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THE PRACTICE OF EVERYDAY LIFE
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*_ I HE OPERATIONMNAL MODELS OF popular culture cannot be mm_:m.:.xam to
the past, the countrvside, or prinutive ﬁnaﬁrwm. ._Jm_ﬁﬁ exist 11 the heart of the
E@m%ﬁz% of the conternporary economy, Take, for exampie, whay in France wm calle
fa perrugue, “the wig! La perrugue 1s the workers own work disguised as work for his
employer, It differs from pilfering in that mﬁnwﬁ.m_wwm.wm of material value is stolen. 1t differs
from absenteerstit n thar the worker 8 ofbicuadly an the job. La perrugne may be as
ﬂmﬂwwm a ;iatter as a secretary’s writing a love jetter on ‘company tine” or as complex
as a4 cabmetmakers ‘borrowing a Jathe to make a piece of furpture for his hiving
room. Under different names in different countries this phenomenon is beconing
more and more general, even if managers penalize 1t or ‘turn a bhind eyve” on i in
order ot to know about 1.0 Accused of stealing or twrning material o his own ends
and using the macnines for his own profit, the worker who induiges 1w fa perrgne
crually diverts tme {(not goods, since he vses only scraps) from the factory for the
wark that is free, creative, and precisely not directed toward profit. in the very ﬁrﬁ_ﬁ
where the machine he must serve reigns supreme, he cunningly takes pleaswre in find-
Hig 4 wWay Lo crezfe gratuitous products whose sole purpose s to signfy his own
capabilities thirough his work and to confirm his solidarivy with other workers or his
mﬁﬂmw through spending his timie in this way, With the complicity of other workers
mﬁ%ﬁ thiws defeat the compe erition the factory tries to st among them), he sueceeds
i puttng one over on the established order on 15 howe ground. Far from bemng 2
E@ﬁﬂnﬂ toward a mwode of production orgamzed around artsans or individuals, o
perrique reintroduces Tpopular’ techniques of other times and other places mito the
mndustrial space {that is, into the Present order).
Muany other ex: ﬂﬁmrﬂ, wortdd show r, constant presence of these practices wn the
nost ordered spheres of modern life, With variations, practices amalogous to fa per-

rque are proliferating in gover Hnent m &E commerciai offices as well as in factones.
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authority of ethnological or folklore studies permits some of the material or linguis-
tic objects of these practices to be collected, labelied according to place of origin and
theme, put in display cases, offered for spection and interpretation, and thus that
authority conceals, as rural ‘treasures’ serving to edify or satisfy the curiosity of city
folk, the legitimization of an order supposed by 1ts CONSEIVators to be immemorial and
‘natural’ Or else they use the tools and products taken from a language of social oper-
ations to set off a display of technical gadgets and thus arrange them, inert, on the
margins of a system that itself remams ntact.

The actual order of things is precisely what ‘popular’ tactics turn to their own end,
without any illusion that it will change any tume soon. Though elsewhere it 1s
exploited by a dommant power or simply denied by an ideological discourse, here
order is tricked by an art. Into the institution to be served are thus insinuated styles of
social exchange, technical invention, and moral resistance, that is, an economy of the
‘oift (generosities for which one expects a return), an esthetics of ‘tricks’ (artists’
operations) and an ethics of fenacty (countless ways of refusing to accord the estab-
Lched order the status of a law, 2 meaning, or a fatality). ‘Popular’ culture 1s precisely
that; it is not a corpus considered as foreign, fragmented in order to be displayed, stud-
ied and ‘quoted’ by a system which does to objects what it does to living beings.

The progressive partitioning of tmes and places, the disjunctive logic of special-
ization through and for work, no longer has an adequate counterpart in the
conjunctive rituals of mass communications. This fact cannot become our law. 1t can
be gotten around through departments that, ‘competing’ with the gifts of our bene-
factors, offer them products at the expense of the institution that divides and pays the
workers. This practice of economic diversion is in reality the return of a sociopolitical
ethics into an economic system. It is no doubt related to the potlatch described by
Mauss, an interplay of voluntary allowances that counts on reciprocity and organizes
2 social network articulated by the ‘obligation to give’* In our socleties, the market
economy is no longer determined by such an ‘emulation” taking the abstract indi-
vidual as a basic unit, it regulates all exchanges among these units according to the
code of generalized equivalence constituted by money. This individualistic axiom is,
of course, now surfacing as the question that disturbs the free market system as a
whole. The a priori assumption of an historical Western option is becoming its point
of implosion. However that may be, the potlatch seems to persist within it as the mark
of another type of economy. It survives i our €CONOINY, though on its margins or i
its interstices. It is even deveioping, although held to be illegitimate, within modern
market economy. Because of this, the politics of the ‘gift’” also becomes a diversionary
ractic. In the same way, the loss that was voluntary in a gift economy 1s transformed
into a transgression in a profit CONONIy: 1t appears as an excess (a waste), a challenge
(a rejection of profit), or a crime (an attack on property). |

This path, relative to our economy, derives from another; it compensates for the
first even though it is illegal and {from this point of view) marginal. The same path-
way allows investigations to take up a position that is 0 longer defined only by an
acquired power and an observational knowledge, with the addition of a pinch of nos-
talgia. Melancholy is not enough. Certainly, with respect to the sort of writing that

separates domains in the name of the division of labor and reveals class affiliations, 1t
wimitld e falilane® i ac in the erarise af miraclee the oranns that farmeriv oave s
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time. This hope has disappeared, along with the beliefs which have long since van-
ished from our cities. There are no longer any ghosts who can remind the living of
reciprocity. But in the order organized by the power of knowledge (ours), as in the
order of the countryside or the factories, a diversionary practice remains possible.

Let us try to make a perrugue in the economic system whose rules and hierarchies
are repeated, as always, in scientific mstitutions. In the area of scientific research
(which defines the current order of knowledge), working with its machines and
making use of its scraps, we can divert the time owed to the institution; we can make
textual objects that signify an art and solidarities; we can play the game of free
exchange, even if it is penalized by bosses and colleagues when they are not willing
to ‘turn a blind eye’ on it; we can create networks of connivances and sleights of hand;
we can exchange gifts; and in these ways we can subvert the law that, in the scientific
factory, puts work at the service of the machine and, by 2 sumilar logic, progressively
destroys the requirement of creation and the ‘obligation to give” I know of investiga-
tors experienced in this art of diversion, which is a return of the ethical, of pleasure
and of invention within the scientific institution. Realizing no profit {profit is pro-
duced by work done for the factory), and m%wmm at a loss, they take something from the
order of knowledge in order to inscribe ‘artistic achievements’ on it and to carve on
it the graffiti of their debts of honor. To deal with everyday tactics in this way would
be to practice an ‘ordinary’ arf, to find oneself in the common situation, and to make
a kind of perrugue of writing itself.

In spite of measures taken to repress or conceal it, la perruque (or its equivalent) is infil-
trating itself everywhere and becoming more and more common. It is only one case
among all the practices which introduce artistic tricks and competitions of accomplices
into a system that reproduces and partitions through work or leisure. Sly as a fox and
rwice as quick: there are countless ways of ‘making do.

From this point of view, the dividing line no longer falls between work and leisure.
These two areas of activity flow together. They repeat and reinforce each other.
Cultural techniques that camouflage economic reproduction with fictions of surprise
(‘the event’), of truth (‘information’) or conumunication {‘promotion’) spread through
the workplace. Reciprocally, cultural production offers an area of expansion for ratio-
nal operations that permit work to be managed by dividing it (analysis), tabulating it
(synthesis) and aggregating it (generalization). A distinction is required other than the
one that distributes behaviors according to their place (of work or leisure) and quali-
fies them thus by the fact that they are located on one or another square of the soczal
checkerboard — in the office, in the workshop, or at the movies. There are differences
of another type. They refer to the modalities of action, to the formalities of practice.
They traverse the frontiers dividing time, place, and type of action into one part
assigned for work and another for leisure. For example, la perrugue grafts itself onto the
systerm of the industrial assembly line (its counterpoint, in the same place), as a vari-
ant of the activity which, outside the factory (in another place), takes the form of
bricolage.

Although they remain dependent upon the possibilities offered by circumstances,
these transverse factics do not obev the law of the vlace. for thev are not defined or




But what distinguishes them at the same time concerns the fypes of operations and the
role of spaces: strategies are able to produce, tabulate, and impose these spaces, when
those operations take place, whereas tactics can only use, manipulate, and divert
these spaces.

We must therefore specify the operational schemas. Just as in literature one differ-
entiates ‘styles” or ways of writing, one can distinguish “ways of operating’ - ways of
walking, reading, producing, speaking, etc. These styles of action intervene in a field
which regulates them at a first level (for example, at the level of the factory system),
but they introduce into it a way of turning it to their advantage that obeys other rules
and constitutes something like a second level interwoven into the first {for instance,
la perruque). These ‘ways of operating’ are similar to ‘instructions for use, and they
create a certain play in the machine through a stratification of different and interfer-
mg kinds of functioning. Thus a North African living in Paris or Roubaix (France)
insinuates info the system imposed on him by the construction of a2 low-income
housing development or of the French language the ways of ‘dwelling’ (in a house or
a language) peculiar to his native Kabylia. He superimposes them and, by that com-
bination, creates for himself a space in which he can find ways of using the constraining
order of the place or of the language. Without leaving the place where he has no
choice but to live and which lays down its law for him, he establishes within it a
degree of plurality and creativity. By an art of being in between, he draws unexpected
results from his situation.

These modes of use — or rather re~use — multiply with the extension of accultur-
ation phenomena, that is, with the displacement that substitute manners or ‘methods’
of transiting toward an identification of a person by the place in which he lives or
works. That does not prevent them from corresponding to a very ancient art of
‘making do’ I give them the name of uses, even though the word most often desig-
nates stereotyped procedures accepted and reproduced by a group, its ‘ways and
customs.” The problem lies in the ambiguity of the word, since it is precisely a matter
of recognizing in these ‘uses’ ‘actions’ {(in the military sense of the word) that have
their own formality and inventiveness and that discreetly organize the muitiform
labor of consumption.

Use, or consumption

In the wake of the many remarkable works that have analyzed ‘cultural products, the
systemn of their production,” the geography of their distribution and the situation of
consumers in that geography,” it seems possible to consider these products no longer
merely as data on the basis of which statistical tabulations of their circulation can be
drawn up ot the economic functioning of their diffusion understood, but also as parts
of the repertory with which users carry out operations of their own. Henceforth,
these facts are no longer the data of our calculations, but rather the lexicon of users’
practices. Thus, once the images broadcast by television and the time spent in front
of the TV set have been analyzed, it remains to be asked what the consumer makes of
these images and during these hours. The thousands of people who buy a health mag-
azine, the customers 1 a supermarket, the practitioners of urban space, the consumers
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The enigma of the consumer-sphinx. His products are scattered in the graphs of
televised, urbanistic, and commercial production. They are all the less visible because
the networks framing them are becoming more and more tightly woven, fiexible, and
totalitarian. They are thus protean in form, blending in with their surroundings, and
liable to disappear into the colonizing organizations whose products leave no room
where the consumers can mark their activity. The child still scrawls and daubs on his
schoolbooks; even if he is punished for this crime, he has made a space for himsell and
signs his existence as an author on it. The television viewer canpot write anything on
the screen of his set. He has been dislodged from the product; he plays no role in its
apparition. He loses his author’s rights and becomes, ot so it seems, a pure receiver,
the mirror of 2 multiform and narcissistic actor. Pushed to the limit, he would be the
image of appliances that no longer need him in order to produce themselves, the
reproduction of a ‘celibate machine’™

In reality, 2 rationalized, expansionist, centralized, spectacular and clamorous pro-
duction is confronted by an entirely different kind of production, called
‘consumption’ and characterized by its ruses, ifs fragmentation (the result of the cir-
cumstances), its poaching, its clandestifie nature, its tireless but quiet activity, in short
by its quasi~-invisibility, since it shows itself not in its own products (where would it
place them?) but in an art of using those imposed on it.

The cautious vet fundamental inversions brought about by consumption in other
societies have long been studied. Thus the spectacular victory of Spanish colomzation
over the indigenous Indian cultures was diverted from its intended aims by the use
made of it; even when they were subjected, indeed even when they accepted their
subjection, the Indians often used the laws, practices, and representations that were
imposed on them by force or by fascination to ends other than those of their con-
querors; they made something else out of them; they subverted them from within —
not by rejecting them or by transforming them {though that occurred as well}, but by
many different ways of using them in the service of rules, customs or convictions for-
eign to the colonization which they could not escape.® They metaphorized the
dominant order: they made it function in another register. They remained other
within the system which they assimilated and which assimilated them externally.
They diverted it without leaving it. Procedures of consumption maintained their dif-
ference in the very space that the occupier was organizing.

Is this an extreme example? No, even if the resistance of the Indians was founded
on a memory tattooed by oppression, 2 past inscribed on their body.” To 2 lesser
degree, the same process can be found in the use made in ‘popular’ milieus of the cul-
tures diffused by the ‘elites’ that produce language. The imposed knowledge and
symbolisms become objects manipulated by practitioners who have not produced
them. The language produced by a certain social category has the power to extend its
conquests into vast areas surrounding it, ‘deserts” where nothing equally articulated
seems to exist, but in doing so it is caught in the trap of its assimilation by a jungle of
procedures rendered invisible to the conqueror by the very victories he seems to have
won. However spectacular it may be, his privilege is likely to be only apparent if 1t
merely serves as a framework for the stubborn, guileful, everyday practices that make
use of it. What is called ‘popularization’ or ‘degradation’ of a culture 1s from this point
of view a partial and caricatural aspect of the revenge that utilizing tactics take on the




L]

person (who uses them) and these products (indexes of the ‘order” which 1s 1mposed
on himy), there 15 a gap of varying proportions opened by the use that he makes of
them.

Use must thus be analyzed n uself. There is no lack of models, especially so far as
language 1s concerned; language 1s indeed the privileged terrain on which to discern
the formal rules proper to such practices. Gilbert Ryle, borrowing Saussure’s distinc-
tion between langue’ (a system) and ‘parole’ (an act), compared the former to a fund
of capital and the latter to the operations 1t makes possible: on the one hand, a stock of
materials, on the other, transactions and uses.? In the case of consurmption, one could
almost say that production furnishes the capital and that users, like renters, acquire the
right to operate on and with this fund without owning it. But the comparison is valid
ordy for the relation between the knowledge of a language and “speech acts.” From this
alone can be derived a series of questions and categories which have permutted us,
especially since Bar-Hillel's work, to open up within the study of language (semiosis
or semiotics) a particular area (called pragmatics) devoted to use, notably to indexical
expression, that 15, “words and sentences of which the reference cannot be determined
without knowledge of the context of use.”

We shall return later to these inquiries which have illuminated a whole region of
everyday practices (the use of language); at this point, it suffices to note that they are
based on a problematics of enunciation.!¥ By situating the act in relation to its cir-
cumstances, ‘contexts of use’ draw attention to the traits that specify the act of
speaking {(or practice of language) and are its effects. Enunciation furnishes a model
of these characteristics, but they can also be discovered in the relation that other prac-
tices {walking, residing, etc.) entertain with non-linguistic systems. Enunciation
presupposes: {1} a realization of the linguistic system through a speech act that actual-
izes somie of its potential (language i1s real only in the act of speaking); (2) an
appropriation of language by the speaker who uses it; (3) the postulation of an inter-
locutor {real or fictive) and thus the constitution of a relational contract or allocation
(one speaks to someone); (4) the establishment of a present through the act of the T
who speaks, and conjointly, since ‘the present is properly the source of time, the orga-
mization of a temporality (the present creates a before and an after) and the existence
of a ‘now’ which is the presence to the world.!!

These elements (realizing, appropriating, being inscribed in relations, being situated
in time) make of enunciation, and secondarily of use, a nexus of circumstances, a
nexus adherent to the ‘context’ from which 1t can be distinguished only by abstrac-
tion. Indissociable from the present instant, from particular circumstances and from a
faire (a peculiar way of doing things, of producing language and of modifying the
dynamics of 2 relation), the speech act 1s at the same time a use of language and an
operation performed on it. We can attempt to apply this model to many non-hnguistic
operations by taking as our hiypothesis that all these uses concern consumption.

We must, however, clarify the nature of these operations from another angle, not
on the basis of the relation they entertamn with 2 system or an order, but insofar as
power relationships define the networks in which they are inscribed and delimit the cir-
cumstances from which they can profit. In order to do so, we must pass from a
hinguistic frame of reference to a polemological one. We are concerned with battles
or games between the strong and the weak, and with the “actions’ which remain pos-
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See in particular A. Huet ef al., La Marchandise culturelle {Paris: CNRS, 1977), which s not
satisfled merely with analysing products (photos, records, prints), but also studies a system
of commercial repetition and ideoclogical reproduction.

See, for example, Pratiques culturelles des Frangais (Paris: Secrétariat d’Etat 3 la Culture ~
SER, 1974), 2 vol. Alvin Toffler, The Culture Consumers (Baltimore: Penguin, 1965),
remains fundamental and pioneering, although it is not statistically based and is limited to
miass cuiture,

On the premonitory theme of the ‘celibate machine’ in the art (M. Duchamp, ¢f al.) or the
hiterature {from Jules Verne to Raymond Roussel) of the early twentieth century, see J.
Clair et al., Les Machines célibataires (Venice: Alfieri, 1975).

see, for example, on the subject of the Aymaras of Peru and Bolivia, |.-E. Monast, On les
croyait Chrétiens: les Aymaras (Paris: Cerf, 1969).

See M. de Certeau, ‘La Longue marche indienne, in Le Réveil indien en Amérigue latine, ed.
Yves Materne and DIAL (Paris: Cerf, 1976), 119~135.

G. Ryle, "‘Use, Usage and Meaning, in The Theory of Meaning, ed. G. . R. Parkinson
(Oxtford: Oxford University Press, 1968}, 109-116. A large part of the volume is devoted
tO use. "

Richard Montague, ‘Pragmatics, in La Philosophie contemporaine, ed. Raymond Klibansky
(Firenze: La Nuova ltalia, 1968), I, 102-122. Y. Bar-Hillel thus adopts a term of C. S.
Peirce, of which the equivalents are, in B. Russell, ‘ego-centric particulars’; in H.
Reichenbach, ‘token-reflexive expressions’; in N. Goodman, ‘indicator words’: in W, V.
Quine, ‘non-eternal sentences’; etc. A whole tradition is inscribed in this perspective.
Wittgenstein belongs to it as well, the Wittgenstein whose slogan was ‘Don’t ask for the
meaning; ask for the use’ in reference to normal use, regulated by the institution that is
language.

>ee "I'he Proverbial Enunciation, p. 18.

See Emile Benveniste, Problemes de linguistique générale (Paris: Gallimard, 1974), 11, 7988,
Fermand Deligny, Les lagabonds efficaces {Paris: Maspero, 1970), uses this word to describe
the trajectories of young autistic people with whom he lives, writings that move through
forests, wanderings that can no longer make a path through the space of language.

See ‘Indetermunate, p. 199,




