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The Masses: The Implosion of the Social
in the Media*

Jean Baudrillard

P TO NOW there have been two great versions of the analysis
l ' of the media (as indeed that of the masses), one optimistic
and one pessimistic. The optimistic one has assumed two
major tonalities, very different from one another. There is the tech-
nological optimism of Marshall McLuhan: for him the electronic
media inaugurate a generalized planetary communication and should
conduct us, by the mental effect alone of new technologies, beyond
the atomizing rationality of the Gutenberg galaxy to the global village,
to the new electronic tribalism—an achieved transparency of infor-
mation and communication. The other version, more traditional, is
that of dialectical optimism inspired by progressivist and Marxist
thought: the media constitute a new, gigantic productive force and
obey the dialectic of productive forces. Momentarily alienated and
submitted to the law of capitalism, their intensive development can
only eventually explode this monopoly. “For the first time in history,”
writes Hans Enzensberger, “the media make possible a mass partici-
pation in a productive process at once social and socialized, a partic-
ipation whose practical means are in the hands of the masses them-
selves.”! These two positions more or less, the one technological, the
other ideological, inspire the whole analysis and the present practice
of the media.?

It is more particularly to the optimism of Enzensberger that I for-
merly opposed a resolutely pessimist vision in “Requiem for the
Media.” In that I described the mass media as a “speech without
response.” What characterizes the mass media is that they are op-
posed to mediation, intransitive, that they fabricate noncommunica-
tion—if one accepts the definition of communication as an exchange,
as the reciprocal space of speech and response, and thus of responsi-
bility. In other words, if one defines it as anything else than the simple
emission/reception of information. Now the whole present architec-
ture of the media is founded on this last definition: they are what
finally forbids response, what renders impossible any process of ex-
change (except in the shape of a simulation of a response, which is
itself integrated into the process of emission, and that changes

* Lecture delivered at the University of Melbourne.
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nothing in the unilaterality of communication). That is their true
abstraction. And it is in this abstraction that is founded the system of
social control and power. To understand properly the term response,
one must appreciate it in a meaning at once strong, symbolic, and
primitive: power belongs to him who gives and to whom no return
can be made. To give, and to do it in such a way that no return can
be made, is to break exchange to one’s own profit and to institute a
monopoly: the social process is out of balance. To make a return, on
the contrary, is to break this power relationship and to restore on the
basis of an antagonistic reciprocity the circuit of symbolic exchange.
The same applies in the sphere of the media: there speech occurs in
such a way that there is no possibility of a return. The restitution of
this possibility of response entails upsetting the whole present struc-
ture—even better (as started to occur in 1968 and the 70s), an “anti-
media” struggle.

In reality, even if I did not share the technological optimism of
McLuhan, I always recognized and considered as a gain the true
revolution which he brought about in media analysis (this has been
mostly ignored in France). On the other hand, though I also did not
share the dialectical hopes of Enzensberger, I was not truly pessi-
mistic, since I believed in a possible subversion of the code of the
media and in the possibility of an alternate speech and a radical rec-
iprocity of symbolic exchange.

Today all that has changed. I would no longer interpret in the
same way the forced silence of the masses in the mass media. I would
no longer see in it a sign of passivity and of alienation, but quite to
the contrary an original strategy, an original response in the form of
a challenge; and on the basis of this reversal I suggest to you a vision
of things which is no longer optimistic or pessimistic, but ironic and
antagonistic.

I will take the example of opinion polls, which are themselves a
mass medium. It is said that opinion polls constitute a manipulation
of democracy. This is certainly no more the case than that publicity
is a manipulation of need and of consumption. It too produces de-
mand (or so it claims) and invokes needs just as opinion polls produce
answers and induce future behavior. All this would be serious if there
were an objective truth of needs, an objective truth of public opinion.
It is obvious that here we need to exercise extreme care. The influ-
ence of publicity, of opinion polls, of all the media and of information
in general would be dramatic if we were certain that there exists in
opposition to it an authentic human nature, an authentic essence of
the social, with its needs, its own will, its own values, its finalities. For
this would set up the problem of its radical alienation. And indeed it
is in this form that traditional critiques are expressed.
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Now the matter is at once less serious and more serious than this.
The uncertainty which surrounds the social and political effect of
opinion polls (Do they or do they not manipulate opinion?), like that
which surrounds the real economic efficacy of publicity, will never be
completely relieved—and it is just as well! This results from the fact
that there is a compound, a mixture of two heterogeneous systems
whose data cannot be transferred from one to the other. An opera-
tional system which is statistical, information based, and simulational
is projected onto a traditional values system, onto a system of rep-
resentation, will, and opinion. This collage, this collusion between the
two, gives rise to an indefinite and useless polemic. We should agree
neither with those who praise the beneficial use of the media, nor
with those who scream about manipulation—for the simple reason
that there is no relationship between a system of meaning and a
system of simulation. Publicity and opinion polls would be incapable,
even if they so wished and claimed, of alienating the will or the
opinion of anybody whatsoever, for the reason that they do not act
in the space/time of will and of representation where judgment is
formed. For the same reason, though reversed, it is quite impossible
for them to throw any light at all on public opinion or individual will,
since they do not act in a public space, on the stage of a public space.
They are strangers to it, and indeed they wish to dismantle it. Pub-
licity and opinion polls and the media in general can only be imag-
ined; they only exist on the basis of a disappearance, the disappear-
ance from the public space, from the scene of politics, of public
opinion in a form at once theatrical and representative as it was en-
acted in earlier epochs. Thus we can be reassured: they cannot de-
stroy it. But we should not have any illusions: they cannot restore it
either.

It is this lack of relationship between the two systems which today
plunges us into a state of stupor. That is what I said: stupor. To be
more objective one would have to say: a radical uncertainty as to our
own desire, our own choice, our own opinion, our own will. This is
the clearest result of the whole media environment, of the informa-
tion which makes demands on us from all sides and which is as good
as blackmail. We will never know if an advertisement or opinion poll
has had a real influence on individual or collective wills—but we will
never know either what would have happened if there had been no
opinion poll or advertisement.

The situation no longer permits us to isolate reality or human na-
ture as a fundamental variable. The result is therefore not at all any
additional information or any light on reality, but on the contrary,
because of the fact that we will never in future be able to separate
reality from its statistical, simulative projection in the media, a state
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of suspense and of definitive uncertainty about reality. And I repeat:
it is a question here of a completely new species of uncertainty, which
results not from the lack of information but from information itself
and even from an excess of information. It is information itself which
produces uncertainty, and so this uncertainty, unlike the traditional
one which could always be resolved, is irreparable.

This is our destiny, subjected to opinion polls, information, pub-
licity, statistics: constantly confronted with the anticipated statistical
verification of our behavior, absorbed by this permanent refraction
of our least movements, we are no longer confronted with our own
will. We are no longer even alienated, because for that it is necessary
for the subject to be divided in itself, confronted with the other,
contradictory. Now, where there is no other, the scene of the other,
like that of politics and of society, has disappeared. Each individual
is forced despite himself into the undivided coherency of statistics.
There is in this a positive absorption into the transparency of com-
puters, which is something worse than alienation.

There is an obscenity in the functioning and the omnipresence of
opinion polls as in that of publicity. Not because they might betray
the secret of an opinion, the intimacy of a will, or because they might
violate some unwritten law of the private being, but because they
exhibit this redundancy of the social, this sort of continual voyeurism
of the group in relation to itself: it must at all times know what it
wants, know what it thinks, be told about its least needs, its least
quivers, see itself continually on the videoscreen of statistics, con-
stantly watch its own temperature chart, in a sort of hypochondriacal
madness. The social becomes obsessed with itself; through this auto-
information, this permanent autointoxication, it becomes its own
vice, its own perversion. This is the real obscenity. Through this feed-
back, this incessant anticipated accounting, the social loses its own
scene. It no longer enacts itself; it has no more time to enact itself;
it no longer occupies a particular space, public or political; it becomes
confused with its own control screen. Overinformed, it develops in-
growing obesity. For everything which loses its scene (like the obese
body) becomes for that very reason ob-scene.

The silence of the masses is also in a sense obscene. For the masses
are also made of this useless hyperinformation which claims to en-
lighten them, when all it does is clutter up the space of the repre-
sentable and annul itself in a silent equivalence. And we cannot do
much against this obscene circularity of the masses and of informa-
tion. The two phenomena fit one another: the masses have no
opinion and information does not inform them. Both of them,
lacking a scene where the meaning of the social can be enacted, con-
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tinue to feed one another monstrously—as the speed with which
information revolves increases continually the weight of the masses
as such, and not their self-awareness.

So if one takes opinion polls, and the uncertainty which they induce
about the principle of social reality, and the type of obscenity, of
statistical pornography to which they attract us—if we take all that
seriously, if we confront all that with the claimed finalities of infor-
mation and of the social itself, then it all seems very dramatic. But
there is another way of taking things. It does not shed much more
credit on opinion polls, but it restores a sort of status to them, in
terms of derision and of play. In effect we can consider the indeci-
siveness of their results, the uncertainty of their effects, and their
unconscious humor, which is rather similar to that of meteorology
(for example, the possibility of verifying at the same time contradic-
tory facts or tendencies), or again the casual way in which everybody
uses them, disagreeing with them privately and especially if they
verify exactly one’s own behavior (no one accepts a perfect statistical
evaluation of his chances). That is the real problem of the credibility
accorded to them.

Statistics, as an objective computation of probabilities, obviously
eliminate any elective chance and any personal destiny. That is why,
deep down, none of us believes in them, any more than the gambler
believes in chance, but only in Luck (with a capital, the equivalent of
Grace, not the other, which is the equivalent of probability). An
amusing example of this obstinate denial of statistical chance is given
by this news item: “If this will reassure you, we have calculated that,
of every 50 people who catch the metro twice a day for 60 years, only
one is in danger of being attacked. Now there is no reason why it
should be you!” The beauty of statistics is never in their objectivity
but in their involuntary humor.

So if one takes opinion polls in this way, one can conceive that they
could work for the masses themselves as a game, as a spectacle, as a
means of deriding both the social and the political. The fact that
opinion polls do their best to destroy the political as will and repre-
sentation, the political as meaning, precisely through the effect of
simulation and uncertainty, this fact can only give pleasure to the
ironic unconscious of the masses (and to our individual political un-
conscious, if I may use this expression), whose deepest drive remains
the symbolic murder of the political class, the symbolic murder of
political reality—and this murder is produced by opinion polls in their
own way. That is why I wrote in Silent Majorities that the masses, which
have always provided an alibi for political representation, take their
revenge by allowing themselves the theatrical representation of the
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political scene.3 The people have become public. They even allow
themselves the luxury of enjoying day by day, as in a home cinema,
the fluctuations of their own opinion in the daily reading of the
opinion polls.

It is only to this extent that they believe in them, that we all believe
in them, as we believe in a game of malicious foretelling, a double or
quits on the green baize of the political scene. It is, paradoxically, as
a game that the opinion polls recover a sort of legitimacy. A game of
the undecidable, a game of chance, a game of the undecidability of
the political scene, of the equifinality of all tendencies, a game of
truth effects in the circularity of questions and answers. Perhaps we
can see here the apparition of one of these collective forms of game
which Caillois called aléa*—an irruption into the polls themselves of
a ludic, aleatory process, an ironic mirror for the use of the masses
(and we all belong to the masses) of a political scene which is caught
in its own trap (for the politicians are the only ones to believe in the
polls, along with the pollsters obviously, as the only ones to believe
in publicity are the publicity agents).

In this regard, one may restore to them a sort of positive meaning:
they would be part of a contemporary cultural mutation, part of the
era of simulation.

In view of this type of consequence, we are forced to congratulate
ourselves on the very failure of polls, and on the distortions which
make them undecidable and chancy. Far from regretting this, we
must consider that there is a sort of fate or evil genius (the evil genius
of the social itself ?) which throws this too beautiful machine out of
gear and prevents it from achieving the objectives which it claims.
We must also ask if these distortions, far from being the consequence
of a bad angle of refraction of information onto an inert and opaque
matter, are not rather the consequence of an offensive resistance of
the social itself to its investigation, the shape taken by an occult duel
between the pollsters and the object polled, between information and
the people who receive it?

This is fundamental: people are always supposed to be willing part-
ners in the game of truth, in the game of information. It is agreed
that the object can always be persuaded of its truth; it is inconceivable
that the object of the investigation, the object of the poll, should not
adopt, generally speaking, the strategy of the subject of the analysis,
of the pollster. There may certainly be some difficulties (for instance,
the object does not understand the question, it’s not its business, it’s
undecided, it replies in terms of the interviewer and not of the ques-
tion, and so on), but it is admitted that the poll analyst is capable of
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rectifying what is basically only a lack of adaptation to the analytic
apparatus. The hypothesis is never suggested that all this, far from
being a marginal, archaic residue, is the effect of an offensive (not
defensive) counterstrategy by the object—that, all in all, there exists
somewhere an original, positive, possibly victorious strategy of the
object opposed to the strategy of the subject (in this case, the pollster
or any other producer of messages).

This is what one could call the evil genius of the object, the evil
genius of the masses, the evil genius of the social itself, constantly
producing failure in the truth of the social and in its analysis, and
for that reason unacceptable, and even unimaginable, to the tenants
of this analysis.

To reflect the other’s desire, to reflect its demand like a mirror,
even to anticipate it: it is hard to imagine what powers of deception,
of absorption, of deviation—in a word, of subtle revenge—there is
in this type of response. This is the way the masses escape as reality,
in this very mirror, in those simulative devices which are designed to
capture them. Or again, the way in which events themselves disappear
behind the television screen, or the more general screen of infor-
mation (for it is true that events have no probable existence except
on this deflective screen—which is no longer a mirror). While the
mirror and screen of alienation was a mode of production (the imag-
inary subject), this new screen is simply its mode of disappearance.
But disappearance is a very complex mode: the object, the individual,
is not only condemned to disappearance, but disappearance is also its
strategy; it is its way of response to this device for capture, for net-
working, and for forced identification. To this cathodic surface of
recording, the individual or the mass reply by a parodic behavior of
disappearance. What are they, what do they do, what do they become
behind this screen? They turn themselves into an impenetrable and
meaningless surface, which is a method of disappearing. They eclipse
themselves, they melt into the superficial screen in such a way that
their reality and that of their movement, just like that of particles of
matter, may be radically questioned without making any fundamental
change to the probabilistic analysis of their behavior. In fact, behind
this “objective” fortification of networks and models which believe
they can capture them, and where the whole population of analysts
and expert observers believe that they capture them, there passes a
wave of derision, of reversal, and of parody which is the active ex-
ploitation, the parodic enactment by the object itself of its mode of
disappearance.

There is and there always will be major difficulties in analyzing the
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media and the whole sphere of information through the traditional
categories of the philosophy of the subject: will, representation,
choice, liberty, deliberation, knowledge, and desire. For it is quite
obvious that they are absolutely contradicted by the media, that the
subject is absolutely alienated in its sovereignty. There is a distortion
of principle between this sphere, that of information, and the moral
law which still dominates us and whose decree is: You shall know
yourself, you shall know what are your will and your desire. In this
respect the media and even technics and science teach us nothing at
all; they have rather restricted the limits of will and representation;
they have muddled the cards and deprived any subject of the disposal
of his own body, his own desire, his choice, and his liberty.

But this idea of alienation has probably never been anything but a
philosopher’s ideal perspective for the use of hypothetical masses. It
has probably never expressed anything but the alienation of the phi-
losopher himself—in other words, he who thinks himself other. On this
subject Hegel is very clear in his judgment of the Aufklirer, of the
philosophe of the Enlightenment, he who denounces the “empire of
error” and despises it.

Reason wants to enlighten the superstitious mass by revealing
trickery. It seeks to make it understand that it is itself, the mass, which
enables the despot to live and not the despot which makes it live, as
it believes when it obeys him. For the demystifier, credulous con-
sciousness is mistaken about itself. “The Enlightenment speaks as if
juggling priests had, by sleight of hand, spirited away the being of
consciousness for which they substituted something absolutely foreign
and other; and, at the same time, the Enlightenment says that this
foreign thing is a being of consciousness, which believes in conscious-
ness, which trusts it, which seeks to please it.”> There is obviously a
contradiction, says Hegel: one cannot confide oneself to an other than
oneself and be mistaken about oneself, since when one confides in
another, one demonstrates the certainty that one is safe with the
other; in consequence, consciousness, which is said to be mystified,
knows very well where it is safe and where it is not. Thus there is no
need to correct a mistake which only exists in the Aufkldrer himself.
It is not consciousness, concludes Hegel, which takes itself for another,
but it is the Aufkldrer who takes himself for another, another than
this common man whom he endeavors to make aware of his own
stupidity. “When the question is asked if it is allowable to deceive a
people, one must reply that the question is worthless, because it is
impossible to deceive a people about itself.”®

So it is enough to reverse the idea of a mass alienated by the media
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to evaluate how much the whole universe of the media, and perhaps
the whole technical universe, is the result of a secret strategy of this
mass which is claimed to be alienated, of a secret form of the refusal of
will, of an in-voluntary challenge to everything which was demanded
of the subject by philosophy—that is to say, to all rationality of choice
and to all exercise of will, of knowledge, and of liberty.

In one way it would be no longer a question of revolution but of
massive devolution, of a massive delegation of the power of desire, of
choice, of responsibility, a delegation to apparatuses either political
or intellectual, either technical or operational, to whom has devolved
the duty of taking care of all of these things. A massive de-volition,
a massive desisting from will, but not through alienation or voluntary
servitude (whose mystery, which is the modern enigma of politics, is
unchanged since La Boétie because the problem is put in terms of
the consent of the subject to his own slavery, which fact no philos-
ophy will ever be able to explain). We might argue that there exists
another philosophy of lack of will, a sort of radical antimetaphysics
whose secret is that the masses are deeply aware that they do not have
to make a decision about themselves and the world, that they do not
have to wish, that they do not have to know, that they do not have
to desire.

The deepest desire is perhaps to give the responsibility for one’s
desire to someone else. A strategy of ironic investment in the other,
in the others, a strategy not of appropriation but, on the contrary, of
expulsion toward others, philosophers and men in power, an expul-
sion of the obligation of being responsible, of enduring philosophical,
moral, and political categories. Clerks are there for that, profes-
sionals, the representative holders of concept and desire. Publicity,
information, technics, the whole intellectual and political class are
there to tell us what we want, to tell the masses what they want—and
basically we thoroughly enjoy this massive transfer of responsibility
because perhaps, very simply, it is not easy to want what we want;
because perhaps, very simply, it is not very interesting to know what
we want to decide, to desire. Who has imposed all this on us, even
the need to desire, unless it be the philosophers?

Choice is a strange imperative. Any philosophy which assigns man
to the exercise of his will can only plunge him in despair. For if
nothing is more flattering to consciousness than to know what it
wants, on the contrary nothing is more seductive to the other con-
sciousness (the unconscious?), the obscure and vital one which makes
happiness depend on the despair of will, nothing is more fascinating
to that one than not to know what it wants, to be relieved of choice
and diverted from its own objective will. It is much better to rely on
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some insignificant or powerful instance than to be dependent on
one’s own will or the necessity of choice. Beau Brummel had a servant
for that purpose. Before a splendid landscape dotted with beautiful
lakes, he turns toward his valet to ask him: “Which lake do I prefer?”

Even publicity would find an advantage in discarding the weak
hypothesis of personal will and desire. Not only do people certainly
not want to be told what they wish, but they certainly do not want to
know it, and it is not even sure that they want to wish at all. Faced
with such inducements, it is their evil genius who tells them not to
want anything and to rely finally on the apparatus of publicity or of
information to “persuade” them, to construct a choice for them (or
to rely on the political class to order things)—just as Brummel did
with his servant.

Whom does this trap close on? The mass knows that it knows
nothing, and it does not want to know. The mass knows that it can
do nothing, and it does not want to achieve anything. It is violently
reproached with this mark of stupidity and passivity. But not at all:
the mass is very snobbish; it acts as Brummel did and delegates in a
sovereign manner the faculty of choice to someone else by a sort of
game of irresponsibility, of ironic challenge, of sovereign lack of will,
of secret ruse. All the mediators (men of the media, politicians, in-
tellectuals, all the heirs of the philosophes of the Enlightenment in
contempt for the masses) are really only adapted to this purpose: to
manage by delegation, by procuration, this tedious matter of power
and of will, to unburden the masses of this transcendence for their
greater pleasure and to turn it into a show for their benefit. Vicarious:
this would be, to repeat Thorstein Veblen’s concept, the status of
these so-called privileged classes, whose will would be, in a way, di-
verted against themselves, toward the secret ends of the very masses
whom they despise.

We live all that, subjectively, in the most paradoxical mode, since
in us, in everyone, this mass coexists with the intelligent and voluntary
being who condemns it and despises it. Nobody knows what is truly
opposed to consciousness, unless it may be the repressive unconscious
which psychoanalysis has imposed on us. But our true unconscious
is perhaps in this ironic power of nonparticipation, of nondesire, of
nonknowledge, of silence, of absorption of all powers, of expulsion of
all powers, of all wills, of all knowledge, of all meaning onto repre-
sentatives surrounded by a halo of derision. Our unconscious would
not then consist of drives, of pulsions, whose destiny is sad repression;
it would not be repressed at all; it would be made of this joyful ex-
pulsion of all the encumbering superstructures of being and of will.

We have always had a sad vision of the masses (alienated), a sad
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vision of the unconscious (repressed). On all our philosophy weighs
this sad correlation. Even if only for a change, it would be interesting
to conceive the mass, the object-mass, as the repository of a finally
delusive, illusive, and allusive strategy, the correlative of an ironic,
joyful, and seductive unconscious.

About the media you can sustain two opposing hypotheses: they
are the strategy of power, which finds in them the means of mysti-
fying the masses and of imposing its own truth. Or else they are the
strategic territory of the ruse of the masses, who exercise in them
their concrete power of the refusal of truth, of the denial of reality.
Now the media are nothing else than a marvelous instrument for
destabilizing the real and the true, all historical or political truth
(there is thus no possible political strategy of the media: it is a con-
tradiction in terms). And the addiction that we have for the media,
the impossibility of doing without them, is a deep result of this phe-
nomenon: it is not a result of a desire for culture, communication,
and information, but of this perversion of truth and falsehood, of
this destruction of meaning in the operation of the medium. The
desire for a show, the desire for simulation, which is at the same time
a desire for dissimulation. This is a vital reaction. It is a spontaneous,
total resistance to the ultimatum of historical and political reason.

It is essential today to evaluate this double challenge: the challenge
to meaning by the masses and their silence (which is not at all a passive
resistance), and the challenge to meaning which comes from the
media and their fascination. All the marginal alternative endeavors
to resuscitate meaning are secondary to this.

Obviously there is a paradox in the inextricable entanglement of
the masses and the media: Is it the media that neutralize meaning
and that produce the “formless” (or informed) mass, or is it the mass
which victoriously resists the media by diverting or by absorbing
without reply all the messages which they produce? Are the mass
media on the side of power in the manipulation of the masses, or are
they on the side of the masses in the liquidation of meaning, in the
violence done to meaning? Is it the media that fascinate the masses,
or is it the masses who divert the media into showmanship? The
media toss around sense and nonsense; they manipulate in every
sense at once. No one can control this process: the media are the
vehicle for the simulation which belongs to the system and for the
simulation which destroys the system, according to a circular logic,
exactly like a Mébius strip—and it is just as well. There is no alter-
native to this, no logical resolution. Only a logical exacerbation and a
catastrophic resolution. That is to say, this process has no return.

In conclusion, however, I must make one reservation. Our rela-
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tionship to this system is an insoluble “double bind”—exactly that of
children in their relationship to the demands of the adult world. They
are at the same time told to constitute themselves as autonomous
subjects, responsible, free, and conscious, and to constitute them-
selves as submissive objects, inert, obedient, and conformist. The
child resists on all levels, and to these contradictory demands he re-
plies by a double strategy. When we ask him to be object, he opposes
all the practices of disobedience, of revolt, of emancipation—in short,
his strategy as subject. When we ask him to be subject, he opposes
just as obstinately and successfully a resistance as object—that is to
say, exactly the opposite: infantilism, hyperconformity, total depen-
dence, passivity, idiocy. Neither of the two strategies has more objec-
tive value than the other. Subject resistance is today given a unilateral
value and considered to be positive—in the same way as in the po-
litical sphere only the practices of liberation, of emancipation, of
expression, of self-constitution as a political subject are considered
worthwhile and subversive. This is to take no account of the equal
and probably superior impact of all the practices of the object, the
renunciation of the position of subject and of meaning—exactly the
practices of the mass—which we bury with the disdainful terms alien-
ation and passivity. The liberating practices correspond to one of the
aspects of the system, to the constant ultimatum we are given to con-
stitute ourselves as pure objects; but they do not correspond at all to
the other demand to constitute ourselves as subjects, to liberate, to
express ourselves at any price, to vote, to produce, to decide, to speak,
to participate, to play the game—a blackmail and an ultimatum just
as serious as the other, probably more serious today. To a system
whose argument is oppression and repression, the strategic resistance
is to demand the liberating rights of the subject. But this seems rather
to reflect an earlier phase of the system, and even if we are still
confronted with it, it is no longer a strategic territory: the present
argument of the system is to maximize speech, to maximize the pro-
duction of meaning, of participation. And so the strategic resistance
is that of the refusal of meaning and the refusal of speech—or of
the hyperconformist simulation of the very mechanisms of the
system, which is another form of refusal by overacceptance. It is the
actual strategy of the masses. This strategy does not exclude the
other, but it is the winning one today, because it is the most adapted
to the present phase of the system.
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