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A historical project can hardly

expect to preserve an eternal youth
sheltered from every blow.

REFLEXIONS AROUND CALL

by Denis, Meeting November 2, 2005

The need for communism traverses the entirety of the society of
capital. The merit of Call lies in taking note of this, and of trying to
design strategies that live up to this realization. Its weakness comes
from the continually resurgent temptation to think that the desire
to establish different relations suffices to start producing them.

PRIMO

Call, as its name indicates, is not a text of analysis or debate. Its
purpose is not to convince or denounce, it is to affirm, to expose,
and on this basis to announce a strategy for revolution. Must we
therefore conclude, with Gilles Dauvé, that “a call cannot be re-
futed, either we hear it or we pay it no heed™?'

Call itself, in its refusal to discuss the “sensibly [self-]evident”
encourages this reaction from the first lines of the first scholinm:
“This is a call. That is to say it aims at those who hear it. The ques-
tion is not to demonstrate, to argue, to convince. We will go straight
to the evident.” But, at the same time, Call is the typical product

| “Communization: a”A Call and an Invite" in Troploin September 2004, Dauvé con-
cludes his text by writing: 'If the situation corresponds to that described by those
preparing Meeting and those wha've published Call, the simple concomitance of the
two projects should inspire gt the very least a reciprocal interest among their respec-
tive participants. To our knowledge this is not the case,” He also adds, in relation to Call:
“Whatever reservations we can hold, this text manifests an exlstence, an experience, in
particularin the anti-globalization actions of recent years. It isnecessary to point out
hete that the “conéomitance” of these projects has nothing fortuitous about it, and that
the ‘experience’ which Call mpmmtsmnalsubc[aundmmmrg.i:emin articles of
Meering | and Call coneern strictly the same topics.
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. a dehatte inherent to the very existence of the “area that poses
the question of communization”: and pursuing this debate to its

It is to be understood that the objective of these reflexions is
Tmt to make a textual commentary on Call, to be exhaustive or to
interpret the thought or intentions of the authors in an academic
manner. Even if it is one of its expressions, call is far from posing

Of cmrnmur.tizatiun: it was on the contrary the accasion for nu-
Irn::n::us discussions. As Call illustrates quite well a certain proclivit
mtifb which the whole “area which poses the question of v::]z'mmlml-fIIE
Zall(:.ln", on the basis of its very problematic, is capable of fallin t:::
put in writing these critiques is an occasion to nourish the debft’e

SECUNDO

That which characterizes the communizing current is not so much
4 common interpretation of communism as an attention paid to the
process of its production, that is, what we term communizati

Call explicitly situates itself in this perspective: “As we apprelz:s:::;

t  The expressions “area which poses the question of communization® ‘comtmunizin,
tmhgmwmm. t* and communizing current” are used in the sense that [ respectively ga\'EI.:
i in Meeting 1 ["Three Theses on Communization’). The ‘communizing current’
ﬁﬂ;ﬂiﬁ:ct:mmﬁc;l g;u]ups that explicitly employ the concept of communiza-

portant pole of their reflection [this current being admi i
restricted for the moment). “The area which e i
. ; poses the question of communization”
u;mrpamreumurh larger part of the present and past proletarian movement. It
e s.naclteﬂze-s thase moments of the class struggle where the central problematic was
something close to what one could ar
presentunderstand by communization:i
how to realize the immedia i i : o
cy of social relations, That which signals i
. the ex
:his a.lmalsthe crystallization around the communizing qmdiﬁtaglmls:::rfjt
na given struggle, without thinking that this portion of the proletariat could exist
:p.a.mtel}r or perpetuate itself beyond the class struggle in general Finally the commu
izing movement is something to be created. Debates m '
; i ust be provoked in the midst
of this area ~in the struggles and the moments where the communizing problematic

seems to appear— fo form a movement which will make this deman

heart of these struggles, d explicit in the
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it, the process of instituting communism can only take the form of
a collection of acts of communization ... Insurrection itself is just an
accelerator, a decisive moment in this process”(p.66). But contrary
to Meeting, whose problematic is to interrogate the concept of com-
munization, Call gives communization a determinate content...

In Call the term communization is systematically understood as
“making common”. In the previous quotation for instance the “acts
of communization” are described as “making common such-and-
such space, such-and-such machine, such-and-such knowledge”.
That which is put in common is use, as when it is said that to com-
munize a space is to liberate its use. This sense is even more visible
in other parts of the text. For example: “In Europe, the integration
of warkers’ organizations into the state management apparatus =
the foundation of social democracy — was paid for with the renun-
ciation of all ability to be a nuisance. Here too the emergence of the
labour movement was a matter of material solidarities, of an urgent
need for communism. The Maisons du Peuple were the last shelters
for this indistinction between the need for immediate communiza-
tion and the strategic requirements of a practical implementation
of the revolutionary process”(p.54). Even if communization is con-
ceived as communization of relations it is first of all on the basis
of a commeon usage: “Communizing a place means: setting its use
free, and on the basis of this liberation experimenting with refined,
intensified, and complicated relations”(p. 68).

In the same logic, if communization is “making common”, then
communism is systematically assimilated with “sharing™. The theme
of sharing is omnipresent in Call.

One finds is particularly developed in Proposition V in the fol-
lowing terms: “That in us which is most singular calls to be shared.
But we note this: not only is that which we have to share abviously
incompatible with the prevailing order, but this order strives to
track down any form of sharing of which it does not lay down the
rules.” Sharing is the basis of collective action as envisaged by Call:

“YWe say that squatting will only make sense again for us provided
that we clarify the basis of the sharing we enter into”(p.52).
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TERTIO

The point is not that “sharing” and communism have nothing to
do with another, but we have trouble understanding how they can
be synonymous. Sharing already exists in capitalism: social institu-
tions as important as the family function on the basis of sharing,
and even in the countries where capitalism is the oldest and where
the familial relation reduces itself to its simplest expression (the
parent/child relation), capital, even economically, would not survive
without this form of social sharing.

Call recognizes, in a negative sense, that sharing is also constitu-
tive of the capitalist order in affirming that “the dominant order ...
strives to track down any form of sharing of which it does not lay
down the rules.” But then are we to understand that any sharing not
controlled by the “dominant order” is a communist sharing? We
can imagine so given that communism is purely and simply assimi-
lated to sharing minus control: “the question of communism is, on
one hand, to do away with the police, and on the other, to elaborate
modes of sharing, uses, between those who live together” (p.64).

It is true that the point is still to “elaborate modes of sharing”.
We also find further along: “It belongs to the communist way that
we explain to ourselves and formulate the basis of our sharing,”
Thus communist sharing is not given, it is to be elaborated. But
how? Here the text eats its tail. A certain mode of sharing leads
to communism, OK, but which? Response, in substance: the one
that leads to communism... Nothing more is said on what can dif-
ferentiate it from the sharing admitted in the world of capital other

than the fact that this particular sharing must lead to a redefinition
of relations. “Now communism starts from the experience of shar-
ing. And first, from the sharing of our needs. Needs are not what
capitalist rule has accustomed us to. To need is never about needing
things without at the same time needing worlds.” (pp. 64-65). From
then on the definitions of communism multiply: “By communism
we mean a certain discipline of the attention.” Or again: “The com-
munist question is about the elaboration of our relationship to the
world, to beings, to ourselves.” (p.63)

Among all these definitions there is one that shines m.n: t:w s
absence: communism as the suppression of class society. {mm.’ﬂ’"
Call affirms that “*Communism does not consist in the elaboration
of new relations of production, but indeed in the abolition of rfa?se
relations.” (p.68) However it is never a question of the “aboift{mn
of class relations” — nonetheless a classical corollary of “abolition
of relations of production”. The term of class struggle and prole-
rariat are never employed. As for the adjective “wulrker”, it 5e:jvcs
only to qualify the old “movement”, something which at one time
incarnared the communist aspiration but no longer... Call, that .15’
doesn’t affirm that the division of society into antagonistic social
classes doesn't exist, or existed once but is now as surpassed as the
usage of steam on the railway. It simply doesn’t speak of it. |

Capitalism is certainly present in the text, ’[‘:-L.It far f.m".I lL:nemg
seen as the system that encloses the totality of social reality, it1s -:.l&
scribed essentially through its mechanisms of control, to thcj ;?c_nn:
where we could as well call it “capitalism” as “empire” or “cwﬂllza-
tion”. “There is a general context — capitalism, civili-zation, empire,
call it what you wish — that not only intends to control each situ-
ation but, even worse, tries to make sure that there is, as often as
possible, no situation. The streets and the houses, the languag-‘t and
the affects, and the worldwide tempo that sets the pace of it all,
have been adjusted for that purpose anly”(p.9}.

It is precisely because capitalism is considered as :im asscmbllage
and not as a system that Call supposes that there exists a possible

“heyond” to the world of capital.

QUARTO . -
Let us return for a moment to the quotation from Proposition Vl:

“communism does not consist in the elaboration of new relations of
production, but indeed in the abolition of those relations.” T!'-e text
which follows contains a surprising affirmation: these “relations ?.[
production” can be abolished immediately “between ourselves™.
“Not having relations of production with our world or between

ourselves means never letting the search for results become more
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important than the attention to the process; casting from ourselves
all forms of valorization; making sure we do not disconnect affec-
tion and co-operation. (p.68) The problem is that a “relation of
production” is not a particular relation between two people, or even
a hundred, or a thousand, It is a generalized social relation which
cannot be abolished locally because even where people would not
“live” relations of production between themselves, they would no
less be incorporated in relations of production which structure cap-
italist society as a whole.

The “relation of production” is not a relation between individu-

als, or ar least it cannot be only that: two people do not maintain
between themselves some kind of private relation of production
which it would be possible to negate by their sole common voli-
tion. It could be objected that Calf also would not see relations of
production as an inter-individual relations, simply because its phi-
losophy banishes the concept of the individual. And indeed, in the
text of Call, the “forms of life” and other “relations to the world®
traverse bodies. But “relations of production” are no more relations
between forms of life or worlds than they are relations between
persons. The entities that are linked by “relations of production”
are just those that the same relations define: it is the position in the
relation of production that determines the entities, and not the con-
trary. Relations of production are relations between classes.

It is certain that the division of society into classes would be in-
finitely more visible if inter-individual relations were the brute and
unreserved translations of relations of production, The proletarian
would doff his cap in passing the capitalist with his top hat and
cigar, and there would be nothing more to say. But unfortunately
thing are a little more complicated, and “existential liberalism™ is
not the unique translation of the effect of relations of production
in everyday life...

Call is not mistaken to write: “capitalism has revealed itself to
be not merely a mode of production, bur a reduction of all relations,
in the last instance, to relations of production,” But this “reduction

A

in the last instance” is not a collapsing. There is obviously : hnk;
tenuous and complex but nonetheless palpable, benvf:en. on I: ci- m':t
hand the sociability at the office, the posture nf“bmlims in t1 ]1? h:::i-
metropoles, or indeed what Call &Esigt‘lates as e::imte?na”. ]h s~
ism”, and on the other hand the “relations of production™:

ali ity.

' Ilil;v”i:rﬂ;i::}:'df:;ui say that “the relations of pmduct’ian dir';.er—
mine the relations that we can maintain among nursc%w:s ) : but hm:
termine” implies a necessity of the very form of the link ]uit w“th

we can observe an extreme diversity. We could also say that “the

' i intain
relations of production contain the relations that we can main

in them without exhaust-
among ourselves”. They model and restra

ing them. We have both a certain margin of maneuver {i[s_ on thl;
that Call counts) and an equally certain limit {it this which Ca

doesn’t see).

QUITO ‘ _ n
Any workers’ cooperative can abolish between its members “re

lations of production” in the sense m:tdel:stmd by Call. Would it
thereby free itself from capitalist valorization: B g
Financial circuirs, commercialization, pmducnwt}r_ st:m‘I ;ur ,I it
erything is there so that the wurkcrs. of the con!}cratwe s;: —exci ;i-
as surely as if the boss was still physically looming uverlt eEr.m:m
larly, would a community whose memb{-f*s do not em};l:- uyh et
themselves monetary relations and work n common thereby e :1 _
“relations of production”? On the condition of tmnsfc!rmmg ::;
munism into a series of principles to be res?ected we I11I$ht pt;' a;::
be able to maintain the illusion for a while. Bu.t that is o urgdr,"
% that every point of contact between the community afl'fl |t:-:| cxt::s;:n
would be the occasion to see the “relations of Pr?du-mon.i reamla_
their rights and reintroduce the whnle. cc:mmumty |nrdo :hasssu 4
tions: juridical statutes of occupied buildings and land, the sup
of provisions, energy, the sale of the surplus...

Y



SEXTO

Call is an alternative’ text because the existence of communism i
considered as possible at a moment when capitalism still reigns )

Sure, it's not seen as communism in its final state because the.Iat-
ter must first constitute itself as a force and “deepen” as a prelimi-
nary to revolution: and its only after the insurrection, the moment
of acceleration of the process, that communism estahl,ishes itself
he universal social relation. "

Nonetheless the sense of the text is clear: even in the form of
fragments, of instants to explore and reproduce, of “grace” to re-
search, moments of communism are already to be had, The point is
only to recognize them, and on that basis, to organize.

SEFTIMO

I don’t agree with Dauvé for whom Call is exempt from all trace of
the a}ternative because “communization is defined as antagonistic
to .l'hlS world. in irreconcilable and violent conflict with it (to the
point of illegality). It differs therefore from the alternative which
sr_:arches (and often succeeds) in making itself accepted at the mar-
gin, an_in durably coexisting with the state and wage labor.™"

| Pacifism plays no part in the necessary definition of the alterna-
tive: those who one could call the “confrontational alternatives™ are
far from being marginal in this type of movement. To take an ex-
ample which has nothing to do with Call, but which will be signifi-
cant because it is caricatural, one could recall that in the No Border
camp of Strasbourg 2002 this tendency was present to a very large
degree, This camp organized against the Shengen information s gs~
tem (SI5), drew together between one and two thousand people a}l;d
was the occasion for at the same time an ephemeral “self—nrg: nized”
village lived by certain as a veritable Temporary Autonomous Zone

3 rran_slqrws note: in French rdical circles the terms "Maalternatif and ‘alternativisme®
d:..-sng;nnte the activity of those who believe it possible to fulfill their desire for cha
within capitalist society. alongside the mainstream in an alternative o cmtercu]r:geral
warld — akind of third. *drop out”, option between reform and revalation Thfier:l
are rranslated throughout by “alternative”, ' 5

4 Dauve, oprir,

4 a

{with the all the folklore one can imagine) and on the other a week
of disruptive actions in the city of Strasbourg. Certainly the actions
and demonstrations weren't characterized by an extreme violence’
but they were in any case all explicitly anti-legalist and sought to
defy the state on its terrain. There were no doubt tensions between
2 more “activist” tendency and those who wanted above all to de-
fend the marvelous experience of this self-managed camp, but many
people pursued these two objectives whilst seeing them as perfectly
complementary.

The alternative consists in the belief that we can with limited
numbers of people establish relations in the heart of the world of
capital that would be already a prefiguring of communism (even if
one doesn’t use this term). The inverse position holds that, as long
capital as a social relation is not abolished, nothing that resembles
communism can be lived.

Those who often designate themselves as alternative imagine
therefore that, in places like the No Border camp at Strasbourg, or
that in the Vaag which followed it, in squats or wherever else, mo-
ments which approach a society liberated from capital, from mon-
ey, and “domination” can be lived. And that all this can come from
an effort of individuals to free themselves from bad “ideas” that
society has inculcated in them, For example, ceasing to be sexist or
patriarchal, through a series of measures that concern the comport-
ment, language, etc.

Certain of these alternatives are pacifist. Others think that their
desires are not compatible with the maintenance of the society of
capital and are perfectly ready for illegal or violent struggle.

One finds also those who think that only the struggle offers today
the ppossibility of living moments of communism: the alternative is
for them indissociable from anti-capitalist activism. The latter will

s Theyincluded some exchanges of blows with the police, some breaking of windows
and cameras, some trashed hotel foyers and a lot of chaos in the town centre—also
miany arrests, some trials {of which a demonstrator given condemried four months)
and an order of the prefecture of Rhine which forbade any demonstrations in the

tonwT cenitre.
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often shirk off the appellation “alternative” precisely because they
fear being assimilated to pacifism. Its in the last category that one
could range those who write: “No experience of communism at the
present time can survive without gerting organized, tying itself to
others, putting itself in crisis, waging war”(p.65),

At the other extreme a rigorously anti-alternative position can
be found for example in Theorie Communiste (TC), whose concept
of the “self-transformation of proletarians™ draws attention to the
hiatus which can exist between what can be lived in the society of
capital and what will be lived after the moment that communism
will have been produced. This leads the members of TC and those
who adhere to their theses to see in every practical tentative to pose
the communist question a demonstration of the inevitably alterna-
tive character of every maneuver of this type.

There is also the position that I have developed in “Three Theses
on Communization™ (Meeting 1). The point is to take account of
the essential critique addressed to the alternative (no possibility of
developing communism within the world of capital); but to rec-
ognize that there is also necessarily a relation between that which
proletarians are today and that which will one day allow them to
produce communism, in other words, that it is possible to practi-

cally address problematics related to communism even if its impos-
sible today to live something which “tends towards” communism
or prefigures it. I've thus argued that the comm-unizing movement
is characterized by the fact that it poses already in struggles ques-
tions which have the same nature as those that will lead to the
production of communism at the moment of the revolution: but
that the responses that it brings, cobbled together with what capital
renders possible today, are not themselves communist.

OCTAVO |

We do find in the Call an explicit critique of the alternative: “By dint
of seeing the enemy as a subject that faces us — instead of feeling it
as a relationship that holds us - we confine ourselves to the struggle
against confinement, We reproduce under the pretext of an “alter-

A

native” the worst kind of dominant relatio-nships. We stlart selling
as a commodity the very struggle againﬁt tl:uz cummndnr)? He:%ce
we get the authorities of the anti-authoritarian struggle, -.I,ha:;m';
ist feminism, and anti-fascist lynchings.” (pp. 8-9) Or agam: n':l
then there is this mystification: that caught in the course ofa wc_:rl
that displeases us, there would be proposals to make, alternanlves
to find. That we could, in other words, lift ourselves out of the situ-
ation that we are in, to discuss it in a calm wa:.r: b-eh.areen :I.'EEEDI'ILEI!}!E
people. But no, there is nothing beyond the stltuatmn. TEHE is no
outside to the world civil war. We are irremediably there.” (p.74)

It must be said that the second critique is more addressed to the
pacifist alternative than to the alternative tout courrt. Yet t%n? ques;
tion is still to understand why Call, all the while posing a critique o
the alrernative, nonetheless leans irresistibly tt:w?r‘ds it? )

The response can be perhaps found in Proposition VI [1"-1 a gT;;-
eral way, we do not see how anything else buta force, a reahry; le
to survive the total dislocation of capitalism, could l:l:u!y atan it,
could pursue the offensive until the very moment of dlSlﬂCﬂtlE_]:l d{p.
+0). All the difficulty of revolutionary theory can be found i er;
beneath this phrase: the point is to und-:rsnland_ the fwer.thmwmg;
capitalism as a process that is not itself CapltallSF, since in tlhe cE ::
has the capacity to destroy capitalism, and yet is nonetheless bor
within the capitalist social relation.

It’s in this sense that Call is representative of a dghatle that tra-
verses the area that poses the question of communization. ﬁshn:s
practice is manifestly not communist, and cannot be, thls. area asf
the temptation to see the unigue reason fﬂ]’_ the nunexm:en}if 0
responses to the communizing qulesﬁons that it puts on the table in
the;weakness of its force or activity.

b\;(-imfan easily understand that the Party that Ca{f speaks Uf.h?s
nothing to do with an avant-garde. In ef‘fr:ct, whilst the 'Lemn:;t
party prepares the revolution, or more precisely the '.:Oup d rtat, the
party in question in Call directly produces communism, at least the
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communism of the pre-revolutionary period. Even more: it is this
communism.

“The practice of communism, as we live it, we call “the Party,”
When we overcome an obstacle together or when we reach a higher
level of sharing, we say that “we are building the Party.”" (p. 65)
The Party is not the avant-garde; it is the whole camp. It

encloses even those who have not yet had any association: “Cer-
tainly others, who we do not know yet, are building the Party else-
where. This call is addressed to them.” {p. 65)

The ticks of language the most revealing of the alternative temp-
tation which progressively bares itself out in Call are systematically
associated with the evocation of the party: “Looking closer at it,
the Party could be nothing but this: the formation of sensibility as
a force. The deployment of an archipelago of worlds. What would
a political force, under empire, be that didn’t have its farms, its
schools, its arms, its medicines, its collective houses, its editing desks,
its printers, its covered trucks and its bridgeheads in the metropole?
It seems more and more absurd that some of us still have to work
for capital - aside from the necessary tasks of infiltration.” {pp. 66~
67} But can one really believe that if we are no longer employed
by this or that firm or government we cease to “work for capital™?

And that one has thereby effected a “secession ... with the process
of capitalist valorization” (p. 10)? That which distinguishes real
subsumption, that is, this period in which capital has in a certain
manner absorbed the totality of social reality rather than remaining
restricted to the productive process, is that any activity is capable of
becoming a part of the process of valorization.

DECIMO

Call ends, in strategic terms, at an impasse: the last paragraph rec-
ognizes it, which concludes the work with a “bet”, that is to say
something not susceptible to argument: “We will be told: you are
caught in an alternative which will condemn you in one way or an-
other: either you manage to constitute a threat to empire, in which
case you will be quickly eliminated; or you will not manage to con-

.

stitute such a threat, and you will have once again destroyed your-
selves. There remains only the wager on the existence of another
term, a thin ridge, just enough for us to walk on. Just enough for all
those who can bear to walk and live.” (p. 88)

How is the material force in formation, the party, to concretely
escape repression? Where are “its farms, its schools, its arms, its
medicines, its collective houses, its editing desks, its printers, its
cove- red trucks and its bridgeheads in the metropole” going to
hide? Such activities have no need to be subversive in order to be
repressed. In the end, everything is illegal: without even speaking of
arms, it is forbidden to practice medicine, to work, to drive, without
the corresponding diplomas, contracts or licenses. Even the LETS,
the local exchange systems, were once in the firing line of the finan-
cial regulators.

All the alternative communities that have existed for a certain
time resolved the question in the same way, and in fact there are
only two. An experience such as that can only subsist as long as it
respects the legality of capital. Nothing stops those who have the
means to create hospitals, schoals, or private collective farms. But
on what possible basis can we say they are “communizing™?

The condition of the confrontation with the legality of capital is
to not become attached to a place, a structure, or a durable move-
ment, which would signify defeat. Call accords, with reason, lots
of importance to spaces: “For this, we need places. Places to get
organized, to share and develop the required techniques. To learn

to handle all that may prove necessary. To co-operate.”(p. 57). The
space as a point of assembly in the struggle is a mode of organiza-
tion that has proven itself. But inherent to such spaces is the need to
ceaselessly efface themselves before the repression that they attract:
when they eternalize themselves it is simply the sign that the have
ceased to be active.

UNODECIMO

One of the regrettable consequences of the manner in which Call
envisages, under capitalism, the growth of a communist camp which

A0



reinforces and deepens itself through self-organization is that the
way thus traced becomes exclusive of all others.

Communism, rather than being produced collectively and uni-
versally by the proletariat destroying capital in forms that we can-
not determine in advance, is predefined by the configurations that
one can give it today, in the very heart of the world of capital.

Yet, the conception that we can have today of communism is
itself to be historicized, it is implicated in a stage of development
of capitalism. It is this kind of thing that Call misses completely, As
messianic as the conceptions of communism in Call might be, they
will always remain the product of present times: and they invari-
ably lack the possible richness of definitions of communism as a
universal social relation,

Yer this communism as universal social relation, if it exists one
day, will be produced in circumstances (the general crisis of social
relations, insurrection, the total destruction of capitalism) of which
the real playing out is for the most part unknown to us. What will
be the communizing measures, those that will permit of the con-
crete production of communism? One can certainly have an opin-
ion on this question: but how can we say whether this opinion can
grasp at present what communization will or will not be. Even the
reflection on the most interesting historical examples on this subject
- Spain in the 30s, Italy in the 70s — will never permit us to predict
the future to that degree. In calling for the constitution of a com-
munist camp on the basis of what it defines in the present as being
communism, Call freezes its vision of communism.

According to its logic, only those communizing forces capable
of self-organizing under capital will be capable of carrying out an
insurrection tomorrow; and those forms that are capable of self-
organization in the Party are alone communist. How is the Party,
supposing that it is formed along the lines delineated in Call, to
judge the chaotic evolutions of future class struggles? It will only

judge them communist to the extent that they join it, since it will
itself be communism,

The Party will miss everything that will develop in the forms,
moments, and circumstances that it will not have been able to fore-
see; and it will act as their censor. -

Already the tone of Call, often very severe, gives us an indication
of a separation between “good” communists, those who've known
how perform “secession”, and “bad” proletarians whao've dnn::
nothing other than submit to capital. As if all those who .hav:en t
already seceded will never be able to intervene in communizaton.
Morec;vcr, Call affirms that all those who want communism must
cease to work for capital. How can we imagine that we can clre—
ate communism while propesing a revolutionary strategy of which
the first measure is rupture with all those who “work for capira.l“?
Especially seeing as a good reason to one day produce c:‘.nmmumsr_n
would perhaps be precisely to have, until then, “worked for capi-

tal™.

DUQ DECIMO
Call falls into a common trap for those who try to pose the question
of communization in an at least somewhat practical manner: the
responses that we try to bring forward today seem to define a space
which only veritable insurgents could populate, whilst the others,
those who remain apart from this insurgency, consist of nothing but
the proletariat integrated to capital. _ |

A journal published in Toulouse is quite representative of this
manner of thinking. Entitled WE [NOUS], this zine presents on the
cover of its 7th issue a drawing of a person walking on a tightrope
over a canyon which separates US from the world of capital, repre-
sented by factories, nuclear power plants, houses, bosses, cops, but
also powerless workers and anesthetized television viewers.

In this regard the manner lan which Call employs the first person
plural is not totally innocent.” Certainly Call takes care to not op-

6  translators note: Call capitalizes the rwo French version of ‘we’, nous and on, in orderto
highlight the distinction between the "we’ of the party (NOUS) from the more abstract
and impersonal “we’ of sociery / the citizen [ON.
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pose US and THEM, but paraphrasing Heidegger, NOUS and ON.
The WE [NOUS] of Call (like that of Toulouse) is open: “The® We
[NOUS] that speaks here is not a de-limitable, isolated we, the we
of a group. It is the we of a position” (p.10). But this position is the
one that affirms on the back-cover that WE HAVE BEGUN. Those
who have begun have already advanced on the road to revolution.
It is made explicit in the following formula: “The overthrowing of
capitalism will come from those who are able to create the condi-
tions for other types of relations” (p.67). Call imagines, as a road
to communism, only those that its authors have chosen to follow:
here is the sense of WE that is finally less a position than a tra-
jectory. In effect certain of those who find themselves in “the area
that poses the question of communization™ have been able to live a
form of “secession™: but such a rupture inscribes itself in a logic of
an époque where communization is a marginal question. One can

happily think that a generalized crisis of social relations will intro-

duce many other modes of adhesion to the communist idea. The

revolution will not simply be the act of squatters of ex-squatters!

To think the contrary is to believe that revolution will only come

about on the condition that revolutionary subjectivity has won over

the masses, yet the revolution will be at the same time the moment

of disobjectication of the capitalist social relation and that of the
desubjectification of the question of communizartion.

TERCO DECIMO

We avoid the foregoing trap if we recognize that, in our époque, all
the responses that can be found to the question of communization
are the responses of our époque: that is to say destined to become
obsolete from the moment that the situation will be sufficiently

modified so that the an until then minority question is in everyone’s
mouths,

transaters note: Heddegger's term for inauchentic being, *Das Mart, is generally trans-
lated into English as the They", although it is mare literally rendered by its French
translation "l On” (the onel. The common wsage of ‘on” to mean “we” [ little like the

“royal we”, but for commoners| thus allows for an Heideggerian distinction which is
neither translatable into German or English,
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The communizing problematic, just like the conception that we
can have of communism, is itself historic. If the point of continuity
between current struggles and the revolution is indeed the question
of communization, this question, already diverse at present, can
only enrich itself from new significations and unforeseen develop-
ments with the evolution of a dynamic situation that will see the fall
of the capiralist social relation. It is thus not only the responses to
the communizing problematic, i.¢. practices, which will be modified
with the arrival of a revolutionary period, but also the questions
posed. Every contemporary practice that would like to be commu-
nizing must therefore recognize that it responds inadequately to a
badly posed guestion : which at the same time subtracts nothing
from its value. For the question and its answer are inadequate to
serve as the measure of that which the future of communism as a
universal social relation could be; but they are completely adequate
to give to contemporary struggles a meaning that they wouldn’t
possess without them, and which can reveal itself as subsequently
determinant for the possibility of producing communism.

To want to wage a struggle whilst freeing oneself from all me-
diations put in place by capital (unions, politics, media, law etc.) is
an obvious example of a manner of posing questions which treat
of communization.” Indeed, why not?, searching for a collective life
and “different” relations, on the condition that they are in the con-
text of as struggle, can also be an example.

Clearly all experimental practices are not for that reason in any
way communist, and they can even be taken up in a sense that has
no communizing sense, as forms simply rehabilitated in a purely
capitalist framework. This is exactly the case with squats which
were at 4 certain moment a response in terms of organization and
everyday life to a number of similar questions, but which can just
as easily be one place of artistic promotion among others. The same
for general assemblies, workers’” councils, factory occupations etc.

g |talkof “questions” because every practice, in this type of struggle, is an attempl to
respond to a particular problem.



All these forms of struggle can be, at a given moment, a response
to a communizing problematic, as they can be the contrary. The
hypostasis of one of these forms can only become an ideology.

QUARTD DECIMO

To the formula of Call, which says: “the overthrowing of capirtal-
ism will come from those who are able to create the conditions
for other types of relations,” we must respond: “the conditions for
other types of relations will be created by those who are able to
overthrow capitalism.”




