, one of the most important recent
examples where grassroots movements, particularly those in the North,
work to create spaces that are autonomous from capital and the state,
where processes unfold according to logics dramatically opposed to the
instrumentalist logics of accumulation and centralized decision making,
even while these movements use technologies created for these purposes.
It is also an instance of a subtle shift in political activism and struggle, a
move from strategies of demand and representation to strategies of direct
action and participation. (Uzelman, 2002: 80)

Like RTS, the IMCs show the possibilities of reconstructive community in
action, and orient to a model which can be, and has been, adapted to other
institutions where corporate and state control are endemic.® Other examples
of non-branded tactics that prefigure and/or create autonomous alternatives
include the dissemination and development of the Italian ‘social centre’
model throughout the world, Food Not Bombs, and countless long-standing
and newly emerging cooperative social and economic experiments. What is
important about all of these ventures is that they consciously defy the logic
of hegemony by warding off the appearance of overarching centres of power/
signification that would place themselves above the constituent groups. That
is, to use Laclau’s terminology, there is no general equivalent standing within
but above these networks, and their members are committed to maintaining
this situation as a key value of their communities.

It is important to note that the use of productive direct action to prefigure
and create autonomous alternatives is not limited to privileged subjects of
the global North. The Zapatistas have been particularly adept in this regard,
most famously by making use of (relatively) autonomous means of mass
communication such as the internet to advance awareness of their cause both
within mainstream Mexican society and around the world (Cleaver, 1998;
Ronfeldt et al., 1998). But at the same time they have been wary of the politics
of recognition, and have proceeded apace with many local, sustainable projects
for autonomous control of their affairs (Lorenzano, 1998; Rochlin, 2003).
Indigenous decolonization movements in Australia and New Zealand are also
interesting on this point. To supplement mainstream strategies, some groups
are pursuing forms of self-determination that run counter to the dominant
paradigm of integration within the system of states. These groups often shun
both capitalism and socialism, and their goals are not necessarily liberal, or
even democratic, in the European sense of these terms. Their difference poses
difficult problems for Western theory, problems that have so far not been
adequately addressed (Day, 2001a).

Autonomy-oriented indigenous theorists have also advanced a radical
critique of the integration of their nations within the liberal—capitalist system
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of states. As in Western political theory, these critiques focus on issues of race,
class, gender and rational-bureaucratic domination of human beings and
the land (Alfred, 1999; Monture-Angus, 1999; Kickingbird, 1984; Maracle,
1996; Marule, 1984). Unlike many of their Western counterparts, however,
indigenist theorists also link these relations of subordination to the concept
of sovereignty that serves as the horizon of the system of states itself. This
approach is guided by the reflection that while redistribution of sovereignty
may indeed challenge a particular colonial oppressor, it will not necessarily
challenge the tools of his oppression. According to Taiaiake Alfred, sovereignty,
as an ‘exclusionary concept rooted in an adversarial and coercive Western
notion of power’, is itself deeply problematic (Alfred, 1999: 59). Taken to
its limit, this critique approaches that of the activist communities described
above, in positing — and positively valuing — modes of social organization in
which there is ‘no absolute authority, no coercive enforcement of decisions,
no hierarchy, and no separate ruling entity’ (Alfred, 1999: 56).”

POLITICS OF DEMAND VS. POLITICS OF THE ACT

Having discussed both the role of hegemonic thought in the history of radical
politics and the recent challenges to this paradigm, it is now possible to specify
precisely what I mean by the term ‘newest social movements’. I am talking
about direct-action-oriented formations that are neither revolutionary nor
reformist, but seek to block, resist and render redundant both corporate and
state power in local, national and transnational contexts. These formations
do not seek irradiation effects on any spectrum at all, except perhaps in the
sense of a postmodernist performative contradiction — they might be seen as
motivated by a desire to universalize an absence of universalizing moments,
that is, to undo the hegemony of hegemony as it is dispersed within (neo)
liberal and (post-)Marxist theory and practice.

As a shorthand description of this complex and nascent set of transforma-
tions in the logic of radical struggle, I would like to introduce a distinction
between what I will call a politics of the act and a politics of demand. By
the latter I mean to refer to actions oriented to ameliorating the practices of
states, corporations and everyday life, through either influencing or using
state power to achieve irradiation effects. ‘Pragmatic’ as it may be, and despite
its successes during the heyday of the welfare state in a few countries, the
politics of demand is by necessity limited in scope: it can change the content of
structures of domination and exploitation, but it cannot change their form. As
Laclau points out, without a hegemonic centre articulated with apparatuses of
discipline and control, there is no force to which demands might be addressed.
But the converse is also true — every demand, in anticipating a response,
perpetuates these structures, which exist precisely in anticipation of demands.
This leads to a positive feedback loop, in which the ever increasing depth
and breadth of apparatuses of discipline and control create ever new sites of
antagonism, which produce new demands, thereby increasing the quantity
and intensity of discipline and control.
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It is at this point that a politics of the act is required to break out of the
loop. This politics can be productively understood in terms of what Lacan
has called the ethics of the real (Lacan, 1992). According to Slavoj Zizek, the
force of this ethic derives from ‘going through the fantasy’, from ‘the distance
we are obliged to assume towards our most “authentic” dreams, towards the
myths that guarantee the very consistency of our symbolic universe’ (Zizek,
1994: 82). Clearly, the fundamental fantasy of the politics of demand is that
the currently hegemonic formation will recognize the validity of the claim
presented to it and respond in a way that produces an event of emancipation.
Most of the time, however, it does not; instead it defers, dissuades or provides
a partial solution to one problem that exacerbates several others. Thus the
politics of demand can be seen as driven by an ethics of desire, in that it seeks
primarily to reproduce the conditions of its own emergence. Crossing the
fantasy in this case means giving up on the expectation of a non-dominating
response from structures of domination; it means surprising both oneself —
and the structure — by inventing a response which precludes the necessity of
the demand and thereby breaks out of the loop of the endless perpetuation
of desire for emancipation. This, I would argue, is precisely what is being
done by those who are participating in the forms of direct action I have
mentioned above.

HARDT AND NEGRI: THE MULTITUDE WITHIN EMPIRE

The central argument being developed in this chapter is that groups and
movements that are oriented to a politics of the act cannot be adequately
understood by existing paradigms of social-movements analysis and therefore
require the development of new modes of theorization. In this section I will
address the strengths and deficiencies of one of the most influential recent
attempts to carry out this task, Michael Hardt and Toni Negri’s Empire.
Empire is a huge text, in more ways than one. I cannot hope to engage with all,
or even most, of the issues it raises or to provide an overview of its argument.®
Rather, I will focus my attention on the ways in which Hardt and Negri’s
book, and the debates it has spawned, help and hinder our understanding of
the political logic of the newest social movements.

One important contribution Hardt and Negri have made is to introduce
into the English-speaking world some key concepts associated with Italian
autonomist Marxism. Autonomist theory argues that workers have created
and sustained capitalism, not only through allowing their productivity to
be captured, but also by their struggles to overthrow and reform the system
that captures it. Each time it is presented with a new challenge, capital
responds by adjusting its structures and processes, deepening its sophistica-
tion and its hold on our lives (Hardt and Negri, 2000: 51). Although this
may sound like a recipe for despair, it is not necessarily so. Rather, the goal
of autonomist struggles is, as Nick Dyer-Witheford so elegantly puts it, to
‘rupture this recuperative movement, unspring the dialectical spiral, and speed
the circulation of struggles until they attain an escape velocity in which labour
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tears itself away from incorporation within capital’ (Dyer-Witheford, 1999:
68). This action of tearing away is referred to within autonomist theory as
auto- or self-valorization, and it appears in Hardt and Negri’s work as the
‘constituent power of the multitude’ (2000: 410).

Constituent power, I would suggest, is something very similar to what I have
called direct action; it involves communities of various sorts working together
in a circulation of struggles which are simultaneously against capitalism and
for the construction of alternatives to it. In their response to the authors who
participated in a special issue of Rethinking Marxism devoted to critiques of
Empire, Hardt and Negri further clarify what they mean to encompass by
the term constituent power. For them, the project of the multitude involves
action on three levels: ‘resistance, insurrection, and constituent power’. They
go on to identify each of these elements, respectively, with ‘micropolitical
practices of insubordination and sabotage, collective instances of revolt,
and finally utopian and alternative projects’ (Hardt and Negri, 2001: 242).
Constituent power thus appears to be strongly identified with constructing
concrete alternatives to globalizing capital here and now, rather than appealing
to state power or waiting for/bringing on the Revolution.

While it does seem that Hardt and Negri are aware of and positively value
what I have called a politics of the act, it is not at all clear how they perceive
the practical political logic of the project of counter-Empire. On the one hand,
the multitude is theorized as a multiplicity in the Deleuzean sense, that is, as
a formation of subjects in ‘perpetual motion’, sailing the ‘enormous sea’ of
capitalist globalization in a ‘perpetual nomadism’ (2000: 60-1). The multitude
is supposed to exist as ‘creative constellations of powerful singularities’ (61),
that is, as something unknowable, untotalizable, ungraspable. Thus ‘[o]nly
the multitude through its practical experimentation will offer the models and
determine when and how the possible becomes real’ (411). At the same time,
however, Hardt and Negri’s language often shifts into a totalizing mode in
which the multitude appears as an entity that needs ‘a centre’, ‘a common sense
and direction’, a ‘prince’ in the Machiavellian sense (65). The philosophical
answer to this conundrum of course lies in the Spinozian notion of immanence,
through which the dichotomy between singularity and totality is supposed
to be transcended. But the practical answer seems to lie in a rather orthodox
conception of the logic of hegemony.

This observation is based on a few scattered passages in Empire, but is
reflective, I would claim, of a general impasse in Hardt and Negri’s work
together. They are highly critical, for example, of Laclau and Mouffe’s
‘revisionist’ reading of Gramsci: ‘Poor Gramsci, communist and militant
before all else, tortured and killed by fascism ... was given the gift of being
considered the founder of a strange notion of hegemony that leaves no place
for a Marxian politics’ (235 n.26). What would a properly Marxian reading
of hegemony look like? Hardt and Negri approvingly cite Lenin’s analysis
of imperialism, and give him credit for recognizing, at least implicitly, the
existence of a fundamental dichotomy in modes of radical struggle: ‘either
world communist revolution or Empire’ (2000: 234, italics in original). It
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is somewhat jarring to see two autonomists reaching back behind Western
Marxist readings of Gramsci to recover a properly Leninist conception of
hegemony. Yet it seems clear that the project of counter-Empire is to be
guided by this Leninist conception. That is, although it may be internally
differentiated and fluid, the goal of the multitude is to counter one totalizing
force with another totalizing force. This reading is adequately supported,
I think, both in Empire and in subsequent interviews and responses by the
authors. Near the end of Empire, Hardt and Negri suggest that ‘the actions of
the multitude against Empire’ already ‘affirm [the] hegemony’ of an ‘earthly
city’ that is replacing the modern republic (2000: 411). This eschatologi-
cal tone is maintained in a later interview, where the authors argue that ‘a
catholic (that is, global) project is the only alternative’ (2002: 184). This is
not to say that they fall into the trap of advocating a Leninist vanguard party
— they explicitly state that they ‘have no desire ... to reconstruct the Party’
(2001: 237). And it is certainly the case that the strain of Italian autonomist
Marxism with which Negri is strongly associated rejects centralized forms
of organization, striving instead towards a ‘lateral polycentric concept of
anticapitalist alliances-in-diversity, connecting a plurality of agencies in a
circulation of struggles’ (Dyer-Witheford, 1999: 68).

And yet ... what are we to make of the many ways in which the multiplicity
of the multitude seems to be overwritten by a desire to create a ‘coherent
project’ (Hardt and Negri, 2001: 242), to ‘give to these movements of the
multitude of bodies, which we recognize are real, a power of expression
that can be shared’ (243, italics added)? Perhaps the answer lies not in the
autonomist elements of Hardt and Negri’s brand of autonomist Marxism,
but in their Marxism. Perhaps to descend out of the realm of metatheory and
engage with actually existing struggles in their specificity, it is necessary to
indulge in even more historical revisionism, to reach back behind not only
Laclau and Mouffe, Gramsci and Lenin, but also behind Marx, to the decisive
moment when ‘socialism’ came to mean ‘Marxism’, and all other logics of
struggle were relegated to a subsidiary position.

‘UTOPIAN’ SOCIALISM AND THE LOGIC OF AFFINITY

In liberal and post-Marxist theories of democracy, it is only when a civil society
is externally ‘mediated’ by a state form that the defining — and highly desirable
—situation of liberal pluralism arises (Shalem and Bensusan, 1994). Polities in
which this distinction has been eliminated must become either ‘totalitarian’
(excessively ordered) or ‘anarchic’ (excessively disordered), depending upon
whether it is the state or civil society that usurps its proper boundaries. A
similar perception exists in classical Marxism, where state coercion is seen
as an unfortunate, but necessary, evil on the way to a transparent society.
Within these paradigms, then, it is impossible to imagine that sufficient order
can be achieved in (post)modern societies without recourse to the state form.

But this kind of stateless order is precisely what Hardt and Negri propose via
their notion of constituent power. While, as T have noted, this concept emerges
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out of the tradition of autonomist Marxism, it bears a striking resemblance to
certain branches of anarchist theory. As early as 1949, Martin Buber argued
that the crucial feature of the rise of the state was not that it displaced existing
forms of association, but that ‘the political principle with all its centralistic
features percolated into the associations themselves, modifying their structure
and their whole inner life’ (Buber, 1958: 131). Buber had thus identified, in
its nascent form, the situation which Habermas would later describe as the
colonization of the lifeworld (1987: 301-73), and which Hardt and Negri
have characterized as the ‘real subsumption’ of society in the state (1994).
Buber’s use of the term ‘political principle’ marks a crucial point of differ-
entiation between anarchist theory and its (neo)liberal and (post-)Marxist
counterparts: for anarchists, it is both possible and desirable for human beings
to live without state intervention, if sufficiently strong non-state (and of course
non-corporate!) modes of organization exist to take on the tasks assigned
to state coercion in the other paradigms.” On the further assumption that
the character of a transformation will have a strong effect on its outcome,
anarchist thought has tended to privilege ‘social’ revolutions based on the
construction of affinities (constituent power) over ‘political’ revolutions based
on achieving hegemony (constituted power).'

In Paths in Utopia (1958) Buber presents a genealogy of the anarchist
concept of social revolution, under the rubric of what he calls structural
renewal. This line of theory and practice springs from the so-called Utopian
socialism of Saint Simon and Fourier, and runs through Proudhon and
Kropotkin to Gustav Landauer. While the details of this development are
important to recent trends in social theory and activism, limitations of space
restrict me to the task of considering how Landauer’s theory links up with
a politics of the act and constituent power, that is, to showing how this
expression of the ‘classical’ anarchist logic of structural renewal resonates
with those elements of contemporary radical social movements that are guided
by a logic of affinity.!!

Not well known outside of anarchist circles, Landauer lived and wrote in
Germany in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.'”? Against the
grain of both Marxist orthodoxy and social-democratic revisionism, and
against the more voluntarist anarchists of his time, he argued in For Socialism
(1978) that a radical transformation of capitalist society could not be achieved
by either instantaneous revolution or slow reform. Anticipating Gramsci,
Landauer insisted that the appropriate social institutions and relations had
to be in place before any change in the political order could occur. Contrary
to Gramsci, however, Landauer did not rely upon the existing institutions of
civil society as a source of raw material, nor did he rely upon state coercion
to achieve hegemony. For him, new institutions had to be created ‘almost out
of nothing, amid chaos’ (1978: 20); that is alongside, rather than inside, the
system of states and corporations.

For this strategy the appropriate tactics involved a complementary pairing
of disengagement and reconstruction. ‘Let us destroy’, Landauer suggested,
‘mainly by means of the gentle, permanent, and binding reality that we build’
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(93). To the extent that it does not seek an abrupt and total transition away
from capitalist modes of social organization, the strategy of structural renewal
shares with reformism a willingness to coexist with its ‘enemies’. However,
structural renewal is more akin to constituent power, in that it does not
provide positive energy to existing structures and processes in the hope of their
amelioration. Rather, it aims to reduce their efficacy and reach by rendering
them redundant. Structural renewal therefore appears simultaneously as a
negative force working against the colonization of everyday life by the state
and corporations (what Hardt and Negri call insurrection and resistance)
and a positive force acting to reverse this process (constituent power). Just as
what Habermas calls ‘system’ advances by percolating into everyday relations,
structural renewal proceeds as we (re-)make our own connections to each
other and the land.

If existing social relations are to be rendered redundant, then what will
take their place? Like Hardt and Negri, Landauer does not offer a vision of
a New Harmony. Rather, he always refused to say how a new socialist reality
‘should be constituted as a whole’ (29). “We need attempts’, he argues. ‘We
need the expedition of a thousand men to Sicily. We need these precious
Garabaldi-natures and we need failures upon failures and the tough nature
that is frightened by nothing’ (62). Again, the resonances with the subject of
constitutive power — a ‘labouring subject, a creative, productive affirmative
subject’ —are strong (Hardt and Negri, 1994: 309). But where Hardt and Negri
seem to maintain a faith in what used to be called the masses, Landauer did not
accept the revolutionary qualifications of the proletariat as an abstract entity."?
Rather, he believed that the revolutionary subject could only be created via a
process that must begin and continue as a proliferation of a large number of
small and relatively disparate struggles. These struggles could be linked by a
commitment to the construction of non-statist socialist alternatives, but never
totalized — or even pluralized or quasi-universalized — through the mediation
of an overarching identity.

The final point I would I like to make deals with Landauer’s insight into the
nature of the links between everyday life and social and political structures and
processes. In a formulation of which post-structuralist theorists would have to
approve, Landauer asserts that capitalism ‘is not really a thing, but a nothing
that is mistaken for a thing’ (1978: 132). That is, he understands capitalism
as a set of relations between human individuals and groups, a reality or way
of being in common. Landauer analyses the state, law and administration
in the same way: not as institutions in the sociological sense, but as ‘names
for force between men [and women]’ (132). For Landauer, then, because
capitalism and the state — and of course socialism as well — are all modes
of human coexistence, changing these macro-structures very much involves
changing micro-relations: new forms ‘become reality only in the act of being
realized’ (138). As a practice of changing reality, of giving oneself and one’s
communities new realities in the context of other selves and communities, I
hope to have made it clear that structural renewal is intersubjective and deeply
ethical in the Lacanian sense I have outlined above.
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To summarize and clarify the main argument of this chapter, I am suggesting
that the logic of affinity should be seen as emerging out of an anarchist
tradition of theory and practice which rejects the struggle for hegemony, both
as domination over others via the state form and as ‘consensual’ direction
of others via ideological sway or ‘consciousness raising’. Such a logic, I have
argued, is discernible in tactics such as IMC, RTS, FNB (Food not Bombs),
Zapatismo and indigenism, which are widely influential in contemporary
radical activist circles. The key elements of this (post-)anarchistic logic of
affinity are: a desire to create alternatives to state and corporate forms of social
organization, working ‘alongside’ the existing institutions; proceeding in this
via disengagement and reconstruction rather than by reform or revolution;
with the end of creating not a new knowable totality (counter-hegemony), but
of enabling experiments and the emergence of new forms of subjectivity; and
finally, focusing on relations between these subjects, in the name of inventing
new forms of community (Day, 2001b).

CONCLUSION

In closing, and in response to many people who have commented upon my
work, I would like to reiterate that [ am not claiming that the social movements
of the 1960s-1980s have been entirely superseded by a political logic that
has no precursors. As is always the case with a genealogical analysis, it is not
a matter of a clean break, but of a precarious coexistence, a series of subtle
shifts in the alignment of forces, which show the limits of a hegemonic logic
for certain kinds of social transformation. This is to say that [ am fully aware
(a) that a relatively hegemonic order exists and (b) that counter-hegemonic
struggles are necessary in order to achieve totalizing changes within that
order. I part ways, however, with (neo)liberalism and (post-)Marxism when I
suggest that non-hegemonic struggles also have their place, inasmuch as they
are most effective in creating new worlds in the shells of, on the margins of,
in the cracks of, the currently dominant order. For me, it is not a matter of
discovering the ‘best’ mode of social change that will be superior anytime,
anywhere. Rather, I advocate for, and practice in my own life, what Arundhati
Roy has called a ‘biodiversity of resistance’. The purpose of this chapter, then,
is not to establish a hegemony of non-hegemonic practices, for that would
clearly be ridiculous. It is, rather, to displace the hegemony of hegemony, in
order to make more room for the creation of alternatives. In my experience,
this is the most difficult and least rewarding of all modes of social change. It
is, however, also one of the most important, and this is why it is emerging,
once again, out of the shadows.

NOTES

1. In Hegemony and Socialist Strategy, Laclau and Mouffe suggest that the

new struggles ... should be understood from the double perspective of the transforma-
tion of social relations characteristic of the new hegemonic formation of the post-war
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period, and of the effects of the displacement into new areas of social life of the egalitarian
imaginary constituted around liberal-democratic discourse. (1985: 165)

My reading is that they believe that hegemony began to become possible with Western
modernity, and becomes in some sense mandatory with the advent of postmodernity.

One might say that modern nation states have long ‘known’ this to be the case; but the
logic of hegemony moves beyond this unconscious, fearful awareness by acknowledging
and celebrating, rather than dissimulating, the impossibility of achieving a pure identity.
That is, the unfixity of the floating signifier arises from the contestation over meaning that
occurs between competing discourses; that of the empty signifier is a result of its function
as a general equivalent within a particular chain. (See Laclau in Butler, Laclau and Zizek
2000: 30S.)

If ‘the anti-globalization movement’ is not a movement itself in the accepted meaning of
this term, then the question of whether it is composed of one or more ‘movements’ becomes
moot. My own interest, as [ have tried to make clear, is in logics of struggle and tactics, and
their relations with established traditions of theory and practice.

The term ‘non-branded tactic’ was evolved in conversations with Ryan Mitchell, a graduate
student in the Department of Sociology at Queen’s University at Kingston.

See <www.indymedia.org> for a list of affiliated sites and for accounts of the genesis of
some of the more well-known IMCs.

This is to say that both classical anarchism and Native American political theory could benefit
from further engagement with post-structuralist theory in general and the Foucauldian
analytics of power in particular.

For an excellent and wide-ranging collection of commentary and criticism, see ‘Dossier on
Empire’, a special issue of Rethinking Marxism (13(3/4), 2001).

The anarchist literature on this question is far more rich and complex than is generally
recognized and goes far beyond simply ‘wishing away’ the state. Rather, it is focused on
how actually existing human societies, from the ‘premodern’ to the ‘postmodern’, can and
do function without state (or corporate) intervention.

Unfortunately this terminology could lead to the assumption that social revolutionaries are,
or believe themselves to be, ‘apolitical’. This, however, would be impossible, since all modes
of social transformation must both challenge existing relations of power and instantiate new
ones. Thus the term ‘social revolution’ should be read in the restricted sense of describing
social change achieved through methods of affinity rather than hegemony.

For an extended discussion, see my Gramsci Is Dead (London: Pluto Press, 2005).

Much more of Landauer’s work is now available in English, in the excellent collection edited
by Gabriel Kuhn, Revolution and Other Writings: A Political Reader (PM Press, 2010).
In fact, in his moments of high anti-Marxist polemicism, Landauer sounds rather classist.
Since socialism aims at the abolition of the proletariat, he argued, ‘we need not find [the
proletariat] to be an institution especially beneficial to the mind’ (1978: 49). For him, the
proletariat was not a class of ‘natural revolutionaries’, but of ‘born uncultured plodders’
(69).
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The Constellation of Opposition

Jason Adams

INTRODUCTION: THE CONSTELLATION OF N30

The protests that occurred around the world on 30 November 1999 (N30)
were truly without precedent. They marked an important turning point in
what had become increasingly fragmented struggles of new social movements
constructed around various forms of anti-authoritarian politics, identity politics
and ecological politics as well as traditional class-struggle politics. In the
cultural rebound against universalism after the 1960s, new social movements
continuously sought to create autonomous space for the particularity of youth,
queers, women and people of colour, as well as for the general ecology of
the planet. While there have been enormous strides made since that time, the
downside has been that in general, they have not successfully articulated the
intersectionalities of these various oppressions and resistances. This failure
has resulted in fragmented, single-issue politics with no visible option other
than reformist — rather than transformational — political activity. At the same
time, traditional class-oriented movements have been in continual decline
due to the rise of a global neoliberal economy since the 1980s. Faced with
such circumstances, labour unions have often opted merely to ‘protect their
own’, leaving most low-income women, people of colour, immigrants and
students to fend for themselves. Throughout the three decades following the
1960s and lasting well into the final years of the twentieth century, it seemed
that reformism was destined to become the new reality of social movements.

N30 was a turning point because it articulated for the first time the
irreducible interconnectedness experienced but not recognized within the
praxis of contemporary social movements. Never before had so many divergent
groups and perspectives converged, successfully swarming and disrupting a
‘common enemy’, as did the tens of thousands who filled the streets of Seattle
and dozens of other cities around the world (de Armond, 2001: 201).

[..]

THE DISINTEGRATION OF HEGEMONY

Several years after the events of May 1968, Michel Foucault argued that they
had fundamentally transformed the grounds on which the game of war would
be played (Foucault, 1980: 116). Rather than conflict emerging primarily
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on the macropolitical level of the workplace or the nation state, there was
a downward shift into the micropolitical realm of everyday life embodied
in the intermeshed and conflictual capillary practices of individual subjects.
This empirical realization was interwoven with Foucault’s theoretical analysis
that since the eighteenth century, the shape of power begins to transform
from one of repression of individual subjects to one of both repression and
creation of individual subjects. Consequentially, a movement to liberate the
working class as a subjectivity might not really be liberating at all; without
an analysis of the web of power, the ‘emancipated’ workers might still impose
authoritarian, racist, sexist, heteronormative policies in the new society that
they create.! The reason is that ‘workers’ as a subjectivity have been created
by power. While he argued that power had been operating in this fashion
for over two centuries by the time he was writing, he also argued that this
understanding of power as a web did not become thinkable until the events
of May 1968. Strangely, for some this perspective is fundamentally bleak in
that with the death of the subject there is said to also be a concomitant death
of resistance as well; yet Foucault argued that far from limiting resistance,
this transformation multiplied its possibilities into literally thousands of new
arenas of conflict (Foucault, 1980: 111). These arenas are the political spaces
in which the new social movements emerged as fragments in the 1970s and
1980s, each reductively defining its unique particularity in the shape of a new
form of universality.

Like Foucault, André Gorz argued that fundamental changes in society
were leading towards the displacement of the industrial proletariat as zhe
agent of social change and towards a fragmented ‘non-class of non-workers’
instead. Yet for Gorz, the shift was primarily an economic one; that of the
global shift to a neoliberal service economy under the global tutelage of
Ronald Reagan and Margaret Thatcher. Of course this was to have great
implications, since the left had argued since its inception that the industrial
proletariat was the central pillar of social change due to its strategic position
in the economy. In the post-Fordist world of temporary labour, just-in-time
production and ever increasing automation this hope was clearly becoming
less and less of a possibility. Yet, like Foucault, Gorz argued that rather than
spelling the end of the logistical possibility of transformational social conflict,
this change would allow a broad array of new social movements outside the
normalizing bounds of ‘class struggle’ to emerge freely. These movements
were largely constituted by those who had already been marginalized out of
the system for some time; such positionalities could thus lead to a common
movement for ‘autonomous production’ (i.e. local production for local use)
outside the bounds of the wage-labour system. Gorz hoped that this economic
change would paradoxically serve as the midwife of a future ‘post-capitalist,
post-industrial, post-socialist’ society centred on the common theme of ‘the
liberation of time and the abolition of work’ (Gorz, 1982: 2).2

Between the two of them, Gorz and Foucault helped to lay some of the
theoretical groundwork for the new social-movement theories that emerged in
subsequent years. The primary theorists in this vein, such as Alain Touraine and
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Alberto Melucci, largely came out in agreement with these basic observations
regarding the shift to a post-hegemonic, post-industrial society. Touraine, for
instance, argued that the dissolution of a primarily economic foundation for
power meant that the identity of the former industrial worker would become
transformed into that of the ‘individual, a member of primary communities’
(Touraine, 1988: 5).° These fragmented individuals would subsequently
become the new centres of social upheaval; in other words, what had been
a more or less cohesive society ‘turns completely into a field of conflicts’ in
the post-industrial era. As a result of this change in the centre of conflict,
he became convinced that ‘the era of Revolutions [...] is coming to an end’,
while a new era of permanent conflict and participatory democracy would
emerge to replace it (ibid.: 148). Yet Touraine did not see these emergent
conflicts as entirely decentralized; in fact he felt that in each historical period,
a competition amongst movements for the position of the hegemony would
emerge. Perhaps illuminating some residual authoritarian Marxian aspects
within his thought, he extrapolated further from this that the role of the
researcher was to determine before the fact which movement it was likely
to be in order to help bring it into its own. Yet the one movement that
could never become central for Touraine was anarchism, which he blindly
associated with terrorism, in order to justify his rejection of any anarchist
sensibility as a major aspect of the new social movements (ibid.: 129). This
rather problematic point is precisely where Melucci’s more unorthodox, anti-
authoritarian, egalitarian perspective becomes particularly useful as a means
of correcting the limitations in Touraine.

Melucci had been a student of Touraine and thus held a number of
concurrent perspectives with him; yet, as might be expected, there were also
major aspects of Touraine’s thought that he rejected. He agreed, for instance,
that new social movements dwelt in the space of everyday life and that they
reject the aspiration to ‘seize power’ that had so captivated the movements that
came before them. Yet he rejected Touraine’s idea that the rise and fall of the
hegemonic movement necessarily results in the periodization of history, since
this would imply that there was some sort of natural hierarchy of oppression
underlying social life. Against this essentially Marxian analysis, he argues that
‘Touraine’s idea of the central movement still clings to the assumption that
movements are a personnage, unified actors playing out a role on the stage
of history’ (Melucci, 1989: 202). He also rejected his teacher’s belief that the
role of the researcher was to pedagogically ‘convert’ actors to a higher level
of understanding somehow unavailable to them; like Foucault, he argued that
the role of the researcher was instead one of mutuality and equal exchange.
And in line with Gorz, Melucci argued that contra classical Marxism, the
‘class struggle’ of the early 19th century was not so much one between the
newly proletarianized and the bourgeoisie as it was one between the elites and
the non-proletarianized traditional subsistence communities (ibid.: 189). In
arguing this, he amply demonstrated his belief that ‘new’ social movements
in fact had roots reaching back centuries to the struggles of those whose
means of existence had always proved superfluous and extraneous (rather
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than fundamental) to the official structures of capitalism. In doing so, Melucci
went beyond Foucault by showing that micropolitics ultimately had an effect
not only on the practices of everyday life but on the functioning of institutions
as well (ibid.: 208).

In recent years, the works of Gorz, Touraine, Melucci and other new-social-
movement theorists of the 1980s have come under somewhat of an attack for
their exclusive focus on fragmentation of social movements and their avoidance
of how this has led to new forms of reductionism and therefore cooptation
as well. Peyman Vehabzadeh’s phenomenological analysis of contemporary
social movements is perhaps one of the most unique and challenging to have
emerged amongst these, employing the insights of Martin Heidegger and
Reiner Schirmann for the first time in this field. His argument is basically
that the positivist sociological theories that emerged before him tended to
take individual identity, ‘ultimate referentiality’ and liberal democracy for
granted: this lack of critical spirit is seen as contradicting the ‘new’ in their
theory and ultimately reinforcing the continuity of what currently is. This
is because they ‘cannot see the great implications of their claim that society
as a totality has come to an end’, which is that sociology — in its historical
role as the legitimation of existing society — has come to an end as well.
Vahabzadeh’s contribution goes beyond these ‘sociologies of action’ to what
he calls a ‘sociology of possibilities’ that ‘prepares itself for the turning’ by
studying ‘the present entities and phenomenal arrangements’ (Vehabzadeh,
2000: 343-5). In this project of redefining new-social-movement theory within
a more critical, post-foundationalist framework, Vehabazadeh questions
most of the underlying assumptions of those that preceded him; rather than
accepting the subjectivity of identity as ‘natural’ he points out that in fact it is
constructed, since, as Schiirmann argues, ‘identity does not precede conflict,
but is born out of conflict’ (ibid.: 71).

This birth of identity is what he refers to as the ‘articulation of experience’
that makes the collective action of contemporary social movements possible.
It is important to remember however that the articulation of experience in
this sense is not merely an act of the will, but is primarily a reflection of the
epoch in which subjects are situated. In order to illustrate this more clearly,
Vehabzadeh uses the Zapatistas; in order to construct the possibility of a
relevant social movement, a Zapatista identity was constructed by ‘articulating
the experience of injustice and oppression’ suffered by Mayan Chiapanecos.
This was made possible by the 1992 land reform, which ‘collapsed the
hegemonic social imaginary’ of the Mexico de las tres culturas that had been
won by Emiliano Zapata and his comrades in the Mexican Revolution. As the
Zapatistas advanced towards the new counter-hegemonic social imaginary,
their articulated experience as Mayan Chiapanecos ‘receded’ into the general
population, thus widening and diversifying the struggle. In short, the Zapatistas
were able to break out of the boundaries of the hegemony of the Mexican
neoliberal regime by building a counter-hegemonic parallel power autonomous
from the officiality of liberal democracy (Vahabzadeh, 2000: 259); therefore
they can be seen to ‘offer the world the first non-teleocratic revolutionary
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praxis’ of ‘utopia unnamed’ (ibid.: 315). This sort of transgressive praxis
is precisely what Vehabzadeh sees as the most promising aspect of social
movements more recently. By rejecting the discourse of rights under liberalism,
contemporary social movements also reject their transformation into subjects
of the existing order, which is a major step beyond the new social movements
that Gorz, Touraine and Melucci were focusing on.

We now have a brief schematic of how various theorists have conceptu-
alized this shift on a theoretical level; yet we would not really understand
the full complexity of this without examining at least a couple of examples
in greater detail. Therefore, we will look first at deep ecology and then at
third-wave feminism through Vehabzadeh’s ‘sociology of possibilities” in order
to begin to bring this emerging map into greater relief. Radical deep-ecology
movements have in the past decade articulated a common experience into a
movement through the ‘primitivist’ critique of industrial civilization laid out
by John Zerzan and others sympathetic to his vision (Zerzan, 1994: 145).*
Primitivists argue that the totality of industrial civilization should be abolished
in order to recreate the space in which humanity and the rest of earth could
potentially regain the ‘free nature’ that it had so thoroughly domesticated
(ibid.: 146). According to Zerzan, this domestication emerged as a direct
result of the specialization and division of labour, beginning with the advent
of agriculture and then increasing with each technological development. Spe-
cialization thus ‘works to dissolve moral accountability as it contributes to
technical achievement’, which, as Zygmunt Baumann has argued, ultimately
allows events such as the Holocaust or the mass clear-cutting of forests to
occur without opposition (Zerzan, 1999: 2). A provocative argument to say
the least, yet what is not understood by many of his supporters is that Zerzan
bases much of his critique of civilization on the work of deep ecologists such
as Arne Naess, who in turn rely on a Heideggerian understanding of being. In
addition, Zerzan leans heavily on early Frankfurt School theorists such as Max
Horkheimer and Theodor Adorno, in their book Dialectic of Enlightenment.’
It is to this book, followed by a consideration of Arne Naess, that we now
turn in order to understand some of the fundamental theoretical bases of the
primitivist movement.

In this book, Horkheimer and Adorno examine the nature of a society
based on ‘rationality’ in a deeply critical way that challenges many of Western
civilization’s basic beliefs and exposes their hidden uses. They point out for
instance, that Enlightenment philosophers such as Francis Bacon hoped
to ‘disenchant’ the world through a notion of universal rationality which
ultimately rationalized the domination of all of nature and reality through the
pursuit of knowledge. The result, they say, is that all attempts at Enlightenment
have finally become bound up in relations of domination and unfreedom;
‘the power of the system over human beings increases with every step they
take away from the power of nature’, since nature, like man, is reduced to
that which is useful to the economic apparatus (Adorno and Horkheimer,
2002: 31). After the Enlightenment, all pre-agricultural societies are defined as
‘barbaric’, since rather than ‘mastering nature’ in the Baconian sense, they let
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nature self-organize its own abundance and consciously live within the patterns
of its natural cycles. Against what Zerzan calls the domesticating precepts of
civilization, they point out that ‘abundance needs no law, and civilization’s
accusation of anarchy sounds almost like a denunciation of abundance’ (ibid.:
51). The new domination that emerges with Enlightenment is reinforced
tautologically so that the defencelessness of women, Jews and nature at
various points in history merely naturalizes their continued exploitation and
oppression. Meanwhile, the concomitant rise of the culture industry ensures
that any divergence outside the realm of the civilization it enforces is totally
and immediately stamped out; ‘existence in late capitalism is a permanent
rite of initiation. Everyone must show they identify wholeheartedly with the
power which beats them’ (ibid.: 124). This ‘stamping out’ occurs through
their redeployment as exemplars ‘condemned to an economic impotence |...]
of the eccentric loner’ (ibid.: 106), though it is also true that even those who
do not resist become increasingly isolated as well. An important point, which
Zerzan builds on, is that this occurs through the advance of technology and
communications; radio, television and cars ironically create subjects that
‘become more and more alike. Communication makes people conform by
isolating them’ (ibid.: 184).

Though the critique is profound and important in its analysis of civilization,
Horkheimer and Adorno still cling to Vehabzadeh’s ultimate referentiality — in
this case it is a ‘dialectical’ critique in which civilization replaces capital as
the base, in order to reduce all other ‘superstructural’ oppressions down to a
single location. This comes out in those sectors of the deep ecology movement
today which fail to see how flora and fauna forms of being could be of equal
importance to human forms of being and who shrug off instances of mass
human carnage as a ‘natural’ corrective of some form or another. One attempt
to remedy this situation, if their rhetoric is taken at face value, is found in
Murray Bookchin’s life-long project, the Institute for Social Ecology; in theory,
it was supposed to be a sort of synthesis of human and ecological social
movements. Yet, as with Horkheimer and Adorno, Bookchin’s perspective is
actually yet another form of ultimate referentiality; rather than a biocentric
framework it is based on an anthropocentric one which states that man
exploits nature because man exploits man as a central feature of capitalism
(Bookchin, 1990: 24). Today, however there are signs that this polarization
is beginning to dissolve; Arne Naess, who coined the term deep ecology
in 1973, has in recent years disavowed the more polarized threads of the
movement. He has argued instead for a more pragmatic approach in the hopes
that social movements would not be forced to come out in direct opposition
to one another. In a 1997 interview he stated that ‘there is no contradiction
between humans and wilderness’ (Naess, 1997: 20), citing the thousands of
years of pre-industrial human presence in Alaska as evidence. He goes further
in arguing that due to the fundamental interconnectedness of contemporary
social movements, people in the South should not be expected by Northern
ecologists to engage policies that would threaten their very survival. Rather,
he argues for a pragmatic cooperation between different types of activists in
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various parts of the world in order to maximize the potential transformation
embodied within (ibid.: 21). This statement undoubtedly would come as a
surprise to some, since Naess’s definition of deep ecology is essentially that
all forms of being have an intrinsic right to exist regardless of the Baconian
clarion call to level flora and fauna merely to satisfy human desire. Yet it is
precisely this type of pragmatic willingness to revise in order to develop a more
thoroughly anti-foundationalist perspective that will allow for the intercon-
nections between different movements to be rendered visible and practicable.

Like Horkheimer and Adorno, (many) feminists persistently cling to an ultimate
referentiality, in this case one where patriarchy substitutes for civilization,
or capital, or something else that is seen as the fundamental oppression in
order to introduce the reduction of all other oppressions down to a single
location. The consequences of this can be seen in the way in which Riot Grrrl
was eventually recuperated back into the American cultural spectacle; by the
late 1990s domesticated, corporate-concocted ‘Riot Grrrls’ such as Courtney
Love dominated the media environment constructed around the subject. The
increasingly tame magazines Bitch and Bust also bear testimony to the legacy
the reductionist aspects of the movement have left behind. The flipside of
this is that many of those who resisted this incorporation did so only to then
embrace what became for them a new universalism, leading to the valorization
of a rather shallow, subjectivist militancy over the deeper, more intersubjec-
tivist radicalism that had been its early potential. However, just as with the
deep ecology movement, recent years have brought signs that this corrosive,
deradicalized polarity had begun to unravel as newer, more pragmatic forms
began to emerge. One obvious example would be contemporary Riot Grrrl
Nomy Lamm who was featured in Naomi Klein’s first book for her fanzine
I'm so fucking beautiful (Klein, 1999: 289).¢ Lamm has become increasingly
involved in the anti-globalization and anti-war movements even as she
continues her activism in the continuing Riot Grrrl community. And, as is
well known, the Lesbian Avengers have become one of the most visible nodes
of the anti-globalization movement throughout the continent as well.”

The deep-ecology and Riot Grrrl movements examined here demonstrate
quite well the way in which the fragmentation of universality — characterized
by the replacement of economism with new forms of ultimate referentiality
—eventually polarized the new social movements into a dichotomous prison
of ideology. The choice became one of either cooptation through increasing
willingness to compromise in ‘superstructural’ issue areas on the one hand,
or immobilization through non-strategic, separatist militancy on the other.
Richard Day has produced a challenging genealogy of the emergence of
Canada’s official multiculturalism that illuminates some of the weaknesses of
the former tendency. His argument is that multiculturalism as a project traces
back to Herodotus, Plato, St. Augustine and their successors’ classifications
of various human types in order to render them as subjects of domination
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and control (Day, 1998: 61). In the Canadian context, the multiculturalist
agenda engaged in this project to construct a ‘problem of diversity’ that
could only be solved within the normalized discourse of Canadian unity and
liberal democracy through a definition of the English—-Canadian Self in terms
of its Others. Day argues that the only real way to create ‘multicultural’
political space would be outside of such normalized discourse, leaving open
a multiplicity of possibilities — including the breakup of the Canadian nation
state (ibid.: 23). Rather than taking the commonly accepted linear ‘history’
of multiculturalism for granted, Day uses Foucault’s genealogical method,
which ‘fragments what was thought unified” in the evolution of a particular
discourse as a tool. In the process, he draws a parallel between the Roman
Empire and its Others and the Greek method of ‘war to the end’ practised in
the extermination of indigenous peoples in what eventually became Canada.
Of course, it was precisely acts such as these and later events such as the
October Crisis of 1970 that finally solidified the English as the cultural
backbone of what was later constructed as an ‘already achieved’ Canadian
diversity, what Day calls a ‘design theory of identity’. In the years after this
event a new Canadian identity arose, centred on the metaphor of the mosaic
as a ‘free emergence’ theory of identity, in which Canada finally began to
‘grant recognition’ to its non-canonical Others, a move applauded by liberal
philosophers such as Taylor and Kymlicka. This rise of the mosaic occurred
through the separation of language from culture, in Trudeau’s announcement
that ‘although there are two official languages there is no official culture’. Yet
as Day points out, when Canada requires the learning of one of two official
languages, it cannot also say that language and culture have been separated
without the implication that the victorious colonial cultures are somehow
more ‘worthy’ of recognition than immigrants or First Nations (ibid.: 251).
Therefore, he argues, like Vehabzadeh, that multicultural movements must
ultimately go beyond the various liberal democratic recuperations to a post-
hegemonic conception of a ‘designerless mosaic’ consisting of ‘decentralized,
non-hierarchical, participatory [...] settlements that would be capable of
defending themselves [...] against the operation of state forms’ (ibid.: 295).
Rather than by ‘citizens’, the designerless mosaic would be inhabited by
‘smiths’, characterized neither by a nomadic nor a sedentary nature but rather
one that is hybrid and interacts with both. The smith is not the subject of
particularistic identity politics but is that hybrid form which goes beyond both
the universal and the particular, taking a line of flight with which to escape
the empire (ibid.: 293).

Throughout this section I have demonstrated that the fragmentation of
universality was a transformative development with implications reaching
deep into the dimensions in which new social movements came to operate.
While on the one hand the period introduced an increasing immiseration as
a result of the dismantling of Keynesianism, on the other it opened up new
spaces in which more transgressive movements could emerge. These new
spaces allowed for the articulation of a more radical critique of centralized
power, industrial civilization, white supremacy, patriarchy, heteronormativ-
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ity and multiple other oppressions. It is in this sense that one could say that
with the worldwide fall of communism and Keynesianism, the hegemonic
pillar of economism fell as well. Yet, as Day has amply explained, this period
was also characterized by a new polarity within the ultimately universalist
frameworks that each social movement had articulated separately. On the one
hand this meant that these movements became increasingly militant, positing
their various single issues as primary, which led in turn to more militant forms
of resistance in the process. But on the other hand, it also meant that they
became increasingly vulnerable to cooptation, since other forms of domination
necessarily held comparatively less importance, thus allowing compromise
in these ‘external’ dimensions to become more widely accepted as a norm.
In short, what this polarity meant was that new social movements in this
period became either more militant or more reformist, but very rarely did
they become more radical. In saying this, I use the term ‘radical’ in a very
specific sense; here I do not simply mean getting to the immediately apparent
‘root’ cause of a particular issue. Rather, I mean taking as a starting point the
Foucauldian realization that power is always both repressive and creative and
that it is not necessarily concentrated in any one dimension, but is always
multidimensional; and that therefore resistance is always interconnected and
irreducible as well. If Foucault argued that the web of power had existed since
the eighteenth century yet did not become visible until May 1968, I would
argue that the web of resistance had existed since that time yet did not become
visible until November 1999.

THE EMERGENCE OF OPPOSITION

[...] As Day demonstrated and Agamben confirmed, the recuperation of new
social movements is made possible by the fact that rather than reducing
their particular oppressions down to the classic site of ‘class-struggle’, these
movements merely reduced them down to a more particular category, such as
race, sex or civilization. In the process they did exactly what the working-class
movements of the past had done; they fundamentally negated the real multi-
dimensionality of singularity and in the process severely curtailed important
potentialities. One of the earliest attempts to challenge both the particular
and universal tendencies through a conceptualization of the interconnected-
ness of social movements was the 1986 book Liberating Theory, compiled
by Michael Albert, Noam Chomsky, and several others connected with South
End Press. The book proposes a theory of social change that would move
beyond both particular and universal forms of foundationalism in order to
be more in line with recent explanations of reality such as chaos theory, while
still retaining the humanist spirit of the Enlightenment (Albert, 1986: 116).
Specifically, the authors argue that the ‘separate’ parts of reality always act
together, as an interconnected, unbroken whole, whether one is referring to
an ecosystem or a social movement. Throughout history, they say, movements
for social change have been primarily either of a ‘monist’ (universal) nature
or of a ‘pluralist’ (particular) nature, which, they say, is a reflection of the
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fundamentally reductionist conceptual tools that were available at the
time. They go on to explain that these monistic and pluralistic concepts
emerged primarily within four general theories, each focusing on four general
social spheres: Marxism (class and the economy), Anarchism (the state and
authority), Feminism (gender and the family), and Nationalism (race and the
world-system) (ibid.: 12).

When used completely separately as reductionist theories they all become
problematic quite quickly; this is the perspective that is dismissed as monist.
But a similar problem occurs in the understanding of the pluralist; the pluralist
uses all of these theories but only as they are ‘appropriate’ to the primary
dynamics of a particular situation. Against both of these, the authors propose
a ‘Complementary Holism’ in order to explain why it is that one cannot
even understand, for instance, the economy, without using an interwoven
combination of the multiple critiques employed by feminists, anarchists,
Marxists and nationalists. Despite the tendencies of many activists towards
economism, they argue, the fact is that Marxism alone will not lead to very
deep insights since all ‘spheres’ are combined into one unbroken whole (Albert,
1986: 52). In Liberating Theory, the authors illustrate the importance of
the intersectionalities between spheres as a precarious balance of ‘auton-
omy-within-solidarity’, where social movements understand themselves as
autonomous movements for self-determination on the one hand, as well
as the different facets of a still larger ‘movement of movements’ on the other
(ibid.: 144). In this sense, ‘Complementary Holism’ offers social movements
a powerful conceptual tool in that it engages with all four spheres simultane-
ously, in a complex, interconnected fashion, recognizing that movements from
within each sphere continually reinforce one another in ways that are not
always readily apparent and which must be articulated. This concept becomes
especially important in the anti-globalization movement, where just such an
interconnected movement of movements has begun to emerge for the first time.

Though credit is given where it is due in the realm of physics, there are
good reasons to suspect that this book may also be an attempt to claim
the insights of post-structuralist theories of social movements for those
radical intellectuals who see some value in them, but who refuse to move
beyond the security offered by Enlightenment precepts. Because while the
book emphatically claimed to be ‘the first to put forward a coherent, radical
politics that gives activists and theorists a framework for understanding the
complex, integrated character of modern oppressions’ (Albert, 1986: back
cover), just one year earlier, Ernesto Laclau and Chantal Mouffe had released
a suspiciously similar set of conceptualizations about social movements in
their classic book Hegemony and Socialist Strategy. In fact, the single biggest
difference between the two books is that Laclau and Mouffe make no effort
to try to preserve the sanctity of Enlightenment precepts, since, like other
post-structuralists, they see these as being one of the primary sources of
universalism in the first place. Other differences include that they make no
effort to positivistically justify their theories through a purportedly ‘scientific’
foundation, nor do they argue that these movements can be simply reduced
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down to four all-encompassing spheres. Yet, like the authors of Liberating
Theory, Laclau and Mouffe were on the whole responding to the ‘crisis
in Marxism’ that was largely a result of the new social movements after
May 1968. Not wanting to reject Marxism entirely in this process, they
worked through the finer points of Gramsci’s theory of hegemony in order to
articulate what they hoped could become a common struggle between both
the working-class movements and the new social movements, a project which
they described as ‘counter-hegemony’ (Laclau and Mouffe, 2002).

The impetus for this theorization was the growing sense that there was
a ‘need to understand that there are different sides to antagonism; that one
cannot just think that class antagonism is the only one’. Against the classical
Marxist conception of ‘equality’ based on the obliteration of all difference,
counter-hegemony takes conflict and plurality as a necessary given, ‘a logic
of what we call equivalence’. This is an important concept, because it creates
space in which social movements can finally transcend the twin traps of extreme
particularism marked by the complete obliteration of commensurability on the
one hand, and extreme homogeneity marked by the complete obliteration of
difference on the other. The logic of equivalence is articulated further in the
central concept of ‘agonistic pluralism’, which is defined as ‘a real struggle
against different positions [...] in order to have a vibrant democracy’ based
on the centrality of conflict and diversity. Agonism differs from antagonism in
that the latter is ‘the limit of social objectivity [...] between two social forces’,
where relations of equivalence have not yet been articulated in the shape of a
counter-hegemony. Since class antagonism thus becomes only one form among
many, the resolution of class struggle ceases to take the form of the ‘final
conflict’ and is thus spread into all social spaces. All of this focus on conflict
should not be misinterpreted as a negative, however; as Mouffe has argued
elsewhere, if there were no social divisions, there would be no freedom because
everyone would think alike. The result instead is that there is no teleological
‘goal’ and social movements become focused on means rather than ends, a
point which Melucci, Vehabzadeh and Agamben have all recognized as well.
The project of counter-hegemony is thus a process of turning antagonisms
into agonisms or enemies into adversaries; it is constructed through ‘complex
strategic movements requiring negotiation among mutually contradictory
discursive surfaces’ (Laclau and Mouffe, 2001: 93).

In order to articulate such a counter-hegemony, the common belief that
there is some objective society ‘out there’ that has not been constructed by
power would be one of the first things to be challenged. The articulation of
equivalence is based on this understanding since the articulation of a counter-
hegemony establishes a relationship among elements that thus modifies their
identity, resulting in a shared discourse and a common project. But rather
than occurring through the simplistic notion of four primary spheres ‘the
practice of articulation [...] consists in the construction of nodal points which
partially fix meaning |[...] every social practice is therefore [...] articulatory’
(Laclau and Mouffe, 2001: 113). Relations of equivalence are thus necessary
to bridge the multiplicity of differences that will emerge between virtually
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infinite social practices, since social movements that have arisen out of these
practices have embraced a particularist epistemology. The building of a coun-
ter-hegemony, therefore, ‘should take place through a confrontation with
antagonistic articulatory practices’ based on relations of equivalence in which
antagonisms can be transformed into agonisms through a recognition that
each practice is necessarily partially outside of the greater counter-hegemonic
whole that is under construction (ibid.: 135). This conception demonstrates
how new social movements make a new use of the concept of autonomy, that
of an autonomy linked to radical democratic pluralism, or as Albert et al.,
refer to it, ‘autonomy-within-solidarity’. Because ‘if these identities depend
on certain precise social and political conditions of existence, autonomy itself
can only be defended and expanded in terms of a wider hegemonic struggle’
(ibid.: 141). Clearly the ideas utilized in Liberating Theory were not without
precedent; this fact leads one to wonder what other relevant insights into the
counter-hegemonic project might be found in the works of other theorists
who move beyond the Enlightenment precepts of humanism’ and positivism.
Ian Angus agrees with much of Laclau and Mouffe; he argues that although
the dissolution of universalism has been of fundamental importance in the
creation of new possibilities, the rise of social movements organized around
particularity is ultimately a ‘rebound from universality’, and without a
concept of totality, critique inevitably falls into reformism (Angus, 2000:
29). Instead he argues for a sort of pragmatic balance between the two,
since ‘one cannot simply discard universality for particularity [...] but must
radically deconstruct and reformulate the particularity—universality nexus
itself> (ibid.: 48). The difference with Angus is that what he endorses is not
strictly counter-hegemony per se, but a new contingent totality conceived as a
Husserlian ‘horizon’ made up of the multiple subject-positions of new social
movements and the intersectionalities that they articulate. It is yet another
way of conceptualizing autonomy-within-solidarity due to the increasing sense
that so-called ‘organic unity is [...] a “tyranny of the part” elevated to an
organization of the whole’ (ibid.: 72). In the current media environment, this
tyranny of the part is reproduced in yet another way even with the dissolution
of that unity since ‘it is much easier for the new pluralist apologists to celebrate
the ingenuity of “people” to use the products of mass culture in diverse ways
despite their control by increasingly fewer hands, than for critical theorists
to define precisely the constraints that foreclose political alternatives’ (ibid.:
133). One key problem then is the continuing configuration of the media
environment as a centralized, one-way system; against this, Angus calls for a
transformative media ethic that would recognize not only the right to speak
but also the right to be heard. This demand for the right to be heard does
not imply that the teleological goal of such a project would necessarily be
the emergence of an ‘organic unity’ however. In fact, a key aspect of Angus’s
project is the construction of a paradoxical ‘border [...] which lets one’s own
territory appear [...] animated by an active love of diversity’ (ibid.: 180).
Connecting with the notion of relations of equivalence, this is the point at
which he rejoins Laclau and Mouffe in the project of radical democracy; unlike
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them, however, Angus has taken it a step further in this direction by considering
the question in the context of the anti-globalization movement. He argues that
in this context, ‘the politics of alliance’ requires a neo-Proudhonian framework
of federalism in order to construct a counter-hegemony capable of recognizing
a Levinasian principle of equality outside the dichotomy of particularity/
universality, in which groups come together for the purpose of solidarity
without giving up their autonomy (Angus, 2002). Such a politics, he argues, is
invested in the formation of alternative identities outside the normalized world
of self-referentiality and conformity, which therefore decentres the importance
of the continual maintenance and expansion of that world. Because that
world is always adapting to new shapes that emerge on the social field, these
new identities have a tendency towards recuperation and therefore must be
continually reinvented and restated so that they do not become hardened and
frozen into a recuperable shape. The new identity that Angus argues is being
produced in this movement is that of the ‘anti-globalization activist’ who,
like Day’s ‘smith’, also becomes a ‘post-national person’. The anti-globali-
zation activist thus maintains membership in a plurality of movements and
communities and therefore in his/her singularity forms the real intersection-
alities between them as the ontological appearance of Proudhonian alliance.
Yet the notion of alliance used here may be insufficient for the type of radical
democracy being proposed; though it is constituted for a specific purpose,
is avowedly temporary and is open to change, for Proudhon this federalist
alliance is also a formal one; his definition of federalism clearly describes
‘contracting’ groups that ‘bind’ themselves together into ‘agreements’. As
outlined by Angus, an alliance of this sort would involve questions of when
a group would be allowed to join, as well as questions of when a group
would be expelled. While the call for an alliance that does not subsume
singularity is imperative, the Proudhonian formulation is only one possibility
amongst several others, some of which involve lesser degrees of officiality
and organization and therefore subsume singularity to an even lesser degree.®

One counter-hegemonic ‘alliance’ of this sort that has the potentiality to fulfil
Angus’s requirements without the messy business of expulsions, memberships
and contracts, is that theorized by Jacques Derrida. Within the volatile political
context of the worldwide collapse of state communism, he first began to
articulate the concept of a ‘New International’ in the 1994 book Specters of
Marx. Against the triumphalist demands for a universal ‘exorcism’ of Karl
Marx, Max Stirner, and other critics of capitalism and liberal democracy,
Derrida argued that the collapse of dogmatic formulations of radical critique
in fact presented an unprecedented opportunity to reclaim their best elements
from the rubble of their disassembled pieces. As he describes it, the New
International would reflect such an eclectic spirit, as it would no longer bear
the dogmatic marks of purges, denunciations and cults of personality that
plagued the First International of the classical Marxists and anarchists, but
would instead move beyond this to an order-out-of-chaos that would not
require ‘administration’ at all. This New International would be an ‘alliance
of a rejoining without conjoined mate, without organization, without party,
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without nation, without state, without property’ (Derrida, 1994: 29). In a
further elaboration, he described it as

a link of affinity, suffering, and hope, a still discreet, almost secret link, as
it was around 1848, but more and more visible, we have more than one
sign of it. It is an untimely link, without status, without title, and without
name, barely public even if it is not clandestine, without contract, ‘out
of joint,” without coordination, without party, without country, without
national community (International before, across, and beyond any national
determination), without co-citizenship, without common belonging to a
class. The name of the new International is given here to what calls to the
friendship of an alliance without institution. (ibid.: 85)

The key difference with Derrida then, is that his conceptualization of an
alliance is one that is ‘without institution’ and ‘without organization’. In
this case, the question of official expulsions of groups would not arise since
it would not be technically possible in an International that is both ‘without
coordination’ and ‘without co-citizenship’. For Derrida, nearly everything
becomes opened up to both deconstruction and reconstruction with the
collapse of dogmatism; yet there is one thing that cannot be deconstructed,
that being the ‘emancipatory promise’, which not only must not be rejected,
but ‘is necessary to insist on [...] now more than ever’ (ibid.: 75). The primary
change then, seems to be the emergence of a new attitude of mutual acceptance
of pluralism and conflict between social movements, a concept endorsed by
Angus, Laclau and Mouffe, but extended beyond the assumptions of the
positivity of organization.

In recent years, it has been argued further that this decentring of the party,
the union, the alliance and other officialistic forms of organization has been
brought about by the fact that they are ‘radically unadapted to the new —
tele-techno-media — conditions of public space’ (Derrida, 1994: 102). This
line of thought is a reflection of Angus’s central theory of communication;
that the dominant medium of communication that defines a given epoch
ultimately determines the materiality of discourse as well (Angus, 2000: 12).
In the current epoch then, the primary medium of the internet results in
ever multiplying, increasingly interlinked yet, paradoxically, also increasingly
decentralized social movements. This describes the core issues in the quickly
expanding subject of ‘netwar’, which argues further that contemporary actors
become increasingly interlinked through ‘network forms of organization,
doctrine, strategy and technology’, thus allowing for multiple possibilities that
would not have been thinkable previously (Ronfeldt and Arquilla, 1998: xi).’
Despite being a relatively new subject, netwar has become the central focus
of a growing number of books, articles and discussions across a field ranging
from elites fearful of the potentialities involved to the social movements that
seem to be excited by these same potentialities. Theorists from the former
camp who have published studies include John Arquilla, David Ronfeldt,
Kevin Kelly and Steven Johnson; those writing from the perspective of the
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latter include Gilles Deleuze, Félix Guattari, James Der Derian, Paul Virilio
and Harry Cleaver.

Of these, the rather unique perspective offered by the last of them is directly
related to the theory of the constellation of opposition that I propose as a
means of understanding why a notion of counter-hegemony is inappropriate
to the contemporary context. Cleaver argues that the leading metaphors of the
rhizome and the network used by his colleagues are ultimately inappropriate,
since, like Angus, Laclau and Mouffe’s conceptualizations, they rely on a
prioritization of formal, organizational forms which then either form the
‘sprouts’ of the rhizome on the one hand or the ‘nodes’ of the network on
the other. As has been argued by Derrida, in contemporary interlinked social
movements, formal organization, to the extent that it is a factor, is usually
only a momentary, incidental aspect and is not a solidified central feature.
Today, informal affinity groups, multiply-linked individuals and spontaneous
street formations form the primary basis of resistance, while increasingly
anachronistic formal organizations act as a mere shell structure, sometimes
enabling and sometimes hindering such activity.

It’s for this reason that Cleaver invokes the far more dynamic metaphor
of water. Like civil society (understood in the broadest sense) water is an
‘all-channel network’ — it is constantly moving and constantly changing form.
The tidal waves, the currents, the whirlpools, the freezing, the thawing, the
ebbing and the flowing; all of these features allow theorists and activists to
move beyond the organizationalist notions of counter-hegemony and formality
into a form of thought far more reflective of post-hegemonic, post-organ-
izationalist social movements of today. In such movements, Cleaver says,
‘resistance flows not from the unified class seeking to form a new unified
hegemony, but rather from myriad currents seeking the freedom of the open
seas’ (Cleaver, 2002).'° While Ernesto Laclau, Chantal Mouffe, Ian Angus and
Jacques Derrida argue in favour of different formations of counter-hegemony,
it is clear from these statements that for Cleaver the current ‘movement of
movements’ is increasingly post-hegemonic rather than counter-hegemonic.
So what we have mapped out here, then, is a spectrum of organizationalism
as a way of understanding the nature of the anti-globalization movement;
in this sense, Angus’s perspective is closer to post-organizationalism than
Laclau and Mouffe’s perspective, while Derrida’s perspective is closer to it
than Angus’s. It is important to point out however that post-organizationalism
as a means of understanding the constellation of opposition is both posi-
organizationalist and post-organizationalist; this means that it does not reject
organization completely, but only the currently dominant forms in which
decision making and execution are separated through various means of rep-
resentation (Landstreicher, 2002)'!. Though this argument has been actualized
recently in the new forms social movements have begun to take, one can trace
an anti-organizationalist argument going back several decades at least.

Less than a year after the Paris uprisings of May 1968, Jacques Camatte
argued that ‘the mystique of organization’ led to a sort of groupthink in which
the state form is redeployed in miniature in the form of the political gang.
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This political gang, he argued, puts forward the appearance of a democratic,
level-headed, open entity that is ‘in touch’ with the trials and tribulations of
‘average people’. Yet behind this facade, the recruitee soon discovers the cult
of the clique, the cult of personality, a pervasive low-opinion of the average
person, and a mutual distrust between other recruitees and the ruling cliques
or personality. As in the culture industry, these features manifest practically
in banal propaganda formulated with the patronizing goal of reaching
‘the masses’ at the level of the lowest common denominator, with the sole
intention of the limitless expansion of the organization, while actual social
change takes the back seat. Ultimately though, Camatte argued, the political
gang becomes recuperated, since it ‘seduces itself by its own bullshit and it is
thereby absorbed by the surrounding milieu’ (Camatte, 1995: 27).

Camatte’s critiques centred primarily on orthodox Marxist organizations;
yet recently, Bob Black has made a strong case that traditional anarchist
organizations have been subject to these gang-like tendencies of the traditional
left as well, located primarily in calls for internal homogeneity. In practice, he
argued, direct democracy tended to function as a mere tyranny of the majority
(as Socrates learned) perhaps at least partially because it is based originally
on a society in which being a slave meant that one could not vote (as the vast
majority of Greeks learned). This tendency can be seen clearly in the Spanish
CNT-FALI, for instance — though it is considered by many anarchists to be
the high point of their history — in that it actually had eight separate levels
of redundant, hierarchical bureaucracy organized around multiple aspects
of geography and economy; when push came to shove, the movement’s
leaders took positions in the government (Black, 1997: 63). The history of
the CNT-FAI is sadly typical; during the first half of the twentieth century,
organizationalist anarchists regularly converted to fascism, as happened in
Italy; Maoism, as happened in China; Bolshevism, as happened in Russia; or
liberalism, as happened in Spain and Mexico. Given the reluctance of most
people today to engage in formal organization-building activity or official
parliamentary politics (perhaps for good reasons) it is clear why anti-organi-
zationalist ideas are beginning to take hold in the social movements emerging
in the post-organizationalist wake of N30.

Yet, contrary to the majority of the anti-organizationalists, I would argue
that one would be foolish to rush headlong into such an explicitly declared
project; although the coming community is as likely to be one beyond catego-
rization as it is beyond organization, it is also true that the present moment
is one of transition marked by a continually uneven, unpredictable hybrid
tension between the old and the new. In fact, some theorists have argued that
this is always the case; that the moment of the present is perpetually shaped as
much by the ‘dead hand’ of the past as it is by the ‘open sky’ of the future. This
is why even Bob Black, who claimed to support a cleansing within anarchism
of its ‘Marxist residues’, ironically cites dozens of unorthodox Marxists such
as Jacques Camatte, Herbert Marcuse, Theodor Adorno, Guy Debord and
Anton Pannekoek in order to do so. As Derrida taught us in Specters of Marx:
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If he loves justice at least, the ‘scholar’ of the future, the ‘intellectual’ of
tomorrow should learn it and learn it from the ghost. He should learn to
live by learning not how to make conversation with the ghost but how to
talk with him, with her, how to let them speak or how to give them back
speech, even if it is in oneself, in the other, in the other in oneself; they are
always there, spectres, even if they do not exist, even if they are no longer,
even if they are not there yet. (Derrida, 1994: 176)

The spectres of which Derrida speaks are thus not merely the ghosts of the past
but also the ghosts of the future, both of which inform and shape the living
moment of the present. Therefore, within the context of the subject at hand,
we glean that it is in the uneasy relationship between the organizationalist/
counter-hegemonic and the anti-organizationalist/anti-hegemonic elements
of contemporary movements that we can begin to speak of a ‘constellation
of opposition’ as it actually appears in the present moment as post-
organizationalist/post-hegemonic.

This constellation is not constituted exclusively by normalizing formal
organizations nor uncoded, spontaneous whatever-beings alone, but only
that which its diverse, constituent elements articulate at a given moment, in a
given situation. This articulation, of course, is how the constellations of stars
we are familiar with today first came to be accepted as givens; while there
have always been ‘clusters or groups of stars’ in the night sky, they need not
have been articulated as official entities. These canonical constellations might
just as easily not have been articulated as such; in that case the world would
know a completely different set of constellations. So at any given moment a
constellation of opposition might consist primarily of the various officialistic
organizations brought about by the working class and new social movements
(like the canonical twelve constellations of the Zodiac paired with the 88
semi-canonical constellations). In another moment a constellation might
consist primarily of informal and unofficial spontaneous assemblies, street
riots or other unpredictable manifestations (the non-canonical ‘unofficial’
constellations invented and promptly forgotten by imaginative laymen since
the emergence of humanity). Most often today, however, a constellation of
opposition is that which one finds in the uneven, unmapped space between
and outside; in this case, it may be an unspoken reality that is embraced by
some and regretted by many or it may be a clearly articulated reality that is
regretted by some and embraced by many.'? Depending on the circumstances,
at a given moment a constellation of this sort may fill up an entire night sky
— on another night it may fill just a small section; it may include large stars,
distant planets, a passing satellite. This is a useful way of conceptualizing the
‘anti-globalization movement’ in its local, regional and global dimensions;
because while a constellation might be mappable globally, in fact it is primarily
a simultaneous emergence of thousands of local movements, which therefore
may not be, or may not care to be, on the same map. During daylight or
cloudy weather the constellation may be temporarily invisible, yet it may or
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may not still be there, behind the silence and the invisibility of circumstances
that are never permanent and always temporary.'3

More clearly, we might consider the second definition of the term as ‘a
configuration, of related items, properties, ideas, groups or individuals’
characterized not by the internal orthodoxy demanded by Proudhon’s federalist
alliance, but precisely the opposite: an authentic manifestation of ‘auton-
omy-within-solidarity’, as in Derrida’s or Camatte’s post-organizationalist
alliance. Unlike in the metaphors of the rhizome or the network, relationships
between elements need not occur through ‘organizations’ per se, but might
just as easily occur through individuals, ideas or properties as suggested in
Angus. Unlike in the metaphor of water, there is no need to assume that the
transition to a politics beyond hegemony and organization is somehow already
fully complete. The powerful, undecidable tension that defines this concept
of constellation has emerged repeatedly in the past several years in major
protests, uprisings and conferences such as those in Seattle, Quebec City,
Genoa, Buenos Aires and Porto Alegre. In Seattle the constellation was defined
by the primary tension between the semi-official Direct Action Network
and the unofficial black bl