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The main value of these texts, pub-
lished in Italy last March, is undoubt-
edly the commitment of the authors 
to the fate of the struggle of the col-
onized, imprisoned and massacred 
Palestinian population, and, addition-
ally, the fact that their position does 
not yield to the overwhelming black-
mail of those who try to equate any 
“pro-Palestinian” position with an-
ti-Semitism. Amidst the general in-
difference to the ongoing genocide in 
Gaza, there are few who care to act; La 
Tempesta does.
However, after a first reading of the 

various texts that make up this pub-
lication, we are left with a mixed im-
pression and a certain uneasiness. We 
are struck by the fact that some of the 
analyses, proposals and points of view 

1. Among other things, when the authors summarize the development of events in 
Ukraine from 2014 to the present, heavily imbued with the “Putin narrative”, or when 
they casually describe the population of Gaza as a “people-class without a State.”

with which we are in deep agreement 
are juxtaposed with others — some-
times separated by only a period or a 
comma — that evoke in us only repul-
sion, nausea and, since the authors are 
anarchists, dismay. We’re not used to 
well-argued and coherent words that, 
on the one hand, win our deepest con-
victions and, on the other, attract our 
most vigorous dissent.

Nevertheless, we have decided to 
translate these texts in order to make 
them available for reflection, discus-
sion and debate. Some will find this an 
ambiguous choice, and they may be 
right. Despite the problematic aspects 
of the following texts, and despite the 
superficial, imprecise or unsubstanti-
ated1 aspects and passages that some 

Preface
“The inferno of the living is not something that will be; if there is one, 
it is what is already here, the inferno where we live every day, that 
we form by being together. There are two ways to escape suffering it. 
The first is easy for many: accept the inferno and become such a part 
of it that you can no longer see it. The second is risky and demands 
constant vigilance and apprehension: seek and learn to recognize who 
and what, in the midst of the inferno, are not inferno, then make them 
endure, give them space.” 

Italo Calvino, Invisible Cities
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will certainly notice, it seems to us that 
in the course of the decisive events 
we are living through, which herald 
calamities that are likely to be even 
worse, these texts express, develop or 
repeat certain ideas, certain premis-
es, certain principles that we consider 
relevant both for understanding real-
ity and for orienting anarchist action 
today. Among others:

• The importance of supporting, 
through international solidarity 
movements, the emancipatory im-
pulse of decolonization struggles and 
a clear, uncompromising stand against 
Israeli colonialism. 
• The inflexible need to destroy the 

state, whatever it may be, and the as-
sertion that there is an unbridgeable 
gap between political revolution and 
social revolution. 
• Despite its naivety and lack of real-

ism, given the circumstances and pov-
erty of the times — both existentially 
and in terms of ideals — the affirma-
tion and argument that replacing the 
Israeli State (or any other State) with a 
free federation of free communities is 
the only desirable horizon2, the only 

2. This necessarily means overcoming national, ethnic and religious barriers. Over-
coming these barriers was a key feature of the Arab Spring uprisings, especially in 
Syria and more recently in Iran. In this respect, it is as significant as it is disastrous 
that during the pro-Palestinian rallies in Paris last October-November, groups of Ira-
nian and Syrian exiles who criticized Hamas were sidelined by a Leftist anti-imperi-
alism that was implicitly pro-Hamas.

perspective capable of preventing de-
cades of violence and dehumaniza-
tion from making living together im-
possible. 
• The affirmation of the defeatist 

principle, still valid today, according 
to which the struggle of the exploit-
ed during a war must be directed first 
and foremost against their own state, 
which logically leads to the volunta-
rist incitement that the battle is being 
fought here, at home, and that “it is up 
to us to attack the masters at home.” 
• The observation that “if we do not 

do our part, with internationalist ac-
tion from below, the initiative can only 
pass to the States”, which stems from 
the conviction that only internation-
alist interventions can make a differ-
ence. 
• An overview of the current context, 

summarized as follows: “The war in 
Ukraine, as well as the conflict in West 
Asia (a definition that seems to us 
decidely less Eurocentric than the so-
called Middle East), are chapters, for 
certain aspects different frontlines, of 
an increasingly heated global conflict, 
which sees in prospect the direct clash 
between the USA and China within 
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the strategic horizon of the slow loss of 
hegemony by Western capitalism, even 
if it remains largely dominant for the 
time being.” 
• The assertion that militarization 

is not an ongoing process, but a fun-
damental principle of modernity, its 
precondition. That the spread of war 
today must not be attributed solely to 
the military sphere, but is inseparable 
from the civil, social and economic 
spheres, once presented as separate 
and now shamelessly organized ever 
more closely by the masters of the 
abyss. 
• Awareness of the threat posed by 

the inextricable link between war, in-
creased forms of censorship and pro-
paganda, and repression. 

That said, we find it unacceptable that 
what happened on October 7th is pre-
sented with euphemistic and mislead-
ing language such as “the October 7th 
action” and “the Palestinian resistance’s 
October 7th action.” The choice of 
these terms — when we would find it 
more accurate to speak of a massacre, 
or at the very least, bloody attacks — is 
indicative of a more general problem 
in the various texts, namely a kind of 

3. Settlers, really, the Thai workers, the Negev Bedouins, the Israeli Arabs, the exploit-
ed in the kibbutz, dead by the dozens on October 7, and taken hostage by the dozens 
and dozens? 

4 .We must admit that it is disturbing to discover that there can be agreement be-
tween anarchists and the above categories on these matters. 

flight from reality on the part of the 
authors, an ideological relationship to 
the world that necessarily leads to the 
distortion of facts to the point of trap-
ping oneself in a miserable campism: 
the purity of good on one side (the 
“Palestinian resistance”) and absolute 
evil on the other  (Israel and those 
who live there).
For our part, we continue to believe 

that nothing can justify acts such as 
rape, torture and the slaughter of un-
armed civilians, wherever they may 
come from, whatever the context, 
whoever the perpetrators, whatever 
the intentions. We used to think that 
one had to be a scumbag, a reaction-
ary, or a Leftist — in short, a despica-
ble person — not to oppose such acts 
adamantly, or to diminish their signif-
icance and sweep aside this abyss with 
a wave of the hand, on the pretext that 
they were “settlers”.3 We were wrong.4 
Historically, while some anarchists 
have always sought to understand, 
promote and defend violence as a nec-
essary and just means of action, this 
has always been a liberatory violence 
that has its own rules, its own ethics, 
and can in no way be indiscriminate 
violence. Need we remind you that 
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the anarchists of the Makhnovshchi-
na and the Spanish Revolution pun-
ished rape and pogroms with death? 
It is one thing to not want to “cry 

with the wolves” against the October 
7 attack, justifying it on the whole 
by the fact that “when someone is 
locked up in terrible conditions, don’t 
be surprised if they blindly make 
a bloodbath when they escape the 
cage” (an already slippery argument), 
or by preferring to “dilute” certain 
horrors through the search for the 
“truth of the facts” and to minimize 
them through intellectual relativiza-
tion (the relationship to “violence” 
in such a context of colonization has 
its own distinctive features that can-
not be sidestepped). But that today’s 
anarchists can not only ignore the 
horrors of October 7, offering no crit-
icism whatsoever, not even the slight-
est reservation — falling, by the way, 
into the same logic of dehumanizing 
the enemy that the authors identify in 
the “automated genocide” carried out 
by the Israeli state and its army — but 
even implicitly valorize and praise 
these horrors (“the retaliation of the 
human and oppressed variant against 
the techno-military omnipotence”) by 
presenting them as “Palestinian Resis-
tance” is, in our view, as unjustifiable 
as it is toxic.

The recurrent use of the concept “Pal-
estinian resistance” is, in our view, 

a second source of problems. While 
speaking of “Palestinian resistance” 
(and sometimes even of “Palestinian 
Resistance”) is undoubtedly a conve-
nient way to avoid dealing with the 
thorny issues that have accumulated 
over the past decades, it is also a dis-
tortion of reality, since it means using 
a smooth, homogeneous imaginary 
construct to cover up a complex re-
ality. The “Palestinian resistance” here 
is nothing but a spectre that erases all 
the alterity, antagonisms, differences, 
rifts, contradictions, incompatibilities 
and conflicts between different real 
expressions of struggle — and strug-
gles within the struggle — of the past 
and present in Palestine. This is tanta-
mount to erasing the history and evo-
lution of these struggles, their differ-
ent elements, the perspectives of these 
different elements and the people who 
participated in them. 
Is there no difference, then, between 

the intifadas of the past, the incendi-
ary kites that set fire to Israeli fields in 
2018, and bus bombings, or between 
demonstrations along the Israeli bor-
der and attacks like those of October 
7? Is there no fundamental difference 
between the formation and organiza-
tion of a religious “armed party” like 
Hamas — an offshoot of the Muslim 
Brotherhood, which claims to find its 
principles in the Koran and to fight 
in the name of Islam, which has close 
ties to the Iranian state and the state 
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of Qatar, and which values martyr-
dom and suicide bombings — and 
armed groups that pursue ideals of 
freedom, social justice and emanci-
pation, or popular uprisings with all 
their self-organization? Is there no dif-
ference, then, between military con-
flict and social insurrection, between 
combat orchestrated by politicians 
and popular uprisings? Concerns and 
reflections on problems such as the 
militarization of “the resistance”, the 
specialization into combatants, the 
concentration of decisions, the orga-
nization and material resources in the 
hands of a general staff, not to mention 
the dependence on foreign organiza-
tions and powers and the consequent 
subjection to their logic and interests, 
have marked the history of past strug-
gles. To flatten these problems today 
under the guise of a fantasized “Pal-
estinian resistance” would constitute 
a loss of immeasurable proportions. 
Struggles and resistance movements 
are not precious gemstones, and anar-
chists, revolutionaries and subversives 
are not jewelers: so let’s make sure that 
we bring together understanding, en-
gagement, solidarity and criticism 
in the same movement, and that the 
quest for purity remains the sad busi-
ness of diamond cutters.

After all, do we really need these 
ideological mystifications to criticize 
Israeli massacres, those of NATO, 

the military industry or technology? 
Must we refrain from necessary criti-
cism, must we deny ourselves our an-
ti-authoritarian, anti-nationalist and 
anti-religious ideas in order to take 
a clear stand against Israeli colonial-
ism and the ethnic cleansing it has 
been carrying out for several decades? 
How would an uncritical glorification 
of “Palestinian resistance” advance us 
here or contribute to the ongoing con-
flict there?

***

Contemporary history is littered with 
events that teach us that, contrary to 
the blind promise of the Enlighten-
ment, it is not the sleep of reason that 
creates monsters, but reason itself. 
As for our worlds of perception, en-
gulfed by the icy currents of progress, 
battered by the metallic dominion of 
technology, eroded by the metastases 
of politics, paralyzed by the cold wa-
ters of egotistical calculations, dazed 
by the drums of ideology, we are no 
longer stunned by the realization that 
very little remains. We believe, how-
ever, that it is of fundamental impor-
tance to preserve what remains, in 
spite of everything. Bringing clarity 
to the anarchist struggle today also 
means understanding events (and 
evaluating or commenting on the 
discourses that accompany them) in 
relation to the following: the sleep of 
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emotion and sensitivity generates good 
reasons. 
A plethora of commentators (be 

they military experts, politicians, in-
tellectuals, journalists, activists or 
militants) are forever reiterating their 
good reasons to justify this or that 
ongoing or future war, spewing their 
good reasons in the face of piles of 
corpses and shattered existences. How 
many of them would swallow these 
good reasons if they (or their loved 
ones) found themselves in the mid-
dle of mass graves and bloody quag-
mires, surrounded by desolation, di-
rectly affected by the events? Against 
the Western tradition that separates 

reason and intellect from passions 
and affects, considering the former 
as noble and the latter as vile, we are 
committed to thinking, always, with 
the heart and the mind. It is for this 
reason, moreover, that we reproduce 
in the appendix a recently published 
text entitled “Carnage in Palestine: 
The Reason of States Against Humani-
ty,” which combines intelligence, sen-
sitivity, revolutionary and anarchist 
principles and ethics in a powerful 
response to all those who for months 
now have managed to intoxicate an 
already stale and unbreathable air. 

The translators of the French edition 

Here is the tragedy in our situation: while I am convinced of the existence of 
human virtue, I doubt the human capacity to halt the holocaust we all fear. 

And the doubt is there because it is not humanity who makes decisions about 
the world’s ultimate fate but political blocs, constellations of power, clusters of 

States that speak a different language, that of power.
I believe that the natural enemy of mankind is the mega-organization. It 

robs the individual of his vital responsibility for his fellow man. It shuts down 
his propensity for solidarity and love, instead making him a stakeholder in 
a power that seems directed at others, but ultimately is directed at himself. 
Because what is power other than the feeling of not having to pay for the 
consequences of evil deeds with your own life but with those of others?

If, at last, I were to declare the futile dream that I like many others carry, it 
would be this one: that as many people as possible will realize the need to 
break away from the blocs, churches and organizations that hold a hostile 

power over the human being, not to mount new structures but to weaken the 
sway of power’s life-destroying forces in the world. Such a realization may be 

humanity’s only chance to relate as one fellow human being to another,  
to once again become one another’s friend and source of joy.

Stig Dagerman, The fate of humanity is at stake everywhere and at all times







                                   1          



1. We can understand the need to resort to violence, while at the same time criticiz-
ing or even condemning certain types of recourse to violence, certain forms of vio-
lence. For those who believe that coherence between means and ends is necessarily 
paramount, that it is from this very source that the anarchist ideal draws, criticism, 
however harsh it may be, has nothing to do with school teacher talk and everything 
to do with the living, concrete expression of anarchist principles. Making autono-
mous judgments, expressing one’s own thoughts and offering sincere criticism is in 
no way equivalent to deciding other people’s futures. On the contrary, we see these 
practices as essential to the development and growth of a “movement of struggle,” 
through debate, clarification, and the necessary splits which this enables, as well as to 
the emergence of a free life. What about single-mindedness, the rejection of criticism 
and the repetition of political mantras? (French translators’ note) 
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1. The idea that “the current war in Palestine has to be read first and foremost from 
the Gazan’s will to rebel against increasingly inhuman and unbearable living condi-
tions” seems misguided to us. On the one hand, it implies that “Gazans” were at the 
origin of the October 7th massacre, when in fact it was the armed wing of Hamas that 
planned, organized and carried it out. On the other hand, because it leads us to con-
sider “the will of Gazans to rebel against increasingly inhuman and unbearable living 
conditions” only in a unilateral way (Gazans against Israel), thus totally ignoring the 
fact that this will is also expressed against Hamas itself, as the demonstrations in the 
Gaza Strip in 2019 or last August, put down in blood and torture by the Gazan police, 
unequivocally demonstrate. (French translators’ note) 

2. While the conflict in Palestine does indeed seem ferociously asymmetrical, the 
binarity presented here is troubling: because “international attention” on the Pales-
tinian cause seems to have been scandalously absent for several years now no matter 
the blood “given” by the Palestinians; and because what attracted “international at-
tention” on October 7th and the first few weeks that followed was not the blood of 
Gazans, but the blood that some of them spilled on the other side of the wall.  (French 
translators’ note) 

3. In our view, this analogy is far from coherent with Simone Weil’s intention, as quot-
ed in the introduction. If it is necessary to “clarify concepts, discredit words that are 



intrinsically empty, define the use of others through precise analysis”, the use here of the 
analogy with the Final Solution, far from being a precise analysis, blurs concepts more 
than anything else. At least if by the term “Final Solution” we mean the Nazi project 
to exterminate all European Jews. (French translators’ note) 
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1. While the authors rightly denounce the 
Ukrainian army’s use of human beings as 
cannon fodder, like any other commodi-
ty, just as they rightly denounce in a later 
text the “breathing space” calibrated by 
the Israelis (i.e. the calculation of calories 
needed to ensure mere survival for the 
people of Gaza), we deplore that a kind of 
latent campism has led them to a certain 
incoherence. Namely, that they remain 
totally silent in the face of the fact that, 
in the context of the October 7 attack, 
Hamas did nothing other than consid-
er the Gazans who would die following 
Israel’s attack as mere pawns, counted 
by the thousands. If, several weeks after 
October 7th, Hamas was able to consider 
the events a strategic and political vic-
tory, it’s because the inhabitants of Gaza 
have been commodified, reduced to be-
ing seen as a price to be paid in order to 
achieve strategic and political objectives, 
that they are nothing more than variables 
in an equation. Therein lies all the sick-
ness of which politics is fundamentally 
composed, a sicknesse that is in no way 
exclusive to the “megamachine”. (French 
translators’ note)  



2. In the first edition of this single issue, the sentence was: “Crimea was occupied by 
the Russian armed forces from the outset, practically without fighting”. The modified 
version as it appears here had already been discussed and agreed on by the editors of 
the first issue. 

3. This presentation of Ukrainian events leaves us more than a little perplexed. On 
the one hand, the Maidan uprising is seen solely as an element in the “shattering of 
the Ukrainian social fabric”, without in any way taking into account the process of 
self-organization of the demonstrators, the liberatory forms they brought forth, or 
the active participation of part of the revolutionary movement within it. Moreover, 
can we aspire to bring about radical change, a violent upheaval of order, an insurrec-
tion, without causing a “shattering of the social fabric”? It seems to us that the risk 
of a revolution turning into civil war is always present and, somehow, inevitable. To 
analyze the Maidan events solely in this way is to echo the Kremlin’s discourse, ac-
cording to which any instance of revolt against Russian control in Ukraine is merely 
an attempt at division driven by the West, and the military invasion a denazification 
operation. While not writing a single line about the bloody repression of the Maidan, 
the authors focus on the repression of the “pro-independence uprising in Donbass” 
(called by Russia “the Russian Spring”), this time overlooking the fact that the Russian 
state supported and financed “separatist” (according to Ukraine) or “pro-federation” 
(according to Russia) groups, and used these uprisings to invade Donbass militarily. 
How these bloody events are interpreted is crucial. Presenting history in this sum-
mary and intentionally partial way certainly doesn’t help to develop an anti-author-
itarian analysis that takes into account the complex relationships between liberatory 
forces, nationalism and geo-political interests in contexts of extreme violence. On 
the contrary, one has the impression that they prefer an interpretation of events very 
similar to that of the Kremlin: the enemy of my enemy...? (French translators’ note) 

4. Giovanna Branca, “Two sides of the same coin: Big Tech and the military industry,” 
Il manifesto.

5. “War, Prison or Disability: Russian Military Desertions Surge,” The Moscow 
Times.

6. “Anger on the front lines and anxiety at home as Russia’s monilization is mired in 
problems,” CNN.

7. “Strike at a military airfield and other refusals to fight in Russia and Ukraine. 
Mid-autumn 2023,” libcom.org
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1. If being “one of the last fronts of directly anti-colonial struggle” is an argument, 
it’s a dubious one, to say the least, and leaves us perplexed: where would it lead us 
if we were to apply this special status for “last fronts of struggle” to other terrains 
of struggle? In what way would the “content” or methods of a struggle be better or 
worse because it’s the “last front of struggle”, or conversely if it’s one among hundreds 
of others? (French translators’ note) 

2. While we can’t speak of an “earthly” attachment, given the extent it is built on 
“fables” (such as stories from the Old Testament and other sacred texts), the Zionist 
attachment to the land of Israel seems to us to be far from artificial, understood as 
“constructed from nothing.” It’s a messianic link, imbued with religiosity, between 
reclamation, looking to the past and the gradual realization of a prophecy to come. 
(French translators’ note)
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These people are not like us! A people 
of savages! They had it coming! All 
they know is violence! No matter how 
old they are, the children are nothing 
but potential murderers! Seeds of 
terrorism! If we bury them alive under 
a carpet of bombs, it’s their fault! It’s 
the laws of war! We have no choice, it’s 
a war of civilization!

Since October 7th, how many times 
have we tried to turn on a radio or 
television and heard this kind of 
monstrosity, which, in order to justify 
the bloodbath that is taking place 
before our eyes, aims to dehumanize 
a part of humanity, just like any 
genocidal propaganda. The right 
to defend oneself means the right 
to exterminate civilians by the tens 
of thousands, to starve millions, to 
systematically raze their homes and 
hospitals. Because these civilians 
are not really civilians, because they 
are suspected terrorists by nature, 
whatever their age, whatever their 
condition, because they are a backward 
people. It means that collective 
responsibility binds them together 

and allows any form of collective 
punishment, even the death penalty, 
which is also collective. It means that 
it is permissible to kill children if they 
are born among the wrong people, 
because they are inherently guilty. 
Because they’re not really human and 
therefore not really children. Because 
they are “animals,” scapegoats to be 
immolated on the altar of the reason 
of the State! Someone has to pay! It 
means that at least there are peoples, 
some of them chosen, promised a land 
by a god, others cursed and ungrateful. 
So ungrateful for the few crumbs left 
to them from the very land from 
which they were expelled that they 
deserve to be mercilessly bombed. It 
means that there are peoples, some 
of whom are necessarily victims, and 
others of whom are necessarily at fault, 
or at the very least accountable for the 
faults of those who govern them. It 
means that they have differentiated 
rights and even a differentiated level 
of humanity.

There is indeed a problem of 
humanity! Or rather, inhumanity! 

Carnage in Palestine
The Reason of States Against Humanity
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An ideology that rots the minds of 
those who end up thinking that the 
systematic slaughter of a part of 
humanity could be justified. A mirror 
of this world of policed, moralizing, 
rule-of-law States, which, with their 
media and elected representatives, 
are capable of trying to legitimize a 
mass slaughter of tens of thousands 
of civilians that is announced, 
documented and even claimed. A 
live massacre based on a division of 
humanity between peoples, who could 
be punished according to whether 
they were categorized as good or 
bad, held responsible or not for the 
atrocities of their leaders.

And why should a radical right-wing 
government limit the extermination 
of civilians when the US, the most 
powerful of the rule-of-law States, 
guarantees it unconditional support? 
Unconditional to the point of 
resupplying it with bombs whenever 
necessary and using its veto power 
to block any feeble resolution that 
might limit the carnage! Why should 
a notoriously racist power curb its 
ethnic cleansing operations when so 
many rule-of-law States back it, either 
paying lip service to criticism or 
preferring to look the other way?

Why should Netanyahu hesitate to 
systematically target hospitals when 
the doublethink dictated by media 

propaganda enables these massacres 
to be presented as something other 
than terrorism? Because for the 
ideology that divides humanity into 
rival artificial categories, whether an 
act is terrorism is not determined by 
whether it plans massacres targeting 
civilians rather than targeting 
their authorities, but instead by the 
identities attributed to the victims 
and killers. Mass murders committed 
by a government can be equated 
by its supporters with “the laws of 
war,” “collateral damage,” or at most 
a “disproportionate response,” at 
the extreme limit a “blunder,” never 
“terrorism.” On the other hand, the 
term is often applied to the civilian 
victims to justify the slaughter.

Distance, whether physical, national, 
cultural or political, becomes a fault. 
Proximity, a virtue. The strategy 
of splitting up the proletariat, 
which allows States to conceal the 
real antagonisms linked to social 
exploitation, may be old, but it’s still 
the order of the day. This hypocrisy 
is nothing new, as rule-of-law States 
have long practiced terrorism on a 
massive scale. Proof, if it were needed, 
is Hiroshima and Nagasaki, where 
the US, in order to assert its atomic 
omnipotence, did not hesitate to 
sacrifice more than 200,000 civilians 
under nuclear fire, whose only crime 
was to have been born Japanese and 
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who were therefore condemned to 
pay with their lives for the atrocities 
of their leaders. It’s true that the 
lives of populations, whoever they 
may be, have never been a major 
preoccupation of all States. Not only 
ultra-authoritarian regimes, but also 
market democracies that, behind the 
facade of their universalism, deform 
reality to express a unidirectional 
indignation that betrays political and 
economic interests.

The blatant cynicism of these States 
partly explains why the Palestine issue 
mobilizes so many more people than 
other distant massacres such as those 
in Darfur, where civilian victims 
number in the hundreds of thousands. 
Their hypocrisy is not surprising, but 
it amplifies the anger tenfold and 
exposes vulnerabilities that don’t exist 
in openly authoritarian states.

Where we might be surprised, 
however, is at rallies for Gaza or in 
the militant niche of social media. 
There are reactions that suggest a 
parallel to this identity-based “double-
standardism.” There is sometimes a 
tendency to distort the facts in all 
directions in order to avoid explicitly 
condemning other massacres of 
civilians, those organized by the 
Hamas military leadership, in which 
hundreds of people were shot dead 
simply because they were considered 

Jewish. Since Israeli children can in 
no way be held remotely responsible 
for the many atrocities of the 
Netanyahu government, the very fact 
that they were targeted, whether for 
kidnapping or murder, is proof that 
this act was aimed at human beings, 
not because of any direct complicity 
with Israeli apartheid, but because of 
their belonging to an ethnic group.

Here, too, children and other civilians 
have been deliberately killed on the 
basis of assigned ethnicity by a State 
structure whose political calculations 
have no regard for human life, whether 
of foreigners or its subjects. Again, we 
sometimes hear “they had it coming,” 
with the added bonus of a cynical 
conflation of the authorities and the 
governed.

Some of the reflections of leftist 
militants show an essentialist 
indifference, a distortion of 
indignation. It’s as if for them the 
mass murder and hostage-taking of 
ordinary people on the basis of ethnic 
differentiation could, depending on 
the case, be interpreted as something 
other than an act of fascist brutality. 
Which begs the question: aren’t 
many of these “leftists” actually 
reactionary? One wonders if the 
liberal ideology that divides humanity 
into rival identities might not have 
developed a “leftist” version, just with 
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a different hierarchy... a different 
racist dehumanization... a different 
“somebody has to pay”...

One wonders whether the tendency 
to think in terms of “collective 
responsibility” and then “collective 
punishment,” following the example 
of the extreme right, might not be 
catching on?

A minimum of revolutionary 
coherence, however, requires that we 
vigorously denounce racism in all its 
forms, without the slightest ambiguity 
and without the slightest exception. 
Not only because we can’t hope to 
subvert the world without fighting the 
ideas that racialize human beings, but 
also because any reactionary approach 
to this issue plays into the hands of 
nationalist propaganda, especially the 
Israeli version, which is only too eager 
to conflate anti-Zionism with anti-
Semitism.

Again at these rallies, there is a 
tendency to think that the October 
7th massacre is just a detail, a “detail 
of history,” given the scale of the 
ongoing massacre... It’s true that the 
multiplication of atrocities planned 
by the IDF is part of a genocidal logic, 
and it’s true that “social relations in 
the region are the product of the 
colonial situation,” but this doesn’t 
legitimize everything and anything, 

and a massacre of civilians remains an 
abomination that bears the hallmark 
of fascist ideologies.

And a lower death toll doesn’t make 
it any more tolerable! If we start 
ranking the killing of populations, 
what’s the next step? Ranking them 
in order of importance, just as the 
media imposes on us, treating them 
differently according to inherently 
absurd criteria in order to legitimize 
some of them? Entering the game 
of rivalry between victims, as this 
perverse circus encourages, would 
only validate it and ensure an 
ideological victory for the proponents 
of an ethno-nationalist division of 
humanity.

In some discussions among militants, 
we have even heard discourses that, 
to our dismay, downplay the issue of 
rape! It suddenly seems taboo, not to 
say secondary. Has sexual aggression 
become an acceptable weapon of war, 
depending on the background of the 
rapists and the victims? Did they 
have it coming? Could some rape 
be justified because “social relations 
in the region are the product of the 
colonial situation”?

Some militants tend to take offence 
at the use of the term “terrorism” to 
describe the murder and hostage-
taking of civilians, many of them 
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children! Could the latter be 
considered responsible for the 
genocidal policies of Israel’s radical 
far-right government? Are there cases 
in which targeting civilians rather than 
their leaders in order to instill terror 
in a population could be defined as 
something other than terrorism? By 
what criteria... “race”... “people”? You 
can see how far essentialism can go! 
The fact that Israel practices systematic 
State terrorism on a much larger scale 
doesn’t change a thing! What’s the 
point of reproducing the crap of the 
ultra-Zionists, whose avowed racism 
has been coupled, at least since Deir 
Yassin, with an overt terrorism aimed 
at imposing an ethnic war that leaves 
no possibility of coexistence? To 
imitate them, or to support those who 
do, is to allow ourselves to be drawn 
into their strategy of ethnic cleansing 
and to give them the certainty of 
victory.

In fact, in some rallies or militant 
texts, we sometimes sense a moralistic 
pressure to forbid any criticism 
of the Hamas leadership, on the 
pretext that it would be a form of 
“betrayal”! Because Hamas is the 
resistance... Because those who claim 
to be the “legitimate representatives 
of the Palestinian people” demand 
“unconditional support”... But for 
whom? For a reactionary, nationalist, 
patriarchal and homophobic group 

that represses the desire for freedom 
of the population it controls...

The critique of “unconditional 
support” is nothing new, since it is 
synonymous with a blank cheque to 
politician organizations that pose 
as representatives of a human group 
they claim to lead. This is the exact 
opposite of class solidarity, which is 
based on the idea that social struggles 
against the same system mutually 
reinforce each other by autonomy 
coming together, through reciprocally 
sharing analyses and experiences.

Denouncing the oppression to which 
people are subjected is one thing, 
and an indispensable one at that. 
Blindly adopting the often nauseating 
discourses of those who claim to be 
their leaders is quite another... and one 
that also contributes to reinforcing 
this confiscation of speech. If the logic 
of support, in contrast to solidarity, 
requires us to validate opinions that 
we don’t share, the contortions to 
which this condemns us are all the 
more untenable because they are 
“unconditional”!

Could we support the “Women, Life, 
Freedom” movement in Iran, fighting 
against an ultra-reactionary regime, 
without criticizing it ourselves? And 
yet, to refrain from criticizing the 
leadership of Hamas would also be 
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to refrain from fighting its Iranian 
sponsor!

Refusing to condemn the practices 
of Hamas would be tantamount to 
refusing to denounce Qatar, which, 
with Israel’s blessing, provides Hamas 
with the means for its clientelism 
through the annual payment of 
hundreds of millions of dollars. Qatar, 
which, needless to say, is responsible for 
the forced labor of tens of thousands 
of migrant workers, nearly 6,000 of 
whom are believed to have died on the 
construction sites for the 2022 World 
Cup. Should we also look the other 
way when this absolute monarchy 
criminalizes homosexuality?

The same homophobic delusions can 
be found among Hamas’ ideological 
allies, the AKP in Turkey and the 
Muslim Brotherhood in Egypt, both of 
which are responsible for the bloody 
repression of all forms of protest. How 
could we denounce what the people of 
Kurdistan are suffering while sparing 
Erdogan, who is responsible for so 
many atrocities against them?

And to claim that Hamas is the 
resistance to Israel is to validate the 
idea that Hezbollah is too, since 
it also confronts the Zionist state. 
By this logic, we’d have to remain 
silent when Hassan Nasrallah, its 
secretary general, calls for the killing 

of members of the Lebanese LGBT+ 
community, as he did in July 2023. 
And let’s not forget that in 2012, this 
other ally of the bloodthirsty Iranian 
regime made a military commitment 
to the Syrian state, and crushed the 
popular uprising in a barrage of 
unprecedented violence.

One of the arguments used to dismiss 
any criticism of the Hamas leadership 
is that a majority of Palestinians 
support this branch of the Muslim 
Brotherhood. At least that’s what the 
Zionist and Hamas leaders claim, 
both of whom have a vested interest 
in this. But if it were so appreciated 
by the population it leads, why would 
Hamas need to systematically and 
harshly repress any social protest, as it 
did in March 2019 against “the revolt 
of the hungry”? Why do so many of 
the people it seeks to control want the 
leadership removed?

Moreover, the question is not so much 
how to verify this alleged “popularity” 
as how to interpret it. Not only has 
the popularity of a politician never 
been a guarantee of whether they are 
revolutionary - on the contrary - but 
the political reality in Palestine has 
been marked for decades by sustained 
interventions by Israeli power to 
break any spirit of resistance. And the 
Zionist strategy, which first supported 
the emergence of Hamas to compete 
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with the PLO before succeeding in 
corrupting the Palestinian Authority, 
aims to leave Palestinians with only 
rotten options, squeezed between two 
powers that are as clientelist as they 
are reactionary. Two competing forces, 
but with something in common: 
the determination to police the 
population and restrict any attempt at 
grassroots self-organization.

It’s understandable that, faced with 
this impossible choice, a section of the 
population, deprived of everything, 
would still prefer the best-organized 
group, the least collaborationist or the 
best clientelist service. But this is no 
reason for revolutionary critique to 
refrain from denouncing the political 
or military leadership of a party that 
is as reactionary as it is religious. It’s 
no reason to condone their crap with 
embarrassed silence, thereby risking 
to fall headlong into the trap set by 
the Zionist regime. It’s no reason 
to equate all Palestinians with their 
leaders, as the radical far-right Israeli 
government hopes to do in justifying 
the bloodbath perpetrated by the IDF.

Being in solidarity also means taking 
advantage of our freedom of speech to 
voice criticisms that are immediately 
suppressed when voiced by those in 
revolt in Palestine. And since there’s 
no question of claiming to speak 
on their behalf, we have to say what 

we think is amiss. It’s not a question 
of moralizing towards a population 
that is suffering appalling violence, 
but of not compromising with all the 
powers that are trying to manipulate 
this population, first and foremost all 
the States that are trying to advance 
their pawns in the region. And there 
are many of them, from Israel to 
Iran, the Western countries, the Gulf 
monarchies, Turkey...

But why this tendency to distort 
the facts? Why do so many 
“revolutionaries” choose to deny the 
thoroughly reactionary nature of 
Hamas? Could they be supporters? By 
choice? Or out of cowardice?

Or is it due to the myth that unity at 
all costs is strength, synonymous with 
falling in line behind the dominant 
party, even if it means denying its 
fascist practices and serving as 
its platform...? Could it be due to 
deliberate blindness? Does the horror 
of the situation in Gaza make us prefer 
the simplicity of a campist ideology 
that refuses to see half of reality? Has 
the ridiculous and binary aphorism 
“the enemies of my enemies are my 
friends” struck again?

After signing a non-aggression pact 
with Hitler in 1939, Stalin ultimately 
contributed to the Nazi defeat. 
Does that make him a comrade? 
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A dictator who should never be 
levelled with any reproach?... This 
was once what some so-called 
“revolutionary” circles asserted, 
who did not hesitate to label any 
subversive criticism of the supposedly 
“communist” nomenklatura as an act 
of treason orchestrated by counter-
revolutionaries.

Or does this double-standard 
denial stem from, for some, basically 
thinking that we can’t expect the same 
of humans depending on the ethnic 
label assigned to them? But doesn’t 
the idea that we can’t expect the same 
of certain people denote a profound 
paternalistic contempt for them? A 
condescension that reflects not anti-
Jewish, but anti-Arab racism!

Or is there a fear of telling some 
parts of the truth because it might do 
a disservice to the Palestinian cause? 
Except that this would be a very poor 
calculation, since ambiguity scares 
off many revolutionaries, and not 
only! Still, it would be useful to ask 
whether this unwillingness to call a 
spade a spade isn’t counterproductive, 
and whether there wouldn’t have 
been many more of us at the Gaza 
demonstrations if the condemnation 
of Hamas had been clearer and more 
forthright.

It’s all very well to denounce the 

hypocritical “double standards” of 
rule-of-law States that treat affronts 
differently depending on the identity 
of the civilian victims, but it’s even 
better if we don’t sabotage that critique 
by reproducing their ethnically-based 
“double standard” in another form.

We don’t need to go easy on Hamas 
to denounce Zionism, along with all 
nationalisms. No matter what the 
Hamas leadership does, nothing will 
ever justify the massacre of civilians 
in Gaza to make an example. There’s 
no need to distort anything to draw a 
parallel between Israel and apartheid 
South Africa, both of which operate 
on racist foundations, acting as 
representative democracies for some 
and dictatorships for others.

There’s no denying that the Israeli 
state is inherently racist, inviting 
some people to settle in the territory 
it controls on the basis of their ethnic 
identity, while expelling others whose 
families have lived there for centuries. 
Nothing will prevent us from recalling 
that this State was originally founded 
on a campaign of ethnic cleansing 
based on terror, so that Zionist 
supporters could be in the majority. 
Since then, State terrorism has been 
systematized to invisibilize and 
silence those humans it deems forever 
undesirable.
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And when it’s not hunting, torturing 
or killing them, it parks them on its 
doorstep in open-air mega-prisons, 
the internal management of which it 
has partly entrusted to the Palestinian 
Authority and Hamas. In this way, it 
keeps at its disposal a workforce that is 
at its mercy, without having to provide 
for the needs of this pool of reserve 
serfs, who survive largely on foreign 
aid. These workers are doubly captive, 
trapped as they are by the systemic 
unemployment linked to the blockade 
and the destruction of infrastructure 
organized by the IDF. They are all the 
more exploitable because the border 
with Israel is the place in the world 
where a physical separation between 
two neighboring territories has the 
greatest difference in GDP per capita: 
on average, in 2022, a human being 
in Gaza lived on 28 times less than a 
human being in Israel!

This doesn’t prevent undocumented 
immigrants from all over the world, 
especially from Thailand, from being 
overexploited, since the capitalists, 
no matter who they are, use the same 
techniques of dividing and pitting the 
proletariat against each other in order 
to exert more and more pressure and 
increase their profits.

Moreover, when it comes to dividing 
the proletariat, Hamas is no better. 
Hasn’t it killed and taken hostage 

undocumented Thai immigrants? 
But also Bedouins, especially 
agricultural workers, who may have 
Israeli citizenship, but are nonetheless 
oppressed daily by the Hebrew 
State. But what could possibly have 
motivated Hamas leaders to organize 
the murder and kidnapping of Thai 
and Bedouin workers, who are also 
victims of the Zionist regime? While 
we must certainly look to nationalism, 
we can also wonder about its direct 
counterpart, xenophobia!

At the very least, we can see once 
again that the categorization and 
separation of humanity into different 
nations and peoples mechanically 
divides the exploited and threatens 
their ability to unite to resist 
capitalism. Further proof, if any were 
needed, that October 7th has nothing 
to do with class struggle or even any 
form of social resistance.

In fact, we certainly need to revisit 
the concept of resistance, as well as 
how it is presented to legitimize an 
ultra-reactionary State structure. Who 
is really resisting today? The political 
leadership of Hamas in Doha? Its 
military leadership, which, sheltered 
by its tunnels, knowingly organized 
the October 7 massacre, unable 
to ignore that the Israeli reaction 
would be terrible for the Gazans? The 
corrupt Palestinian Authority? Or the 
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population of Gaza and the West Bank 
who are trying to survive under a hail 
of Israeli bombs and bullets? The real 
resisters are not those who establish 
themselves as representatives and 
want to co-opt the term, they are, of 
course, all those families plunged 
into absolute misery, who see their 
relatives murdered, but who refuse 
to bow their heads! They are the ones 
who are paying with their lives for 
their refusal to give in to the Zionist 
regime’s planned ethnic cleansing. 
They are the ones who endure, they 
are the ones who struggle, they are 
the ones who can and must turn the 
tables tomorrow. As everywhere, it’s 
up to the people to reclaim their lives 
locally and decide their fate, not to 
us, nor to those who confiscate their 
word by claiming to govern them. 
This should not prevent solidarity 
from expressing its own ideas, as long 
as it avoids paternalistic lecturing. 
But solidarity with our brothers and 
sisters over there, those who belong to 
the exploited human beings who form 
the immense majority, those who rebel 
against all authoritarianism, means 
not endangering them by supporting 
the politicians who crush them!

In this sense, we can also ask what 
we mean by “revolution” and the 
“resistance” that goes with it. Is it 
simply a question of challenging the 

power of an occupying force in order 
to replace it with a nationalist State? 
Is it a question of opposing a single 
source of oppression, even if it means 
reproducing the others, be they social, 
sexist, racist, authoritarian...? Is it a 
question of participating in the logic 
of identity-based rivalry, of becoming 
trapped in the dominant ideology that 
seeks to mask the class antagonisms 
linked to the exploitation of human 
by human? Do we deny that all 
nations and peoples are nothing more 
than separate parts of humanity, the 
majority of which have in common 
that they are subject to a minority that 
holds economic and political power? 
A social elite that, in order to make 
us toil harder, strives to fragment the 
global proletariat by redistributing 
the crumbs in a differential way and 
trying to make us swallow its “war of 
civilization.”

Are we fighting to establish 
governments that are, ultimately, 
hardly better than the dictatorial 
powers they replaced? Are we fighting 
for powers whose aim is to establish 
themselves as a new bourgeoisie that 
will exploit the rest of the population? 
Are we fighting to offer the leadership 
of a State to a future elite? Have we 
suddenly forgotten that colonialism 
is always the result of State structures 
that have become powerful enough to 
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export the domination they exercise 
over one part of humanity to other 
parts?

Or is it a question of fighting for much 
more than that? To collectively resist 
all forms of domination, now and 
everywhere, without hierarchizing 
them, without borders, without 
waiting for vague intermediate stages!

In the many discussions we’ve had 
with comrades at the Gaza protests, 
there’s one argument that comes back 
like a mantra about Hamas: this is not 
the time to dwell on criticizing it, given 
the scale of the current catastrophe 
caused by the genocidal policies of the 
Zionist regime. First of all, it would 
have to settle down... Not exactly 
convinced by this argument in view 
of the power struggles orchestrated 
by certain supporters who don’t care 
about weakening solidarity, this text 
nevertheless remained stuck waiting 
at the bottom of a computer for 
several months. Which in itself isn’t 
too serious, not to say completely 
insignificant.

What’s frightening is that it doesn’t 
let up, that the horror doesn’t stop, 
as if there’s nothing we can do about 
this madness, as if we can only watch 
this morbid spectacle that the weary 
majority seems to be losing interest 
in, as if the only option in the face 

of the death toll is to lose our minds. 
And when it “settles down” a bit, it’s 
with the threat that it worsens again!

But beyond the reservations and 
criticisms of certain discourses, it is 
unthinkable to stand idly by while 
an army deliberately massacres tens 
of thousands of civilians for months 
on end, lumping together the leaders 
and the governed. It’s unthinkable to 
ignore the plight of human beings 
suffering State terrorism if you claim 
to be a revolutionary. It’s unthinkable 
to say nothing, to remain self-centered 
on arguments in the West. Especially 
since refusing to show solidarity 
with these victims of State violence, 
in the name of the ambiguity of 
certain groups, would be tantamount 
to reproducing this conflation of a 
population that suffers and politicians 
who seek only to command it.

To be unconcerned would be to 
forget that the milestone that has just 
been reached in the management 
of populations affects everyone. 
In the past, so-called “rule-of-law” 
States have been known to massacre 
thousands of civilians, but the scarcity 
of images and their remoteness have 
allowed them to postpone awareness 
of the reality until the media spectacle 
has diverted enough attention. With 
this genocidal war live, programmed, 
organized, claimed, documented, 
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filmed, tiktoked, for months on end, 
there is no longer any question of 
concealing large-scale State terrorism. 
All that remains is to display it, to 
show what it costs a population to 
resist. More than 2 million civilians 
taken hostage, starved and tortured 
as an example, women raped, more 
than 35,000 civilians deliberately 
murdered, live, before the eyes of the 
whole world... And the other rule-
of-law States do not flinch! This is’nt 
just a blank check given to a fascist 
power, it’s a warning to every human 
being who dares to revolt against the 
established order: for States, whether 
they call themselves “democratic” or 
not, repression with extreme violence 
is an option.

The IDF, which has given itself 
the right of life and death over the 
Palestinians, has extended this right 
to anyone who might be able to help 
them. But when it deliberately shot 
dead 7 Western aid workers whose 
exact position had been reported to it 
by the NGO, it was a bit too much for 
certain commentators and politicians 
who felt that things had gone too far. 
History is likely to record that they too 
were complicit in this horror by their 
silence. Even Biden is pretending to 
be annoyed.

The “two peoples, two states” 
solution was then pulled out of the 

hat by a number of politicians. Where 
the various proponents of the two-
state solution differ is in the name 
of the leader they intend to install at 
the head of a future Palestinian state, 
each hoping to place his favorite. 
All this shows how little democratic 
States take the opinions of the people 
concerned into account.

Of course, the Palestinian population 
now living under Israeli bombs might 
be tempted by the recognition of a 
State that offers them a minimum 
of security compared to what they 
are currently enduring. Even if it’s 
narrow-minded and implemented by 
a local elite whose sole aim is control. 
But how is it acceptable for a plan to 
cede only one-fifth of Palestine to a 
population that, in 1947, represented 
70% of its inhabitants before being 
driven out, a plan that validates the 
seizure of the other four-fifths by 
a State which continues to practice 
racial segregation and to deny the 
right of return to all the refugees of 
the Nakba? Is it blindness or cynicism 
to present as generous a project that 
is so unjust and can only be accepted 
with a knife at the throat?

In the face of this mystification, the 
desire to call for a “two peoples, one 
state” solution is understandable, 
which would at least have the merit 
of no longer prohibiting the right of 
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return. But return to what land when 
it has been occupied for decades?

This raises the question of ownership 
of land and buildings. Who should 
they belong to? The people who own 
them now and who were able to 
acquire them thanks to the Nakba? 
The previous owners? Often wealthy 
Ottoman landowners... The people 
who used to live there, whether or 
not they were the official owners? 
Which would mean that those who at 
the time were only entitled to a small 
shack would have to make do with it, 
while the old bourgeoisie would get 
their palaces back, and others would 
have nothing at all? Obviously, all 
this would hardly be just, and would 
only threaten to generate injustice 
and permanent conflict, especially 
between the two “peoples”. After 
all, we’ll always be faced with the 
separation of humanity into two 
fragments living on the same territory. 
And we can count on the extreme 
right on both sides to fan the embers 
and fuel a dual strategy of tension 
aimed at imposing an identity-based 
war.

They will be helped in this by 
politicians who support representative 
democracy and who, as they enter 
into electoral competition with each 
other, will soon be tempted to play 
on community antagonism as well, 

especially through a demographic 
competition.

Even if, as is the case everywhere, 
this competition for control of a State 
does not prevent the bourgeoisie 
from agreeing to manage and share 
the cake. A State whose purpose, like 
all others, will naturally be to deprive 
the population of its ability to make 
decisions in order to guarantee its 
exploitation for the benefit of the 
ruling classes.

So what? What if we allowed 
ourselves to go further? What if we 
attacked the very foundations of 
colonialism: the state and capitalism? 
What if we dared to question the very 
idea of the State, the idea of private 
property, the idea of borders? What 
if we tried to invent something other 
than social relations based on the 
monopolization of goods and the 
exploitation of human beings by 
human beings? What if we were to 
question the very notion of “peoples” 
and its construction? Doesn’t it follow 
the same logic as that of the “nation-
state”, which can only drift into 
nationalism and contribute to the 
atomization of the global proletariat? 
Don’t peoples tend to think of 
themselves as separate entities from 
the rest of humanity, participating 
in the division of the latter and the 
competition between its fragments 
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by social elites eager to conceal the 
real divergence of interests between 
leaders and governed, exploiters and 
exploited? Class antagonisms that cut 
across all these artificial divisions!

So how about a revolutionary 
solution: “no people, no State, no class”! 
For many, such an idea would seem 
utopian, not to say completely insane! 
Obviously, given the level of hatred, 
it would be complicated, but always 
more realistic than the “solutions” 
that lead us straight into the logic of 
total ethnic war. Still less insane than 
accepting the prevailing fatalism 
that leads us to stop reacting when 
thousands of children are murdered! 
Still less stupid than this world that, 
with its binary and identity-based 
rulings, legitimizes massacres in the 
name of an ethnocentric division of 
humanity!

“No people, no State, no class” is of 
course just one option, to be built 
collectively. It will be up to the local 
population to decide what they want, 
and to create their own solutions 
according to their desires and social 
dynamics.

We can only hope that they have 
gained sufficient autonomy from 
the various interests that claim to 
represent and lead it.

Let’s hope that in our context, the 
development of dynamics of solidarity 
with the autonomous struggles over 
there will resonate with their fight 
for liberation from colonialists, 
reactionaries and other merchants of 
death...






