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“The Concept is a Weapon”  

The French philosopher Mehdi Belhaj Kacem on the pandemic, the radicalism 
of the yellow vest movement, his infamous break with Alain Badiou and how 

to think outside the university   

 
We sat down with French philosopher Mehdi Belhaj Kacem who the late David Graeber praised 
as one of the most important philosophers living today. In this interview, we discuss Kacem’s 
reading habits, what inspires him in the world of thought, how he derived his philosophical 
concepts, what qualifies as truly radical in our age and why he broke up with his former mentor 
Alain Badiou. Kacem is, similar to Giorgio Agamben, a major critic of the way the ruling class is 
managing the pandemic and he is not shy to share his views. In this wide-ranging conversation, 
we catch a glimpse of a deeply inventive and creative mind, and we get advice for how to do 
philosophy outside of conventional institutions.   
 
This interview was conducted on Thursday December 9th, 2021, by Daniel Tutt. Translation and 
interpretation assistance provided by Saad Boutayeb. A podcast of this discussion, including a 
post-interview conversation with Kacem, has been released with English translations by the 
Jouissance Vampires podcast.  
 

- I'd like to begin with a conversation about your relationship to philosophy. How did you 
first come to be taken in by philosophy? How did you become fascinated by philosophy? 
What did you read that first really moved you? Who (or what specific figures of thought) 
have been the guiding figures of thought for you and the most influential philosophers 
and thinkers for you?  
 
I am above all literary. My first published books were novels, written almost thirty years 
ago. I read Lautréamont when I was 12, and it changed my life. I read Poe, Baudelaire, 
Rimbaud in the process, then later Artaud, Debord ... these are my intellectual roots. So I 
would say that my first indirect contact with philosophy was Debord and the Situationists, 
of course because of the many references to Hegel and Marx there, my first contact with 
philosophy proper was Nietzsche and Kojève. I am very anti-Nietzschean and very anti-
Hegelian today, but Nietzsche is still the greatest German prose writer who has ever been. 
So I continue to reread him regularly, both to confront myself with his concepts and to 
study his dazzling style.  Hegel, I reread especially the Phenomenology; there are dazzling 
glimpses of what I now call the "collective brain". I read Hegel’s The Science of Logic at 
one time but today I consider it a perfectly bogus book. 
 
All that is to say that after starting to publish literature, I said to myself, while reading 
philosophy: "literature is not subversive enough. You have to do theory". I mean theory 
and not philosophy. There again, it was the Debordian and Situationist ascendancy that 
pushed me to theory: it was a question of using the concept as a weapon against the 
system, of "carrying out poetry" and not just writing it. That was the idea. I didn't feel my 
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shoulders were broad enough to become a philosopher. My first conceptual books, 
Aesthetics of Chaos, Society, were theoretical books, not philosophical ones. The 
references were Debord, Artaud The Theater and its Double, Baudrillard and Bataille, who 
are not strictly speaking philosophers. Added to this, the university philosophers I cited in 
these works such as Derrida, Rainer Schurmann, Jean-Luc Nancy ... all spoke of "the end 
of philosophy". So, at first, that was the idea: to use the concept as a weapon. 

 
- Do you consider yourself a philosopher? What would you say is the major problem with 

philosophy today and particularly with philosophers today? Does real thinking take 
place in philosophy today?  
 
I imagine that if you ask me this question it is because I am not an academic ... but 
Rousseau, Kierkegaard, Marx, Nietzsche, Benjamin ... they did not teach either. Can we 
take away the title of "philosopher" from them? I do not believe so. To answer your 
question: yes, I consider myself a philosopher. I became one without wanting to. But by 
dint of practicing the concept, I wrote in 2007 a text called Algebra of Tragedy, and when 
I finished it, I realized that there was the backbone of a new philosophical system, which 
I would then take more than ten years to bring to light. 
 
There are many problems that prevent philosophers from doing a good job today. We will 
talk about it throughout this interview, which will be quite controversial. The first problem 
is university comfort, the fact that philosophy can hardly occur any longer except at the 
university (which has been the case for more than two centuries, especially since Kant). 
The university operates in a vacuum, it is often cut off from the reality of the people, even 
if it claims to horn the cries of "realisms" and "materialisms" all the more radical than the 
others. The overwhelming majority of these academic philosophies do not touch people's 
lives, do not concern them. The second big problem is information. Again, we will talk 
about it throughout this interview. But that is why Debord is so important, and that there 
is no chance that he made his discoveries outside the University; he has devoted a fierce 
hatred to it. Our time is that of the entertainment society. No more precise diagnosis has 
been made in our time than this. 
 
Even Foucault's premonitory concept of "biopolitics" is less fundamental to 
understanding today's world than Debord's phenomenological diagnosis. 
 
And so, the problem of the overwhelming majority of philosophers is information. 
Philosophers, and first and foremost the most prominent ones, still believe that in 2021, 
it is by reading the newspaper, watching television or listening to the radio that we get 
information. However, it is exactly the opposite. By consuming mass media, we cut 
ourselves off drastically from reality and facts. Never has the thing been so spectacular as 
with what we have been going through for two years, the so-called "health crisis". We will 
obviously have to talk about it in this interview. But there you have it: to understand the 
world we live in; you have to read and re-read endlessly Debord's comments on the 
society of entertainment. Ask yourself why someone like Meillassoux is so low-key in the 
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media, and publishes so little. Well, the answer is simple: he is an excellent and obsessive 
reader of Debord. 

 
- Can you say a little bit more about the process of writing your philosophical vocabulary 

Transgression in the Inexistent? I understand that this book was written without any 
reference in a proper sense to philosophical text. It has a free association and 
spontaneous feeling and I want to understand how that sort of freedom is important 
for you – is thinking conditioned by a relation to spontaneity and a distance from texts? 
How does this approach help you work with concepts? 
 
Transgression and the Inexistent was a canvas, which indeed reviews my main conceptual 
inventions, and does not content itself with exhibiting them in isolation, but shows the 
deep interaction that exists between them. It is truly an organic whole, where all the 
concepts echo each other. Let me take the opportunity now to respond differently to a 
previous question: yes, I consider myself a philosopher, because the best definition that 
has been given of philosophy is that of Deleuze: philosophy is the creation of concepts. 
Thus, Badiou is a great philosopher, because he created grandiose concepts, in particular 
his concept of indistinguishable truth, for me essential for doing philosophy today, and 
yet very little commented on. I have been commenting on it relentlessly for fifteen years. 
In contrast, someone like Zizek is not a great philosopher, as he never created a single 
concept of his own. He is content to recite those of others and apply them to what he 
believes to be the world of today. To think of Zizek as a great philosopher is like confusing 
a great DJ with a great composer. A great philosopher must have the same effect on you 
as a great artist or a great scientist: he must change your view of the world. I read dozens 
and dozens of Zizek books, and I quit the day I realized it wasn't helping me. I prefer to 
read Hegel or Lacan in the text. 

 
I come back to Transgression and the Inexistent to better follow up with the last parts of 
your question. I said that this book was a canvas, because I devoted the years which 
followed to deploy all the systematic consequences of the bases which were thrown in 
this small book, and which ended up giving a presentation of 1000 pages, published last 
year under the title of Pleonectic System. This book is my philosophy reference book, my 
classic. As a great Portuguese poet, Joao César Monteiro, once said: "I am not here to 
deceive anyone. I am a classic." 
 
So, to answer your last two questions: on the contrary, my work is nourished by countless 
readings and studies by philosophical authors. But I don't make these readings and studies 
public, only their groundbreaking results. For example, I revisit and reinvent from top to 
bottom the concept of "going beyond", if we want the Hegelian aufhebung: and I relate 
it very closely to an equally innovative rereading of the concept of katharsis in Aristotle. 
At a time when we are being told, willingly or by force, an overtaking such as humanity 
has never known, namely the transhumanist overtaking, which wants to modify humans 
down to their genome, as little as possible. can say, is that the way in which I reworked 
the concept tape comes at the right time to understand the world in which we live. 
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So, and to answer your questions: yes, I read in great numbers, but I do not make them 
public, unlike what academics do. This is one of the things that undermines philosophy 
today: philosophers write too much, publish too much. Jean-Luc Nancy confessed to me 
before his death that he wrote and published too much. Me, I force myself, more and 
more, to concentrate to the maximum, to go in my public writings only to the essential. I 
fill out a lot of research notebooks, but I don't make them public. For example, I wrote a 
120-page book on what we have been going through for two years called 
"Colaricocovirus". It will be released next year, but I made a video playback of it which 
you can find on Odysee or on Rumble (You Tube censors almost all my videos). There is 
more concrete politics in this text than in anything Badiou or Zizek wrote in their entire 
existence. And there is more information about the world we live in in Commentaries on 
the Entertainment Society than in all of the academic leftist publications of the past fifty 
years. Quantity will never make quality. 

 
I’d like to move to discuss your own concepts.  
 

- What is your understanding of nihilism in our contemporary society?  
 
Your question is imbued with a misinterpretation that is often made about me, on the 
pretext that one of my main books is called The Spirit of Nihilism. I admit that this title is 
confusing. But for those who have read it, there can be no doubt that this whole book is 
devoted to a deconstruction of the concept, or the pseudo-concept, of "nihilism". In 
reality, I demonstrate that this concept, among its main promoters, who are Nietzsche 
and Heidegger, does not overlap with much specificity. For me, the essential concept, 
which has definitional precision for it, and which is much older than the concept of 
nihilism, is the concept of Evil. It is in the light of this last concept that I decipher 
contemporary society. I will of course have the opportunity to come back to it, in 
particular on the subject of what has been happening on the planet for two years, and 
what the overwhelming majority of professional philosophers understand absolutely 
nothing. 
 
But let us accept, to see, one of the rare and clear definitions which one can give of the 
concept of nihilism: the decline of all the principles. This is why I prefer to speak, with 
Reiner Schürmann, of the "principle of anarchy", which is an oxymoron: the epochal 
principle of the absence of principle. Schürmman shows very well how the West was able 
to live, for centuries and millennia, under the umbrella of an ultimate principle which 
organized all human thinking and action: it was the One for the Greeks, Nature among 
the Romans, God in the Middle Ages, self-awareness among the moderns. However, all 
these principles - these hegemonies, says Schürmann - have collapsed one after the other, 
and we have lived, for more than a century, in the absolute impossibility of erecting a new 
supreme principle which is able to organize all of what we think, live and do. Pushes in 
this direction in the twentieth century have ended in nameless atrocities, whether in 
Germany or Italy, Russia, or China. Hitler, Mussolini, Stalin, or Mao tried to organize the 
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life of their peoples around unshakeable principles, which very quickly turned out to be 
illusory, and counted at most a few decades to expire. The Greek One, the Roman Nature, 
the medieval God, the Cartesian subject reigned for centuries and, if they were stripped 
of their hegemonies, they still continue to be part of the conceptual arsenal that we use 
daily as philosophers.  
 
So, if we call this "nihilism", the withering away of hegemonic principles, so be it. 
Personally, I see no problem there: I do without a hegemonic concept, a Master-signifier 
as Lacan would say, in order to live, to act and think. What concerns me in the question 
of Evil is this: why and how does humanity inflict itself, on such a large scale, with so much 
unnecessary suffering since its origins, and amplifying, it seems, the atrocities in each 
century? Because there is no doubt that we are living through the darkest period in all 
history, and I am far from the only one who thinks so. 
 
That is to say that as clairvoyant as Schürmann was, he did not see this. Yes, our time is 
that of the intellectual impossibility of erecting a great hegemonic principle to guide 
human action and thought. But Schürmann, who died in 1996, could not see what we 
have seen since: what he called "technological totalitarianism", which has grown so much 
further since, has extended its hold over every millimeter of the planet. There is a 
heartbreaking gap between technological power and the impossibility of erecting a 
unitary principle that stands to govern humans. It is only technology that holds us, and 
technology. It is not a principle that is at stake, it is a fact co-originated with the advent 
of humanity as such. Those who hold this technological power are obliged, despite 
everything, to erect a pseudo-principle to justify their criminal actions: twenty years ago, 
it was the "war against terrorism" or the "clash of civilizations,” thanks to the manipulated 
attacks of September 11. Today it is the "coronavirus", with the media talking about it 
twenty-four hours a day, as if nothing else existed. Hitlerism or Stalinism can be dressed 
up again, as Georges Orwell reminds us. It suffices to repeat “corona-corona-corona-
corona-corona-corona” all day long so that an entire population goes to bed, including 
rebellious intellectuals. In both cases, "war on terrorism" and "war on the virus", we are 
told to fight an enemy who, by definition, is both everywhere and nowhere. An enemy 
that, if anything, does not even exist. 
 

- I'd like to ask you about your theory of human desire and ask you to speak about the 
very original concept that you have developed called pleonectic? Can you discuss how 
you came to this idea? Give us a bit of a genealogical account of the ideas that 
influenced your thinking here? It seems that your notion of desire and enjoyment has a 
touchstone point in the thought of the French psychoanalyst Jacques Lacan. Could you 
describe a little bit more about the origin of this idea in your work?  
 
I encountered the word "pleonectic" in a collection of Swiss academics on the subject, if 
I remember correctly, of resentment as a political passion. I immediately knew that this 
was the term I needed to qualify my ontological construction. Pleonectic comes from a 
Greek compound word, pleon echein, which means: to have-more. And, by extension: 
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have-always-more. This concept intends to provide the unassailable ontological root of 
what Marx thematized under the concept of capitalism. Because I have been convinced 
for a long time that one of the many reasons for the failure of Marxism consists in the 
insufficiency of the metaphysical foundation of the Marxian construction (because 
Marxism does indeed offer an ontology, as Schürmann has shown). We may have the 
opportunity to come back to it. 
 
The two sources of inspiration for the construction of this concept are well known to your 
listeners: they are Alain Badiou and Quentin Meillassoux. From the first, I retained the 
very strong idea that the universe is entirely structured by the relation of belonging. This 
is the fundamental relationship that underlies modern mathematics: not addition or 
subtraction or the numbers themselves, but the membership relationship. This is, if you 
prefer, the logic of predicates: to define anything that exists, you have to determine what 
belongs to it, and to what it belongs. From Meillassoux, I retained his theory of the "three 
worlds" (although I discovered later that Meillassoux had found this idea in Theilard de 
Chardin, without saying it). That is, there are two statistical miracles that have arisen in 
the universe: the appearance of life on earth four billion years ago; then the appearance 
of man, that is to say of articulated thought, two million years ago in the broad sense, 
30,000 or 40,000 years in the strict sense, that is to say the Cro-Magnon man. These two 
events have such infinitesimal statistical chances of occurring that Meillassoux qualifies 
them as miracles, in the secular sense. And in fact, no existing rationality can explain the 
advent of these two worlds, the world-life, and the world-man. The third world, which 
Meillassoux calls the "world of justice", will consist according to him in the appearance of 
a God. Let’s move on, even if the subject is fascinating. 
 
How did I "cross" these two ideas in my ontological construction? I fully agree to 
Meillassoux (and to Father Theilard...) that the appearance of life and then of man 
constitute staggering statistical miracles. I even enrich this idea with numerous 
arguments, which are not found in Meillassoux himself. Except that there is "grafted" to 
it, if I may say so, the ontological question of belonging, which therefore comes from 
Badiou, that is to say from modern mathematics. In my work, I rarely use the Badiouian 
term belonging, but I mostly speak of appropriation. There is in my philosophical work a 
whole very sophisticated dialectic of appropriation and expropriation, the source of 
inspiration for which is the work of Schürmann, even if I do not treat this question at all 
in the same way as he does. . I "Marxize" Schürmann in a way. 
 
What does this mean? Well, let the relation of belonging structure absolutely everything 
that is. All the inanimate matter that inhabits almost all of the cosmos is structured in this 
way. What happens with the appearance of life on earth? Well, we are seeing an 
exponential intensification in the way this relationship works. This is why, with regard to 
this intensification, I no longer speak of belonging, but of appropriation. From the very 
beginning of life, bacteria appropriated fermented sugars in the water. Plants are born by 
appropriating oxygen and sunlight. Finally, this appropriationist process explodes even 
more with the appearance of animal life, which deploys unprecedented appropriationist 
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processes compared to what existed before it. Breathing, food, perception itself are 
"infinite modes", as Spinoza would say, of appropriation. What is infinite are the fashions 
themselves: the differences in perceptions that distribute the millions of animal species 
existing on earth are incalculable. What is finished, however, is the expansion of 
ownership itself. All animals eat their fill, make do with their territory, and, of course, die. 
Negative phenomena such as death, fatigue, illness ... are the traits of expropriation which 
"double", if you will, any "appropriationist" phenomenon. 
 
What is happening with the human being? Well, with the appearance of the first archaic 
techniques, such as hunting and agriculture, a living being suddenly makes possible the 
horizon of an unlimited appropriation, of a virtually infinite exponentiation of the modes 
of appropriation of this. A living being suddenly makes possible the horizon of an 
unlimited appropriation, of a virtually infinite exponentiation of the modes of 
appropriation of what surrounds it. Man is a "pleonectic big bang", in a way. You now 
understand better what I meant, insisting that we have to question the ontological roots 
of what Marx called capitalism. Because who says appropriation means expropriation? 
Where the animal kingdom is that of simple predatory cruelty, disease and death, the 
human kingdom installs "monstrous strategies", as Schürmann says, where cruelty 
becomes extermination, where simple physical evil becomes torture, that is to say 
oversized suffering, and where death is administered according to “infinite modes.” 
Again, we become here all the more vicious and absurd to each other. Exploitation, 
torture and war give the trait of expropriation a virtually unlimited dimension, and this is 
what has always been called Evil. 
 
Regarding the sexual dimension of the whole affair, we do not understand the essence of 
this miracle that is the human being, if we do not understand that his capacity, unique in 
the mammalian kingdom , to completely disrupt his reproductive cycles, that is to say to 
manipulate his sexuality, is the original condition so that he can become the animal of 
technological virtuosity, as the anthropologist Jared Diamond demonstrates masterfully, 
of whom I pushes the findings to their last ontological entrenchments. To put it very 
quickly, in my work I provide a secularization of the idea of original sin. I have long 
wondered what meaning could have, in the Bible, this pairing of the appropriation of the 
tree of knowledge, and of sexuality. It is all the same very explicit in the Bible: it is the 
phallic serpent which pushes to bite the fruit of scienc and it is Eve who pushes to the 
fault ... I ended up finding a rational answer to this which thus exposes all the Sexuation 
section in System of the Pleonectic. Man effectively becomes the animal susceptible to 
science because he is the sexually perverse animal. And in my work, I give a much broader 
meaning to the word "perversion" than has been given by psychoanalysis. That is, for me 
even monogamous heterosexual marriage is a perversion. All human sexuality is stamped 
with the seal of perversion, hence the "infinite modes", once again, and it is horrifying 
what anthropological sexual practices can often take on. The most atrocious forms of evil 
take sexual forms: Sade or Guyotat had affirmed this in their literary works and reality 
confirms it every day under the cloak. 
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All of this is to tell you that, I am an immense reader and admirer of Lacan, my thought 
on sexuality is entirely independent of psychoanalysis. I have epistemological aims other 
than that of Freud, Klein or Lacan. For example, in my work, I have solved the enigma 
posed by the last Lacan on the subject of feminine jouissance. I maintain, and support the 
assertion by demonstrative arguments close to Spinoza's more geometrico proofs, that 
the distinction between desire and jouissance is, to speak like Derrida, "phallogocentric". 
The distinction between desire and enjoyment exists, in reality, only in the male libido. In 
the female libido, this distinction simply does not exist, and I show, with a thousand 
proofs to support it, that in women desire and enjoyment are in fact one and the same. 
This is what the last Lacan stumbled upon. But we could devote an entire podcast to this 
subject ... 

 
- With this understanding of human desire and enjoyment at the very center of your 

philosophy of the subject I wanted to ask you a little bit about your own political 
commitments. I know that you have commitments to the anarchist tradition why is 
anarchist forms of thinking politics and liberation attractive for you? 
 
The first shock, as I said, were the Situationists, that is to say the ultra-left, that is to say 
heretics of the radical left, or, let's say better, this what were the German pietists to 
official Lutheranism: much more radical people, who found this official Lutheranism to be 
too moderate. I belonged to several situationist groups in my youth, including the one 
that was to give rise to the famous "Invisible Committee", known worldwide since. But in 
fact, the ultra-left is actually extremely close to anarchy, I realized this later when studying 
the long history of anarchism. Today, I often present myself as being "anarcho-
situationist".  

 
- About ten years ago you had a public split with the philosopher Alain Badiou. Could you 

tell us a little bit about the background of this event and perhaps something about your 
book on Badiou? What made the split necessary for you?  
 
Well, this question allows me to answer from another angle to a previous question. I 
discovered Alain Badiou in 2001 with Being and Event. I read it the first time, skipping all 
the math demonstrations, and found the book very interesting. But something left me 
unsatisfied. So I decided to reread it by doing all the mathematical demonstrations, and 
there, I was dazzled. To do the mathematical demonstrations, you have to take months, 
and so I took months. It was, really, a revelation, in the quasi-religious sense of the term. 
So: it was from there that I understood that, yes, philosophy, in the fullest sense of the 
term, was possible again. So that's how I went from "simple theory" to philosophy proper. 
 
For eight years, with Badiou, we were very close. Our correspondence, if anyone ever 
manages to reconstruct it, will be part of the history of philosophy: we had extremely rich 
exchanges there. I also sacrificed a lot for this man, especially on the French media front. 
I was like an anarchist who obeyed Lenin ... There was something unnatural, it could only 
end badly. 
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What made me break up with Badiou? It is impossible for me to answer you in detail. 
After Badiou gives an outline of the reasons for this rupture and my work System of the 
Pleonectic is exhaustive on this question. There are ontological, aesthetic, and 
epistemological reasons for my break ... but the main reason is ethical and political. 
Throughout our relationship, I was very circumspect, sometimes a little complacent, with 
Badiou's hysterical Maoism. I really have the impression that, as soon as he starts talking 
about politics, Badiou stops thinking. It works by scathing stereotypes, which leave no 
room for dialogue. It's such an abstract policy, so high up, so puritanical ... that in the end 
it no longer concerns anyone on Earth. I challenge anyone to show me, in the thousands 
of political sermons of Badiou, a single concrete idea, applicable here and now, to fight 
the system in place. It's like Zizek: pure incantatory language, which never translates into 
anything specific, in terms of mobilization and action. Well, Badiou had his political group, 
which paraded thousands of undocumented African workers, but it never went further. 
Badiou's "policy" is zero. And I'm not even talking about Zizek's "politics". 
 
More to the point, our break is probably yet another reincarnation of the old struggle 
between anarchists and communists. It is clear to me that the only experiences of 
successful communism are the anarchist experiences: the Paris commune, the Spanish 
revolution, and the countless local libertarian experiences. In other words, today I have 
the absolute conviction, especially in the light of what has been happening for two years, 
that the only form of communism that can succeed is a local and not hierarchized form of 
living together. Vertical communism didn't work and it will never work. The only positive 
form of communism that can develop is horizontal communism, therefore libertarian in 
spirit. 
 
The primitive scene of all this is, of course, the split between Marx and Bakunin within the 
International. Even though Bakunin, alas, was less of a thinker than Marx, it was he who 
was politically right. Everything he announced about what would become of state 
communisms has come true. All state communisms have ended in atrocity. Marx did great 
harm to emancipatory policies by transforming the experience of the Paris commune, 
where the workers were almost all anarchists, into a form of communism which must go 
through the state to abolish the state. And Lenin did even more harm by thinking of 
revolutionary organizations in a rigidly hierarchical and disciplined way. Badiou always 
thinks of the political in a Marxist-Leninist horizon, and it is a long historical illusion which 
will dissipate very soon. I have always thought of politics from an anarcho-situationist 
horizon, and History will prove me right very soon. 
 
The reasons for my breakup were not completely clear at the time, but today everything 
makes sense. For example, something that had become unbearable to me was the 
Badiouian posture of the philosopher-king and the all-knowing philosopher. I saw a lot of 
pathetic and ridiculous things in his public interventions, glaring performative 
contradictions. And it hasn't stopped since. To take the most recent example, all his life 
Badiou played at a metaphysical “kill more”, explaining to us that death was nothing, that 
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one should not fear it, that one had to live as an immortal, and to quote Lin Biao, the 
armed right-hand man of Mao: "the fear of death is counter-revolutionary ..." And, at the 
very beginning of the so-called "pandemic", he spoke out in favor of the government's 
orders: they We all had to stay locked up like rats, the demonstrators were public dangers, 
etc. So Badiou, the enthusiast of Maoist and Pol-Potian swerves, the brave of the brave, 
the cantor of a new type of heroism, suddenly tells us that he is very afraid of a somewhat 
virulent flu, and that we must listen to Macron's instructions, in which Badiou finds no 
particular fault. 
 
We all believed that there was a planetary pandemic that was going to kill a lot of people. 
Today, official figures tell us that there has been only 0.04% of mortality, reaching on 
average people aged 84, that is to say having exceeded, often by far, their life expectancy. 
So: what we have been told for two years is, semantically, a chimera: a "pandemic" which 
is not one. This is why academics need to step out of their comfort zone, and go and listen 
to people, great doctors and great scientists, who are telling the truth of what is going on, 
and which is the exact opposite of what the scientists, governments and mainstream 
media are saying. This is why I no longer call it a "pandemic", but an "IQ test". Anyone 
who does not understand that behind the smokescreen of this "pandemic" something 
quite different is going on, has simply stopped thinking. It is incredible to note that Badiou 
and Zizek do not see that we have entered, under the guise of a "pandemic", an extremely 
precise phase of capitalism, a phase so brutal that I even wonder whether to continue to 
call it " capitalism". I think we need an even more violent term. 
 
Let us take another example, even more recent, of the way in which Badiou no longer 
understands anything about the time in which we live. After remaining silent for a year 
and a half, he has recently started lecturing again, where he continues to defend the idea 
of saving humanity by removing private property. However, he does not realize that this 
suppression is planned in full by those whom Debord calls the "owners of the world", 
namely the Davos forum, an official oligarchic consortium which has been programming 
for fifty years the economic policies applied globally. They set 2030 as the deadline for 
the disappearance of private property; they are now. 
 
This is why, where Badiou and Zizek are covering themselves with dishonor in the eyes of 
history, another philosopher emerges greatly from the phenomena that have 
overwhelmed us for two years: Giorgio Agamben. For it has been at least thirty years since 
he announced that the difference between democracy and dictatorship was in danger of 
being irreparably blurred; that, on the day when medicine would occupy the center of 
political life, the darkest hours of our history would be remembered to our good 
memories; that all biopolitics can only lead to a terrible thanatopolitics. This is what we 
have been going through for two years. Agamben made remarkable interventions with 
the Italian Senate; he understood that a true philosopher today had the duty to be a 
whistleblower. Moreover, Agamben poses on our world a very relevant diagnosis, by 
speaking of "capitalo-communism" for more than a year: to know, that we are about to 
fall into a world political regime where we will have the worst of capitalism (the 
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concentration of wealth in a few hands), and the worst of state communism (the total 
alienation of our individual and collective freedoms). In short: the Chinese model, which 
is explicitly the paradigm of world governance put forward by the world economic forum, 
that is to say the "owners of the world". It will be biopolitical communism for 99% of 
humanity, and the concentration of Capital for 1% of people who consider themselves 
above the human condition. Namely, transhumanism. 
 
This is why, in my book The Pleonectic System, I deconstructed the illusion which led 
Marxism to failure wherever it tried to apply itself and this is precisely the illusion of being 
able to abolish private property. Here again, this is a serious metaphysical insufficiency of 
Marx's ontology. Because of the functioning of what I call the pleonectic, the properly 
anthropological mode of appropriation must pass through representation, therefore 
through a minimum of private property, for example a house. I live in an old, somewhat 
dilapidated house in a village; I don't want the state to seize it at all. Now I have seen 
intelligent young Marxists, whose names escape me, who say that the abolition of private 
property should apply only to the apparatuses of production, but not to things like 
housing. Badiou, for his part, has lost all contact with reality to which he nevertheless 
claims to be loud and clear; his metapolitics is perfectly abstract and pushes no one to 
concrete action. He does not realize that he speaks the language of Klaus Schwab, that is, 
one of the most powerful and evil oligarchs in the world. The same with Zizek, who calls 
for compulsory vaccination, when a Slovenian head nurse made shattering public 
revelations about the contents of the Pfizer vaccines, which toured her country. The days 
of Zizek's reputation are numbered. The pseudo-revolutionary Zizek ended his career 
promoting the most corrupt and most convicted multinational on the planet, namely 
Pfizer. And he is on CNN, the channel of Bill Gates, another of the most powerful, 
influential and evil oligarchs in the world. CNN, which speaks of Bill Gates as being the 
"doctor of humanity", also presents Zizek as "the most dangerous philosopher in the 
world". I would like to be shown to whom Zizek or Badiou scare. As for Bill Gates, he has 
never studied medicine, he just has an unhealthy obsession, for decades, with universal 
vaccination, which brings him a lot of money. It is to achieve this goal that he almost 
bought the World Health Organization on his own. 
 
This is why the only alternative to the "capitalo-parliamentarism" of which Agamben 
speaks, which for my part I prefer to call world oligarchic fascism, is anarchism, that is to 
say the re-territorialization of political power against Globalist deterritorialization, and 
the reappropriation by the people of the means of production, against the planetary 
expropriation of these means by a handful of criminal oligarchs. 
 
For example, the libertarian municipalism of my friend Jean-Pierre Crépin, an anarchist 
economist and renowned whistleblower. A month ago, I wrote an open letter to the 
mayor of my village, who praised the scandalous health measures that have been put in 
place since July 12 in France; it created a mind-blowing buzz on the internet, with millions 
and millions of views. I do not, like Badiou and Zizek, do abstract metapolitics, only to 
then go into the mainstream media; I totally boycott the mainstream media and, like the 
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Situationists, I take concrete action and bring the oil where the fire is. The overwhelming 
majority of intellectuals, on the occasion of this so-called "pandemic", are in the process 
of being wrecked. So much the better. As far as France is concerned, it has been forty 
years since intellectual life became insignificantly mediocre, because of the definitive 
installation of what the last Debord called the "integrated spectacular". Everything that is 
happening at the moment will make it possible to make a clean sweep, and to bring about 
a generation of lucid and upright intellectuals. 

 
- What advice would you give to young people who have a desire to follow a path of 

cultivating a life of the mind? Where would you recommend that they focus their energy 
and their attention? Are there any books or specific areas of philosophy or literature 
that you think is of utmost importance to study? 
 
I would recommend three books to them to begin with, which I cite in my preface to The 
Pleonectic System as having been unconscious models of writing for me: The Ethics of 
Spinoza, The World as Will and as Representation by Schopenhauer, and Introduction 
Reading Hegel by Kojève. These three books, the link of which is to have been drawn up 
outside the University, are those which give a neophyte the feeling of entering fully into 
philosophy as such, without having any prior notions. For literature, I would recommend 
Sophocles, Lautréamont and Artaud. 
 
You will find me obsessive, but I would also write, for the benefit of these young people, 
a very precise Debordist prescription: turn off your television. Turn off your radio. Throw 
all your newspapers and magazines in the trash and never buy them again. You have a 
fantastic tool for educating yourself today, which is the internet. Bypass the GAFAM 
(Google, Apple, Facebook, Amazon, Microsoft) which are propaganda and censorship 
apparatuses almost as formidable as the mainstream media. If you don't educate yourself 
properly about what's going on in the world, so that you can become as learned as you 
want, this learning will be of no use to you. 
 
Finally, find an alternative means of life to the existing system. The social machinery which 
is being put in place, under the pretext of the so-called "pandemic", is a nightmare which 
will relegate the totalitarianisms of the twentieth century to the rank of distant memories. 
Fight this system with all your might. And, above all: always be consistent with your 
thinking, always walk the talk. Not like our "media intellectuals", or our international 
university stars. 

 
 

- Who is doing the most exciting work in the field of arts and letters and in the field of 
philosophy today? What have you read recently that made you inspired or moved? 
 
I hardly watch movies anymore, because the unfiltered information about the current 
situation in the world is enough for me. We are living in the greatest horror movie of all 
time, the most dystopian sci-fi movie we have ever seen. What's happening right now is 
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a Philippe K. Dick novel directed by Stanley Kubrick. I haven't read anything recent lately, 
for roughly the same reasons. I simply reread Spinoza and all of Edgar Poe, one of my 
favorite poets. 
 
Oh yes, anyway. A few months ago, I discovered an absolute masterpiece, a very censored 
film on the Internet, which is almost four hours long, directed by an anarchist American 
geek: The Great American Psy Opera. I'm not far from thinking it's the best film of the last 
ten years. This film is an absolutely extraordinary reflection on the society of the show. 
It's as great as Godard, or Syberberg. I won't tell you more, I won't "spoil". Watch this film 
with all business ending. 
 
For philosophy, I do not know what to answer. Nothing comes to mind. 

 
- How do you understand our contemporary generation? People talk about the 68’ 

generation as if it was the last generation in close touch with a certain radicality. How 
does one go about finding and cultivating a radical spirit in today’s age? 

 
Dear Daniel, I love your website, which I knew before you contacted me, and you seem 
to be a wonderful person. But I am just stunned by what you are saying. I am therefore, 
and decidedly, very obsessive on this question: you really need to be properly informed. 
It has been at least two decades since the mainstream media euthanized democracy, 
denying people around the world access to truthful and transparent information. You 
should know that the media in the western world is extremely centralized. They all copy 
and paste the same three news agencies, and that's why, behind their fake diversity, 
they're all telling the same thing. In France, 90% of mainstream media are owned by the 
nine richest families in the country. And it's the same everywhere in the Western world. 
Democracy does not exist. 
 
Haven't you heard, dear Daniel, about the insurrection of the yellow vests three years 
ago, which was on the verge of overthrowing the government? Do you have any idea of 
the earthquake it was for millions of French people, starting with me? Beside this event, 
I swear to you that even May 68 was only a parenthesis. A parenthesis between the Paris 
Commune and the yellow vests. The yellow vests were repressed in a less brutal way than 
the Communards, of course; but finally, there were hundreds of disabled people, people 
who lost an eye or a hand, because of the fierce police repression and the LBD grenades. 
Almost all "media intellectuals" have been hostile to this movement, discovering their 
true face; and the great revolutionary Badiou obviously understood nothing about it, even 
struggling with treasures of misinterpretation and bad faith to minimize this extraordinary 
social movement. 
 
The yellow vests are still there, very numerous, and were among the first to understand 
that the "health crisis" was a vast sham. You are probably also unaware that, since our 
president's speech on July 12 on television, where was formalized what I have known for 
a year and a half, namely that democracy, the rule of law and the constitution were of 
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ancient history in France, there were monstrous mobilizations in more than two hundred 
cities of France, in proportions never seen before? No, because the mainstream media 
have obscured all of this. This is why the yellow vests, among other strokes of genius, 
boycott the mainstream media, and create their own information networks. This is how, 
very early on, the yellow vests understood that something was wrong, that there was 
something deeply suspicious with this so-called "health crisis". They understood that it 
was only a storefront, a Trojan horse to continue the war that had been waged against 
them three years ago. They know full well that the repression does not come only from 
the police, but undoubtedly even more from the mainstream media, simple 
spokespersons for the government. 
 
For my part, I act and campaign a lot with the most radical and intelligent trend of the 
movement, the constituent yellow vests. It is also the most proletarian, composed almost 
exclusively of workers and peasants. It represents nearly 60,000 people in France. We've 
made a lot of videos together, some of which have hundreds of thousands of views. The 
yellow vests invented twentieth century activism; they are incredibly inventive. For 
example, my comrades in the constituent yellow vests regularly carry out very effective 
operations to intimidate mainstream journalists, who are journalists only by name, and 
are in reality propagandists. The constituent yellow vests are the worthy successors of 
the anarchists and the situationists. For example, the occupation of roundabouts was a 
brilliant idea of the yellow vests; it is really situationism on a large scale. 
 
So, it is absolutely wrong to say that the "sixty-eight generation" was the last generation 
to show a certain radicalism. The yellow vests have a slogan for this: "radicalism in 
thought, exemplary in action". The pseudo-radicalism of Badiou or Zizek is, in reality, an 
impotent academic leftism, which is essentially addressed only to the equally impotent 
graduated white bourgeoisie. I am in contact with the real people, I act with the real 
people, I provide my conceptual tools to the real proletariat. For example, I made a video 
on anarchism with the constituent yellow vests, then I told them about Debord and the 
Situationists, whom they had never heard of. They now speak everywhere of "destroying 
the entertainment society". As the Situationists said, "we are not here to give the 
spectacle of refusal, but to refuse the spectacle". For Badiou and Zizek, it's just the 
spectacle of refusal. 
 
Another stroke of genius of the yellow vests, which intellectuals must take note of under 
penalty of sinking even further into their present shipwreck, is that they have pulverized 
the right / left divide. The term "left" has been too misguided to still be able to be used 
effectively politically. Between the disaster of state communisms, and the left of liberal 
government, which for forty years practiced a policy of privatization even worse than the 
right, no one can still use this term without being ashamed. For the left / right divide, the 
yellow vests have substituted antagonistic conceptual pairs such as sovereignty / 
globalism, people / oligarchy, localism / globalism. These are the pairs that will structure 
the political debate of tomorrow. 
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Marx himself, if he came back among us, would be the first to tell us: "forget the 
proletariat / bourgeoisie cleavage. We are no longer in the class struggle. We are in the 
caste struggle."  
 
Because the explicit program of the "owners of the world", namely the Davos forum, has 
for decades already been to suppress the middle class, which until then had served to 
"buffer" the clash between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie. Like Marx, I am a 
downgraded bourgeois; I have been living below the poverty line for thirty years. This is 
why I naturally feel closer to the proletarians than to the bourgeoisie. For example, I was 
a member of another organization of yellow vests, a kind of government where I was 
minister of culture. This counter-government represented the bourgeois trend of yellow 
vests, with lawyers, traders, professors ... I never really felt at ease there, whereas it 
immediately became the perfect understanding with the yellow vests. However, these 
bourgeois have understood very well what was happening under the so-called "health 
crisis", which is only a smokescreen for the oligarchy to complete the suppression of the 
middle class, and the establishment of technological surveillance and Chinese-style social 
credit absolutely everywhere on the planet, starting with Western countries. With the 
robotization of almost all trades, we will succeed in keeping the populations on a leash by 
the establishment of a miserable "universal income". 
 
The yellow vests have had very concrete proposals, for three years, for us to get out of 
the oligarchic and globalist hell where we are sinking into a little more every day: the 
organization of a national referendum to write a new constitution. They propose to 
establish, at all levels of power, the imperative and revocatory mandate, in place of the 
representative mandate, which ended up making democracy indistinguishable from a 
dictatorship. 
 
Finally, the great political force of the constituent yellow vests, which explains why they 
are so scary in power, is that they name the enemy. It is very easy to condemn capitalism 
from the height of the philosopher, with a broad, all-knowing air. But, as long as you don't 
name the enemy, you don't do anything. Worse: we endorse, like Badiou and Zizek, 
somnambulously the decisions of corrupt governments to the core, and we praise, just as 
somnambulously, the worst multinationals in the world and the worst oligarchs in the 
world. The yellow vests name the enemy. And the enemy is the multinationals. 
Investment companies like Blackrock or Vangard. The Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation. 
The Rockefeller Foundation. Central banks (e.g. the US Federal Reserve). The world 
economic Forum. The World Health Organization. False representative democracy. 
Mainstream media. Transhumanist ideology. Until these organizations, and a few others, 
are wiped off the map, humanity will continue to live in hell.  
 
For example, it is not the solutions proposed by these entities that will solve the ecological 
problem. Bill Gates presents himself as "green", while he owns countless stocks in all of 
the most polluting industries in the world. Again, it is only by relocating practices and 
lives, not globalizing them, that you will see the end of the tunnel. 
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Philosophers and intellectuals, but also sincere artists and activists, must really open their 
eyes to the world today. It is not only in France that there have been monstrous 
mobilizations against the present pseudo-health policy. Italy is on the brink of civil war, 
Tunisia, and Morocco too, as well as Colombia and Greece; and even the United States is 
not left out. In Australia, we are witnessing the advent of a police fascism which would 
have made Benito Mussolini faint. Xi Jinping inflicts on his people even worse atrocities 
than those inflicted on them by Mao. Almost no country is left out; globalization is not a 
myth, it is the new face of totalitarianism, very different from those of the dictatorships 
of the twentieth century. The twenty-first century has begun, and the mainstream media 
are not hearing a word about it. Philosophers, intellectuals, artists, activists, will have no 
excuses: there are a lot of independent and honest media, which provide transparent and 
truthful information. Americans have fewer excuses than elsewhere, since they have 
some of the best independent journalists in the world, like Whitney Webb or James 
Corbett. As a situationist at heart, as a teenager who has listened to a lot of New York 
punk, I feel like a fish in the water in this new underground which is being formed on an 
international scale. We are millions in France, tens of millions in the United States, 
hundreds of millions all over the world. All yellow vests in the soul, we no longer want the 
world where a few hundred demented oligarchs want to force us to live. 
 
There are two thinkers I think about a lot at the moment: Luther and Marx. The first knew, 
as Schürmann says, to listen to the voice of the people, and he swept aside centuries of 
scholastic theology. He attacked the official Roman church as a betrayal of the biblical 
message and restored the Christian faith to its true meaning. When we know what has 
become of the Vatican today, we can say that Luther is still relevant today .... Marx, too, 
listened to the voice of the people, and therefore swept aside the entire university 
philosophy of his time out of hand, calling it "German ideology". All things considered, 
that's what happened to me with the yellow vests. They woke me out of my "dogmatic 
sleep", as Kant said, and they made me understand why the so-called left, even the so-
called "radical" left, has become totally powerless for forty years, and no longer 
threatening anything, nor anyone. 
 
The yellow vests have invented a beautiful expression to describe their mode of 
operation: the "collective brain". It is the collective brain against the artificial intelligence 
defended by the Alfred Rosenberg’s of transhumanism, like Ray Kurtzweil, Yuval Noah 
Harari, or Laurent Alexandre. I think a lot, at the moment, of the notion of the "organic 
intellectual" defended by Gramsci. The figure of the Master to think, or of the 
philosopher-king, is obsolete. The philosopher must henceforth maintain a relationship 
of horizontality with his fellows. 
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