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In April 2012 the blind Chinese dissent Chen Guangcheng made an improbable escape from house arrest in eastern Shandong Province and, after a mad dash to Beijing, he sought refuge inside the United States Embassy. Once under American protection, Chen equivocated. Should he remain in China or should he ask Chinese authorities for their permission to exit to the United States? Remaining in China would likely mean continuing his struggle against Shandong party officials to defend farmers fighting illegal land seizures and to advocate for the legal rights of peasants resisting China’s family planning campaign. Staying also would mean risking trial, a long jail term or house arrest, and possible retribution on his family members. Leaving China and seeking refuge in the United States, in contrast, would be an escape from these fears and vicissitudes and, while not easy, Chen’s life would be comparatively safe and secure. 
As two nations watched Chen’s every move, and a diplomatic crisis between China and the United States threatened, Chen prevaricated. Despite all the excellent reasons to do so, he did not choose immediately to leave China. One reason for Chen’s hesitation may be that exit has been equated with capitulation and desertion. As Solidarity dissident Adam Michnik explains in “Why You Are Not Emigrating…,” a common stereotype of the émigré in communist Poland was as “someone who had turned his back on his country, who placed himself outside of the nation, who did not share in its good and bad times…the émigré who chose easy earnings, security, and prosperity and who, for American money, told lies about Poland” 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Michnik 1987, 17)
. True dissidents remained in the country, “on the banks of the Vistula where life is difficult and uncomfortable—not on the Seine or the Thames, where life is comfortable and predictable.” After describing this stereotype, Michnik disputes it. He points out that some émigrés “managed to build an intellectual bridge” between the outside world and the closed society of Poland and were instrumental in the struggle.

Indeed, Michnik goes so far as to suggest that staying and exiting can be complementary forms of resistance. “No thinking person,” he concludes, “can say that these people, by leaving, placed themselves outside of the nation” 


(Michnik 1987, 19-20) ADDIN EN.CITE .
Michnik’s letter also opens up the intriguing possibility that exit might be a kind of resistance. This is certainly an appealing possibility for dissidents like Chen; saving one’s neck might not mean losing one’s honor. But Michnik’s suggestion raises a significant scholarly question as well. If exit can be a form of resistance, what does it look like? What are its characteristics or attributes? Put in concrete terms, what would we expect a dissident like Chen to do or say if he were exiting and resisting? It is unclear what separates this kind of exiting—exiting as a dissident with the goal of protesting, halting, or illuminating injustice—from garden-variety exits. 
In this paper I take up the question of what resistant exit looks like. While analysis might take a number of routes, I focus on constructing a typology of some significant political behaviors and beliefs associated with resistant exit. A goal of this paper is to identify several major behavioral features of exit as a form of resistance, not to catalogue every dimension of the phenomenon. The three indicators discussed here are sufficient indicators not necessary ones. While resistant exit is particularly compelling issue for dissidents like Michnik and Chen who consider departing from authoritarian contexts, I take exit to be a more extensive phenomenon. Following Hirschman’s broad and inclusive definition, exit is a purposive departure from a political group or public good that results in a change in membership of that group or good (Hirschman 1970). The political group that is exited can vary, ranging from a nation-state, to a political party, to a civic association. In what follows, I branch out from the case of Chen and Michnik and explore a wide, even eclectic collection of cases. The case selection is driven by the goal to identify and clarify key characteristics of resistant exits not by the need to be representative or to make generalizable causal claims. In terms of resistance, I also rely on a broad definition, understanding resistance as an action, undertaken by an individual or group, that aims to disrupt dominant power arrangements, discourses, or identities or that strives to expose the injustice of those in power. Resistance is oppositional, in other words, and it strives to interrupt or alter prevailing modes of power or to express enmity to them.  
This exploration of resistant exit is significant because it challenges an underlying functionalist assumption in much of the political science research on exit and resistance. A sizable and influential portion of the scholarship on exit has focused on an “economic approach” that explores the circumstances in which rational actors can employ exit to maximize their political efficacy 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Dowding 2008; Dowding and John 2012; Bednar 2007; Gehlbach 2006; Kato 1998; Clark, Golder et al. 2012)
. This scholarship has greatly expanded our understanding of exit as a means to a political end and clarified the potential efficacy of exit, a finding confirmed in the excellent work of Yossi Shain on political exiles 


(Shain 1988; Shain 1989; Shain 1991) ADDIN EN.CITE . But this scholarship has also assumed that exit is primarily a tool. Some time ago Brian Barry predicted that an economic approach to exit would fail to adequately explain the political side of the phenomenon (Barry 1974, 86). Though an economic approach has yielded a wealth of information about the instrumental uses of exit, Barry was essentially correct that this method of analysis concentrates intellectual attention on certain dimensions of the phenomenon, while rendering others comparatively indistinct. 
The argument proceeds, first, by exploring the economic or functionalist approach in much of the political science scholarship on exit and resistance. The first section of the paper also examines a few notable works that have touched on the idea of a resistant exit but left unexplored the question of distinctive characteristic behaviors or beliefs that mark the phenomenon as such. The next three sections of the paper turn to this task. Examining diverse set of empirical cases, these sections focus on identifying some elements and characteristics that mark resistant exit as distinct from garden-variety exit. Each of these three sections explores a single distinguishing indicator. The concluding section returns to the case of Chen Guangchen, the dissident’s dilemma of whether to stay or go, and the Michnik possibility of a resistant exit. If Michnik is correct and resistant exit is an observable political phenomenon, then this suggests that it can be studied further within political science. This final section explores a few such avenues for future research.    
Theories of Walking Away: Exit and Resistance

For Albert Hirschman, exit revealed dissatisfaction (Hirschman 1970). In his path-breaking work, Exit, Voice, and Loyalty, Albert Hirschman described consumers who are unhappy with a product or service and, rather than expressing their displeasure to the company or lumping it, they “exit,” switching products or service providers. Hirschman, an economist, argued that this kind of behavior is applicable to politics as well as economics, and he urged political scientists to pay greater attention to exit. The political exits that Hirschman considered are varied, including emigration and migration, defection from political parties, resignation from political office, exits from public goods, boycotts, and even ‘dropping out’ to alternative or utopian communities in the 1960s. But these diverse cases share a general feature for Hirschman: the exit itself is typically undertaken to incentivize decision makers to be responsive. Exit is an instrument, in other words, to encourage leaders to alter their product, service, organization, or public good and thus to decrease dissatisfaction with it.  

Much of the influential political science research following Hirschman adopts his economic approach, analyzing the “modus operandi” of exit with an eye for costs and benefits, equilibriums, and strategic advantage (Hirschman 1970, 33). In their recent Exits, Voices, and Social Investment, for instance, Keith Dowding and Peter John explain exit through the failure of the Coca-Cola product ‘New Coke.’ Exit is “[m]oving away from a brand,” they note, and it “performs the function of signaling deteriorating quality” (Dowding and John 2012, 2, 8). In the case of New Coke, what “really mattered to Coca-Cola of course…were falling sales” (Dowding and John 2012, 2).  Jenna Bednar examines the effect of exit on the productivity of a federalist system, concluding that member governments should voluntarily submit to measures that “make exit as costly as possible” in order to promote a thriving union (Bednar 2007, 1). Scott Gehlbach offers a game-theoretic model of exit that focuses “the potential bargaining power” of an individual vis-à-vis the leadership of a political group (Gehlbach 2006, 397). In her APSR article, Junko Kato challenges Hirschman’s notion of a trade-off relationship between exit and voice, but also analyzes exit in terms of a rational calculation of costs and benefits (Kato 1998). Taken collectively, these works give a sense of the breadth of the political science scholarship on exit, ranging as it does from analysis of social investment to federalism to political parties. At the same time, an underlying commonality is also apparent in the midst of this diversity. Exit is understood as a political tool that can be deployed strategically in response to dissatisfaction to achieve an end. It is something that rational agents use, threaten, or refrain from using (or in Bednar’s case collectively forbid) in order to improve their situation.  
The recent debate in political science about the efficacy of non-violent political opposition reveals a similar kind of means-to-end approach to resistance.
 Many political scientists have concluded that opposition movements tend to choose violent methods of resistance because they are more beneficial than non-violent approaches at achieving policy goals 


(Arreguín-Toft 2005; Byman and Waxman 2001; Martin 1992; Pape 1996; Pape 2005) ADDIN EN.CITE . In their recent research Chenoweth and Stephan challenge this argument by examining the strategic effectiveness of violent and nonviolent campaigns between state and non-state actors from 1900 to 2006 and by exploring case studies in Iran, Palestine, the Philippines, and Burma 


(Chenoweth and Stephan 2011; Stephan and Chenoweth 2008) ADDIN EN.CITE . Chenoweth and Stephan’s efforts to shed empirical light on this fundamental question are commendable, but their approach also understates elements of resistance that are unrelated to efficacy. Building on the work of Chenoweth and Stephan as well as other empirical research, Dustin Ells Howes argues that violence is “counterproductive to politics” and that “pragmatic pacifism” has “a better chance of success” (Howes 2013, 428, emphasis original).  
The research by Chenoweth, Stephan, and Howe raises a provocative and significant question within the field that will likely be debated further. At the same time, the terms of this debate are focused primarily on success of resistance as a tactic to attain policy goals. Whether violent or nonviolent, resistance is conceptualized as an implement of change. As with exit, an instrumental approach exposes some elements of the resistance quite well, but it leaves other components of resistance less explored (Pearlman 2013). In some cases, for instance, resistance can have meaning and significance that is distinct from strategic concerns because it is an expression of moral truth or an example of righteousness. This idea of resisting in the name of morality is often associated with well-known figures (Antigone, the Christian martyrs, John Brown). But lesser-known examples exist as well. When two German peasant boys refused to join the Waffen-SS near the end of WWII, they were sentenced to death. On the day of their execution, they wrote, “We would rather die than burden our conscience with such terrible things. We know what the S.S. must carry out” (Arendt 1965, 104). 

While these scholars have studied exit and resistance separately, three authors have emphasized the connection between resistance and exit. Michael Walzer is one of the earliest to explore this line of inquiry by illuminating the connections between the Book of Exodus and radical, disruptive political action in Exodus and Revolution. For Walzer, the Israelite march out of Egypt represents a challenge to the dominant power, Pharaoh, and the promise of a new political home, Canaan. It is a narrative of exit, resistance, and hope that has appealed to numerous dissidents. As Walzer puts it, many “men and women, believing in God’s mighty hand, have nevertheless girded their loins, challenged the pharaohs of their own time, [and] marched into the wilderness” (Walzer 1985, 10). Though Exodus has been connected to political messianism, moral absolutism and catastrophic change, Walzer emphasizes a strain of Exodus politics that is more human and reformist (Walzer 1985, 147). Exit, in Walzer’s writing, becomes a metaphor for political change, one that is still relevant today. The “door of hope” from Egypt is still open, a promised land awaits, and the way to get there is by “joining together and marching” (Walzer 1985, 149).

For Paolo Virno, exit represents a third possibility distinct from dialectical movement, a non-dialectical form of negation and resistance (Virno 2003, 70).  Exit, as Virno sees it, is a way out of the Foucauldian twining of resistance and oppression because it is an action that calls on a more elemental political state than either. Virno draws on the Book of Exodus as well, but for him the narrative is significant because it poses a fundamental question for the Israelites: will they submit to Pharaoh or openly rebel? Faced with these two options, the Israelites invent a novel solution. They flee. As Virno sees it, exiting is not a passive act that leaves the exited group unaltered. Rather, desertion itself modifies “the conditions within which the conflict is played out instead of submitting to them” (Virno 2005, 20). Thus, for Virno, the mass exodus of American workers in the middle of the nineteenth century for the frontier was a method of reversing their situation and establishing a degree of self-determination that was denied them in the factory. It was neither a ‘no,’ nor a ‘yes,’ but rather an ‘other.’ And, in this sense, exit creates possibilities that were as yet unknown. Exit, or the “positive construction of a favorable scenario,” demands “more initiative than the clash with pre-fixed conditions. An affirmative ‘doing’ qualifies defection, impressing a sensual and operative taste on the present” (Virno 2005). Rather than an abdication of responsibility, a sign of passivity, or a signal of apathy, exit entails responsibility, action, and possibilities 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 

(Also see Bargu 2011, 103-122; Westermann 1945)
.


Hardt and Negri suggest that exodus, desertion, and nomadism may be fundamental to resistance and class struggle in an age of imperial and biopolitical power (Hardt and Negri 2000, 213). Calling on a “new nomad horde” to control their own banishment, Hardt and Negri connect exit with creation and hope (Hardt and Negri 2000, 213). In addition to constructing exodus as resistance, the multitude “must also transform that resistance into a form of constituent power, creating the social relations and institutions of a new society” (Hardt and Negri 2004, 348). Hardt and Negri push the concept of exit in radical directions, suggesting that it is possible to exit from humanity—that is, to engage in an “anthropological exodus” through mutations of the body that invent “a new place” (cyborgs, drag, and hybridizations that blur the line between animal and human) (Hardt and Negri 2000, 215-218). They also consider that there may be kind of exit that encompasses staying as well as leaving (Hardt and Negri 2009, 152-153). 

While illuminating and provocative in many respects, this theoretical scholarship also reveals a serious difficulty.  It does not address how exit becomes resistance. Or, to put it more accurately, this scholarship leaves unanswered the question of how to identify a resistant exit as such. Consider, for instance, Virno’s argument that the migration of American workers for the frontier in the nineteenth century was an example of a defiant, oppositional exodus 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Virno 2005; Marx 1936, 838-848)
. While this sounds reasonable, it is equally plausible that this exodus was motivated primarily by economic interests, by a desire to “strike it rich” rather than to express opposition to dominant power relations. If Virno is correct that this was a defiant exit, his analysis does not explain why this is so or how other resistant exits might be identified.  
Yossi Shain’s “Who is a Political Exile?” suggests a way out of this problem. Shain confronts a similar sort of obstacle: how to distinguish political exiles from ordinary expatriates (Shain 1988). Demonstrating the flaws in basing a distinction on sociological, psychological and legal attributes, Shain argues that political behavior is a more reliable and robust indicator between expatriates and exiles. Thus, for Shain, a political exile is an individual who “engages in political activity, directed against the policies of a home regime, the home regime itself or the political system as a whole, and aimed at creating circumstances favorable” to his or her return (Shain 1988, 392). When a political exile ceases to engage in oppositional activity, she or he is no longer a political exile but rather an expatriate. 
Following Shain’s logic to the problem of identifying resistant exits suggests focusing on behaviors and beliefs that occur during and after the exit. There are important limitations to this approach: it will exclude those who are opposed to the exited group but are inhibited from acting because of fear or coercion, and it will overlook those who use the most covert or clandestine methods of resistance. This method of identification sets the bar for resistant exit high, as it were, and puts emphasis on overt, purposive opposition. But, there are redeeming virtues as well. As Shain points out, political behavior is observable and, while not a crystalline indicator, it is comparatively clear. The next three sections take up this task of identifying three behaviors and beliefs that are associated with resistant exit: using public voice and justification (“walking and talking”), remaining attached to the exited group and committed to the struggle for resistance (“walking with string”), and founding resistant political organizations in exile (“walking the walk”).  
Walking and Talking: Resistant Exit and Voice
In 2003, Robin Cook’s resigned as Leader of the British House of Commons to protest Prime Minister Tony Blair’s decision to go to war with Iraq 


(2003; 2005; Brown 2005; Cook 2003; Cook 2003; Dayell 2005; Tempest 2003) ADDIN EN.CITE . Cook’s departure was a variety of what is called a “principled resignation” in British politics–that is, he stepped down because remaining in public office conflicted with his principles 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Alderman and Cross 1967, 112-119; Felice 2009; Weisband and Franck 1975; Rhodes 2011, 244-279; Hirschman 1970)
. Cook was not alone in his resignation. Ten other British government leaders, both in Parliament and in the British civil service, resigned under protest of the war with Iraq (Felice 2009, 148). 
Though the United States does not have a tradition of resignation under protest, Cook’s action was similar to that of Attorney General Eliot Richardson and Deputy Attorney General William Ruckelshaus who both resigned from office rather than comply with President Nixon’s order to dismiss Watergate Special Prosecutor Archibald Cox 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(also see Felice 2009; Weisband and Franck 1975; Edelman 2001, 5-6)
. In these cases, the actors did not protest injustice by breaking the law in public, as civil disobedients do, and they did not use violence, as revolutionaries do. Rather, they relinquished the power, status, and privilege of their official position and thus gave up the capacity to participate in the decision making of a small, politically powerful group.
Cook’s case is particularly useful because it illustrates a common indicator of resistant exits: the use of public justifications to announce and justify the exit. Cook was aided in publicizing his exit by two conditions: as a high-ranking politician, Cook was particularly adept at commandeering public attention, and while he resigned from the Cabinet, he maintained his position in Parliament. Cook’s principled resignation did not signal an end to his public life, in other words, but rather the beginning of his vocal opposition to the war and to Blair. Even given these advantages, Cook was noteworthy for being both relentless and skillful in offering public justifications for his exit. He, first, wrote a letter of resignation explaining his opposition to Blair’s decision in moral and pragmatic terms. Though ostensibly to Blair, the letter courted and found a much wider audience when it was broadcast across traditional media and the Internet. Cook gave numerous interviews, and he wrote a book fittingly entitled Point of Departure that offered an even more detailed justification of his decision to resign his office. Cook, who died in 2005, even used the epitaph on his gravestone to explain his actions to future publics, stating “I may not have succeeded in halting the war, but I did secure the right of parliament to decide on war.” But, Cook is perhaps best known for his dramatic resignation speech in the House of Commons, which, through some spellbinding combination of oratorical talent and moral outrage, resulted in the first standing ovation in the House’s storied history.   
Cook, in other words, justified his exit as resistance by using what Hirschman called “voice.” Hirschman tended to maintain an analytic distinction between exit and voice, arguing that actors must choose whether to exercise the “voice option” or the “exit option” (Hirschman 1970). Hirschman’s analytic distinction is blurred in Cook’s case because Cook did not make a choice between exit and voice, but rather used voice to identify his exit as resistance. Voice followed his exit, and exit enabled his voice. While a member of the Cabinet, Cook was not permitted to speak against its decisions; once he exited, he was free to do so. There is good reason to think that the connection between resistant exit and voice may be a more general one, however. Warren, for instance, calls exit a “low-information” act because, while it signals a rift, the exit, in and of itself, is ill equipped to communicate the source or character of the problem 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 

(Warren 2011, 693 and 696; Green 1998, 184)
. 
One reason Cook’s exit is a resistant exit is that he offered public justifications to identify it as such—that is, he used ‘voice’ after the fact and attempted to attract the attention of the public. To put the point slightly differently, resistant exits can be “noisy” exits 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Barry 1974, 95-99; Hirschman 1970, 117; Laver 1976, 741-743; Pfaff and Kim 2003, 403; Dowding, John et al. 2000, 475; Dowding and John 2012, 10, 58; Montanaro 2012, 1102-1103)
. They create a spectacle designed to draw the gaze of the public. This insight may help make sense of the theoretical import the Exodus narrative, which, as Walzer notes, has been appealed to repeatedly throughout Western history. Exodus may help resolve the ‘low information’ problem. In this sense, the narrative may be functionally analogous to Cook’s resignation speech because it provides a shared, public justification that identifies a resistant exit as such. Exodus says what exit alone cannot. It also may set a pattern for public justifications by equating a place or ruler with injustice (“Pharaoh” and “Egypt”), by connecting remaining with the perpetuation of injustice (to stay is to remain in bondage), and by envisioning exiting to a promised land (“Canaan”). 

I’ve said that Cook’s justifications were public, and it is important to unpack that term. What is entailed in a public justification? What makes it public? One answer has to do with audience: a public justification attempts to engage various publics, to attract their attention. Though Cook’s resignation was addressed to Blair, it was certainly written for a much larger audience, specifically, the whole of the British government and the British citizenry. With his resistant exit, he declared to the majority that their values—which Cook claimed to represent—were sharply at odds with their elected political leadership. His departure pointed to a rift in democratic representation and implicitly called on various publics within Britain to consider and reconcile the competing claims (Cook 2003, 337). His exit posed a series of questions to the British publics: did Blair represent them or did Cook? Which policy prescription was preferable? Who was morally right?  
Another element of a public justification—a public use of ‘voice’—is to appeal to publicly held values. The one who walks away can refer to collective political values in order to explain her decision to exit, as Cook did, for instance, when he justified his departure by referring to the British tradition of pluralism and heterogeneity (Cook 2003, 57, 350). Rather than defending his exit through radical ideas that were alien to the general public (“horizontalidad,” “dialectical materialism”), Cook explicated his actions in terms of broadly understood British ideals. At the very moment that he left the British Cabinet—a move that some considered unpatriotic—he called on patriotic and publicly held ideals of the British political system. Civil disobedients often perform the same action: they invoke shared principles to legitimize their resistance. This is, in John Rawls’s estimation, an indicator that distinguishes civil disobedience as a “political act.” It is “guided and justified by political principles, that is, by the principles of justice which regulate the constitution and social institutions generally” (Rawls 1971, 365). At the very moment when civil disobedients break the established, democratic law, they appeal to the established values of the democratic majority. They are, in this sense, outsiders who break the law and insiders who know how to speak to the political values of the majority. With this example in mind, Cook’s resistant exit might be considered public in two respects. He attempted invite the attention of all members of the political community by creating a calamitous spectacle of his departure from the Cabinet. Moreover, he made an effort to engage various British publics by speaking in a common, shared political language.  
 A third way that a resistant exit might be public is in terms of a public motivation. The one exiting might be motivated by a desire to care for political or public life or by an aspiration to improve it. He or she might aspire to what Hannah Arendt has called amor mundi over care for oneself or one’s conscience (Arendt 1972, 58-68). Arendt’s standard in this regard is quite high (Thoreau’s ardent abolitionism does not measure up) and a more realistic standard might be put negatively: the primary motivation should not be self-interest. A good skeptic will point out that self-interested motives, such as a desire for power, fame, and money, motivate most actions. In this particular dimension, Cook’s exit may fail. Cook was certainly ambitious, and it is hard to imagine that he did not resent Blair for demoting him from Foreign Secretary during his tenure in the Cabinet. It is plausible that his primary motivation was either drive or enmity (or a combination of the same). 
Self-interest can take a trickier, less ostentatious form: exiting to relieve a guilty conscience. Perhaps Cook, for instance, exited his position in the Cabinet to assuage a nagging inner feeling of wrongness, to eradicate an internal sense of moral taint or filth. In addition to eradicating guilt, exit it may even serve as a form of penance or purification. It is debatable whether it is actually possible to attain moral purification through exit 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 

(Beerbohm 2012; Shklar 1990; Young 2001)
. Still, the effort seems self-interested nonetheless. Though this purifying exit is not motivated by a desire for money or fame, it seems to be focused largely concerned with the inner life of the individual. What began as a matter of individual conscience stays there, housed in the self. In contrast to resistant exits, there is little effort to engage with the public, to alter dominant modes of power, or, in some cases, to participate with the world. Examples of purifying exits are not hard to find in the monastic tradition of Christianity, Buddhism, and Hinduism. It can be traced back to the anchorites, hermits, and “Desert Fathers and Mothers” who withdrew from society in order to pursue spiritual perfection through rigorous asceticism. They exited in the name of redemption or salvation, not to resist. These examples helpful because they suggest oppositional cases: a resistant exit is not the same as the withdrawal of a religious recluse who seeks spiritual perfection. Though resistant exits often involve individual morality and conscience, cleansing these aspects of the self are not be the primary motivators. 

The principal way, thus far, of signaling a resistant exit as such has been the use of voice in a particular manner—that is, using voice to engage public attention, to make a cacophonous and spectacular exit, and to speak to various publics in their own public languages. The predominance of voice raises a question: is it possible to engage in a resistant exit by only using public voice? One might, for instance, verbally threaten exit by claiming that one will walk if thus and such is done (or not done) or one might discuss a hypothetical exit and thereby keep exit entirely in the realm of speech. But this seems to be a threat of resistant exit or the imagining of a resistant exit, not the thing itself. The action, a discernable change in membership, appears to be significant. Public voice and resistant exit seem to be mutually reinforcing. 

To test this further, let’s ask another question: is it possible to engage in a resistant exit without public voice? This seems very rare, but not impossible. Consider Mohamed Bouazizi self-immolation in a public street in front of the Governor’s office in the center of town in Sidi Bouzid, Tunisia. It would overstate the case to say that voice was entirely absent. Bouazizi did complain to the Governor’s office of his mistreatment, and by some accounts he shouted, “How do you expect me to make a living?” before he dousing himself with gasoline. Still it was not Bouazizi’s use of public voice that attracted the attention of concerned individuals in Tunisia and beyond. The action itself—a violent, desperate, dramatic public spectacle—is what garnered the attention of various publics and played a role in pro-democracy protests in Tunisia, Egypt, Yemen, Bahrain, Libya, and Syria. Though the injustices they face are different, approximately 114 Tibetans have engaged in the same practice, setting themselves on fire to protest Chinese rule of Tibet and human rights abuses. Lacking freedom of speech and committed to Buddhist principles of nonviolence against others, these Tibetans have turned violence on themselves with the hope that their resistant exit might disrupt or dislodge Chinese rule. 


These are extreme examples. Exit from life is not the standard way that the concept of exit is used in political analysis. Moreover, exit typically implies non-violence. While it is possible to have a resistant exit that is comparatively quiet, it is far more common for resistant exit to be combined with voice. We can be more specific about the kind of voice that is used. Those engaging in a resistant exit tend to use what I have called public voice by directing their justifications to the public, by claiming to act on behalf of the public, or by employing public ideas for support.  
Walking With String: Resistant Exit and Attachment

People walk away from political groups for all sorts of reasons. They want to do other things with their time. They become disenchanted with a political cause that once filled them with passion. They grow apathetic, cynical, or weary. But sometimes they walk away because the group that they belong to is engaged in a misguided policy or is committing injustice. In the latter case, the spur for walking is often not an injustice—that is, it is not a finite and easily identifiable moral wrong that can be cleanly and quickly cut out like a cancerous tumor and thus restore the body politic to moral good health. Injustice runs deep, permeating the political group or organization all the way down, so much so that sometimes membership, the mere act of belonging, becomes morally tainted. Because it involves changing membership, moving out of the immoral entity, exit provides a solution of sorts. 

The key thus far to identifying resistant exits has been focusing on the behavior or commitments of the ones who walk away. Exit, like any deed, can be done in a variety of ways. If the first type of a resistant exit might be summed up as public voice, the second type can be described as attached. Those who undertake this type of exit walk away with a figurative string attached, and thus they can find their way back no matter the twists and turns they encounter on the outside. 

Consider, for instance, conscientious objectors to the Vietnam War who fled from the United States to parts elsewhere, usually Canada or Sweden. A portion of these so-called draft dodgers and deserters understood the choice they faced in moral terms, and their exit from the juridical boundaries of the United States enabled them to make moral claims separated from legal issues 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 

(Baskir and Strauss 1978; Dickerson 1999; Hagan 2001; Hunt 1999)
. In this sense, their situation contrasts with Socrates, who remained in Athens and, as the Crito beautifully demonstrates, remained conversant with the laws of Athens and ensconced in their juridical concerns. Objectors left for their Thessaly, a move that engendered cosmopolitan moral sensibility and altered the terms of their criticism. Exit freed their critical faculties, allowing a new perspective on the war that was loosened from the constraints of legal obligation, lawful membership, and the formal structure of American politics. They no longer had to limit their moral critique to realistic strategies for change, and they did not have to speak in terms of American constitutional and political limitations (Dickerson 1999, 156). As in the case of Cook, exit enabled a freer use of voice. Wei-chin Lee notes that “the very purpose of exit can be for the unrestrained use of voice” (Lee 1992, 45). 
For many of those who exited, the break with the United States was complete and, like countless immigrants before them, they assimilated fully into their new political homes. Others however recreated themselves as political hybrids, physically and legally removed from the United States but still attached to the country—they thought of themselves as Americans in exile—and connected to their homeland by affective bonds (Shain 1988, 394). Judith Shklar suggests that there is a distinction between obligation, a legal or law-like demand to uphold the laws or rules of a country that is grounded in reason, and loyalty, a non-rational attachment to an ascriptive group or its ideals (a nation, an ethnic group, a religion) (Shklar 1993, 183-185). Obligation is legal and rational; loyalty is not. Shklar’s distinction may be overdrawn, but it is helpful because it suggests that loyalty can be detached from obedience to the law. With this separation in mind, we can see that some conscientious objectors may have lost their obligation to the United States, but not their loyalty to the country or to its ideal, beliefs, and doctrines. Their geographic location did not, in other words, accord with their political loyalties (Shain 1989, 18-26). 
Here again their actions are telling: they wrote political books and articles chronicling the evils of the war intended not for Canadians or Swedes, but for Americans, and they returned to the United States illicitly to participate in political demonstrations 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 

(Dickerson 1999; Finn 1968; Williams 1971)
. The political attachment to the homeland can manifest itself in a variety of ways. Jan Kavan, for instance, remained attached to Czechoslovakia while in exile by founding the samizdat publishing house Palach Press and setting up an elaborate smuggling operation that imported books and supplies to the resistance and exported their political tracts out (Weschler 1998, 63-135). Kavan was a conduit between communist Czechoslovakia and the outside world, bringing the two together through illegally conveying goods and documents. In this sense, his attachment was physical, one of deeds. He smuggled key documents of the opposition, including Vaclav Havel’s “Power of the Powerless,” to the outside and brought goods to the opposition on the inside.  
To understand that attachment can be crucial to resistant exit, one need only look at the other side, at the home regimes that have worried about political exiles. Napoleon, the tsarist Russian government, and Mussolini were all deeply troubled by the activities of political exiles, in some cases with good reason (Shain 1989, 145-162). Several exile organizations have advocated overthrow of the government in power, including the anti-Soviet Russian Monarchists, the Spanish Republicans, the anti-Fascist Italians, the anti-Nazi Germans and the numerous governments-in-exile in Europe in World War II (Shain 1991). Lenin, who managed to maintain close contact with domestic opposition while in exile and returned victoriously to Russia in 1917, suggests the extent of what can be accomplished from abroad.
This is a problem that Chinese authorities today now well. With the adage “domestic shame should not be publicized” in mind, the Chinese regime’s policy for many years was to sharply restrict exit for human rights and pro-democracy advocates (Lee 1992, 41-43). Yet, this approach carries risks: dissidents can “contaminate” society, harm the political legitimacy of the regime, and create unwanted international attention when the need for heavy-handed methods of suppression arises (Ma 1993, 373). The international splash created by the conviction of Liu Xiaobo on trumped up charges (publicized further by his being awarded the Nobel Peace Prize) and the pubic outcry over the detention of Ai Weiwei for so-called economic crimes illuminates the dangers of restricting exit. Allowing dissents to exit relieves domestic political pressure, but it also gives dissidents free reign to publicize ‘domestic shame,’ a task made easier in the information age. As pro-democracy dissident Wang Dan puts it, the “Internet and globalization have changed the very concept of exile” (Dan 2012).

These empirical cases suggest that political exiles create trouble for the home regime when their attachment or loyalty to their political homeland remains robust. As long as Wang Dan remains vigorously attached to the people of China or the ideal of Chinese democracy, for instance, he represents a potential nuisance (or perhaps worse) for the Chinese Communist Party. It is precisely this attachment or loyalty that the home regimes have attacked in an effort to reduce or eliminate the potential threat posed by political exiles. Tactics against political exiles include revoking citizenship, pressuring the host government to renounce their support of exiles, kidnaping, and assassination (Shain 1989, 145-162). More subtle suggestions of disloyalty can be made in the home regime as well, including accusations that the exile is a traitor or that the departure was not political at all but to seek a decadent lifestyle outside of the country.  
What I have described in this section bears a close resemblance to what Michael Walzer has called “connected criticism,” and his work is certainly helpful to illuminate what I mean by attachment 
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(Walzer 1988; Walzer 1987; Also see Mouffe 2008)
. The idea of connected criticism has been itself subject to much criticism because it may discourage more radical critiques, it may not sufficiently value individual reason, and it may not adequately account for the particular and ambivalent values of communities 
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(Agnafors 2012; Allen 1998; Balfour 1999; Erskine 2007; Gregory 2010; Shapiro 1990, 55-88)
. While these are worthy criticisms, Walzer is generally correct, I think, that internal criticism that is justified through a shared political context is particularly potent. Some cases of resistant exit seem to depart from what Walzer’s notion of connected criticism. Sometimes the demonstration of attachment is primarily physical, not intellectual—it involves a deed like smuggling or returning for a political protest. One need not be Camus, Orwell, or de Beauvior, in other words, to remain attached to the homeland in exile. Moreover, as will become apparent in the next section, there are some resistant exits (like utopian communities) that are pointedly less attached to dominant society and arise out of a tradition of reason and moral truth (Isaac 1992).  
Walking the Walk: Resistant Exit as Exemplar

A common thread in the works of Walzer, Virno, and Hardt and Negri is the idea that a resistant exit entails creation and promise. For Walzer, Exodus represents a ‘door of hope,’ Virno envisions multitude impressing itself on the world through exit, while Hardt and Negri imagine the new nomadic horde re-appropriating the common, giving it new meaning through its departure (Also see Bloch 1972). This creative element seems significant because it appears in all three works, and it is intriguing because it is alien to common understandings of exit as separation, which seems to imply destruction not creation. It is not clear what this kind of creation (or re-appropriation) looks like or what is at stake in it. How can something new be generated through exit and why would one do so? 

 Examining utopian communities throughout American history provides one way to address these questions. The founder of one such mid-nineteenth-century community, Adin Ballou, and his comrades announced in no uncertain terms that they could no longer be associated with Caesar, let alone render what was mistakenly thought to be his. “We voluntary withdraw from the interference of the governments of this world. We can take no part in the politics, the administration, or the defence of those governments… We cannot render evil for evil, railing for railing, or wrath for wrath…” (Ballou 1897, 5-6). 
Ballou and his fellow resistant Christians certainly used public voice to announce their exit and, in this respect, their public statement of exit seems similar to Cook’s resignation speech. But Ballou and his comrades did something more. Finding that there was no space in mainstream society for their vision of Christian citizenship or political community, they fashioned their own space in Hopedale (Community 1850; Spann 1992). Here, vegetarians (yes, in 1841) debated with “no shavers,” and abstemious behaviors of all sorts were constitutionally required and celebrated. Hopedale sponsored lectures by Frederick Douglass, the community sheltered fugitive slaves on their way North, and it provided a permanent home to former slaves in Massachusetts (Ballou 1843). While the specific founding principles of Hopedale were unique to it, the impulse to found an alternative political society, to re-invent political community and identity, was not. Brook Farm, the Shakers, Fruitvale, Nauvoo, and the Oneida Community exhibit the same desire. 

For our purposes, one political behavior of these utopian groups is particularly important: they served as exemplars of political and moral order for the corrupt society from which they withdrew. This seems to be a third kind of behavior associated with resistant exit. Religious utopian communities, for instance, are often perfectly clear that they intended to found a “heaven on earth” meant, in part, to model a moral alternative for mainstream society 
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(Bestor 1950, 3; Francis 2005; Gura 2008, 150-179)
. This tendency toward exemplification can be found in contemporary politics as well. A primary mission of Dar al-Islam, an Islamic utopian community founded in New Mexico in 1982, was to serve as a model of peaceful and tolerant Islamic religious practice. Like most utopian experiments Dar al-Islam failed to survive, but its re-organization as an education center and retreat for non-Muslims after the terrorist attacks of 9/11 is revealing. The goal of Dar al-Islam throughout has been to teach others by modeling a moral way of being in the world. 

This tendency toward exemplification can be found in American communes in the 1960s and in the ectopia collectives of today. These communes embrace what Wini Breines called “prefigurative politics,” that is, the creation of the “relationships and political forms that ‘prefigured’ and embodied the desired society” within the practices of the group itself 
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(Breines 1989, 6; Epstein 1991; Disch 1997, 132-165)
. A primary goal of prefigurative politics is to form “the structure of the new society within the shell of the old” (IWW 1908). Though prefigurative politics was a widespread practice found among a range of feminist, anarchist, and socialist groups in the 1960s, communes are a particularly robust example because their members inhabit the change that they want to see in the world by uprooting numerous dimensions of their pre-existing lives. Members change where they live, with whom they live, and how they live. As commentators have pointed out, prefigurative politics typically involves a trade-off in terms of political efficacy. Communes and utopian societies, for instance, often concentrate their energies on what has been called “existential politics” –that is, on creating an experiential, moral politics in which the group changes its own political existence by constructing novel political relationships, building new institutions, and designing innovative buildings and tools (Epstein 1991, 57). Markedly less energy and attention is spent on changing those outside the commune or utopian society, those in mainstream society. 
This is not to say however, that acting as an exemplar lacks significance. To see, consider Brook Farm in contrast to Virno’s example of the factory workers who departed the wretched working conditions for the free land of the frontier. Brook Farm, a nineteenth-century secular utopian community, was ill-conceived in many respects, but it brought something new into being: a concrete, alternative economic model that was oppositional to the standard working conditions of the 1840s 
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(Francis 1997, 42-51; Delano 2004; Delano 2010, 252)
. Unlike the factories and mills of the day, Brook Farm collectively pooled profits, it granted agency to individual workers who, among other things, chose the work that they wanted to do, and it paid men and women equally for their work (Francis 1977). Brook Farmers exited and created, and the enormous responsibility and risks entailed in the second move, the founding, recalls Virno’s insight that exodus can require ‘more initiative than the clash with pre-fixed conditions.’ Though its failures were many, Brook Farm did attempt to impress its ‘sensual and operative taste on the present.’

My argument, to be clear, is not that utopian communities are always just and equitable or that society should emulate its radical fringes, what Thoreau dubbed its “wise minority” (Thoreau 2004, 73). The Book of Exodus hints at the futility of creating a heaven on earth in its depiction of Canaan, a place of hope that is worthy of long and collective struggle but is clearly not heaven (Walzer 1985, 135-136). The best that we can hope for, Exodus seems to suggest, is a less corrupted society than Egypt (or, more cynically, a differently corrupted one).
 The history of the Oneida Community, to give just one example, bears out this sense of circumspection. Founded in 1847 on the principle of “complex marriage” in which every man was the husband of every woman (and vice versa), the community leadership eventually adopted a eugenics program of in 1869 to perfect Oneida’s next generation. Inspired in part by Book V of Plato’s Republic and justified later through Darwin and Galton, the policy of “stirpiculture” empowered community leadership to approve the pairing of members who possessed certain desired traits with the aim of producing superlative offspring (Richards 2004). The founder of the Oneida Community, John Humphrey Noyes, fathered 10 of the 58 children produced through the selective breeding experiment, and he generally initiated the young women of the community in their first sexual relationships. Gender relations were complex at Oneida, a place where women wore pantaloons and short hair, where the family was radically restructured, and where young women may have felt pressured by the overtures of older men 
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(Cott 2000, 132-136; Foster 1984; Kern 1981; Smith-Rosenberg 1985; Herrick and Fogarty 2000)
. It is less ambiguous, however, that the stirpiculture plan radically altered the exit options for mothers at Oneida. After giving birth to children that mainstream Victorian-era America viewed as illegitimate, mothers in the community effectively had nowhere else to go. Stirpiculture denied these vulnerable members of Oneida the very freedom that enabled the creation of the community itself, the freedom of exit 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 

(Benhabib 2002, esp. 172-177; Deveaux 2006; Okin 2002; Phillips 2007; Shachar 2001; Ben-Porath 2010)
. This was a terrible betrayal, the results of which were borne by these women and their children for the rest of their lives. 

A significant point about utopian communities is that they reveal an association between resistant exit and founding. One action, that of exit and withdrawal, gives meaning to the second action, that of creating and constituting (Arendt 1965). Utopian communities are extremist in both dimensions. Often fully equating conventional society with corruption, they seek to withdraw as fully as possible—recall Ballou’s remark we ‘cannot render evil for evil, railing for railing, or wrath for wrath’—and to remake society in its entirety. 
There are less radical options, however, like founding a new organization after exit that emulates the political and moral values that are wanting in the exited political group. For many political exiles this kind of founding—the creation of a new political group bent on changing the exited group—is almost second nature, a fact borne out by the extensive the list of organizations created in exile. But the relative commonness of exile organizations should not obscure the amount of creativity and effort that is required to bring these organizations into being (Ma 1993, 379-383). They are less extensive creations, but creations nonetheless. Indeed, the more modest tenor of exile political organizations is beneficial in certain respects. Exile organizations have been less likely than utopian communities to be accused of letting architectonic and perfectionist impulses run amuck, of following the pipe dream of political millennialism, or of engaging in a fantasy of complete and utter extrication from political life.

This third action associated with resistant exit, exiting as an exemplar, suggests that these exilic creations are a form of moral tutelage for the public. We tend to think of instruction, particularly about moral matters, as coming from the pulpit or the lectern and as being obviously didactic. Whether a religious leader or a philosopher, the “sage on the stage” is such a prevalent figure of moral self-cultivation that it may be difficult to imagine moral questions being raised and addressed elsewhere and in a less pedagogic form. But, as Hannah Arendt noted, there is an appeal and purity to “teaching by example.” It is “the only form of ‘persuasion’ that philosophical truth is capable of without perversion or distortion; by the same token, philosophical truth can become ‘practical’ and inspire action without violating the rules of the political realm only when it manages to become manifest in the guise of an example” (Arendt 1968, 247-248). This does not mean, of course, that those who exit as exemplars actually possess philosophical truth or should be treated without skepticism and scrutiny. Just the opposite is the case, as charismatic and cunning characters seem to be found with greater prevalence in exile and in the wilderness. Exile, Louis Fischer noted, “is a hothouse where conflicts grow wild and hairsplitting dogmatists luxuriate” (Fischer 1964, 28). Whatever our views on the moral integrity of these exiles or the rectitude of their missions, these should not cloud analysis of what they are often trying to do: exit as an exemplar to resist dominant power relations.   
Flight as Fight: Implications for Further Research
This paper began with Chen Guangcheng’s dilemma of whether to remain in China to continue to fight for legal reforms or to depart for the politically safer climes of the United States. Recall that Chen waffled on what to do. The goal of political efficacy pointed toward remaining in China and continuing to fight for the rights of peasant farmers and their families. The goal of security for himself and his family pointed in the opposite direction, toward exiting. Put in the stark terms of Walter Bradford Cannon’s famous fight-or-flight theory, Chen could react to the political threat posed by Chinese authorities in one of two ways: he could stand his ground to battle or he could flee. 

Chen did leave China; he chose “flight.” If we follow the logic of fight-or-flight theory, this would imply that Chen also gave up his political struggle and renounced his role as a dissident. I have argued against this view, against positing resistance and exit in binary and mutually exclusive terms, and have proposed instead that sometimes flight can be a kind of fight. I have also suggested that we can look to behaviors and beliefs during and after an exit to gain a sense of whether it is actually a resistant exit and which forms it may take. In Chen’s case, for instance, we could explore whether he used public justifications to explain and draw public attention to his departure, and whether he has remained attached to China and continued his political struggle. Has Chen aided or participated in the forces of domestic opposition from abroad? And, finally, we would want to know if Chen founded a political organization while in the United States that was intended to further the cause of resistance or to exemplify his vision of a more just China. 
One implication of this research is that we should study the full range of options that dissidents face, including resistant exit. Dissidents can choose from an array of tactics of resistance such as, civil disobedience, what Jim Scott has called “weapons of the weak,” violent resistance, becoming prisoners of conscience, and exit. They may also be combining these strategies of opposition. Exit may be particularly appealing strategy, for instance, if it is possible to maintain bond or link between their dissidents who remain within the country and those who have departed. Recall that dissident Jan Kavan was able to preserve a connection with his homeland of Czechoslovakia from abroad and “maintain one of the indigenous Czech movement’s most effective lifelines” through a sophisticated smuggling operation (Weschler 1998, 63). Kavan ferried books, journals, medicine, copy machines, printing supplies into Czechoslovakia and manifestos, videotapes, and books back out, including Havel’s “Power of the Powerless” and key documents of the Charter 77 (Weschler 1998, 63-64). Dissident Adam Michnik also describes the “intellectual bridge” that formed between those resisting inside and outside of communist Poland and gives a tangible sense of the challenges of maintaining this connection. Polish communist authorities attempted to disable this ‘bridge’ by issuing harsh punishments to those in contact with political exiles and by using divisive tactics against the Solidarity movement 


(Michnik 1987, 18, 20) ADDIN EN.CITE . In response, dissidents reconstructed the ‘bridge.’ These examples suggest that the concerted efforts internal and external dissidents may be an effective strategy of resistance, one worthy of future study. It is unclear, for instance, how widespread this kind of concerted effort it or if the efficacy of this strategy is limited to particular political contexts or conditions. Is inside-outside resistance a tactic employed today in Syria, the Ukraine, or Egypt? What role has it played in Cuba, South Africa, Israel, or Palestine? 
Another implication for American politics concerns the study of resignations from office. Unlike Britain, America does not have a tradition of “principled resignations” and, with a few important exceptions (the “Saturday Night Massacre,” for instance), most American politicians do not take the course of action chosen by Robin Cook when he resigned under protest from the British Cabinet. Hirschman argued that a reason for the absence of principled resignation in the United States Cabinet was structural (Hirschman 1970, 114-119). Because they lack the safety net of a parliamentary backbench to provide employment and power after a resignation under protest, American Cabinet members are more likely to claim that they are leaving office to “spend time with their families” or to “pursue other interests” even when they are resigning under protest. Put differently, Hirschman’s argument suggests that principled resignations from office—what I call resistant exits—may be taking place in American politics but they are masked. They may be occurring but they are difficult to discern because American politicians do not expose their resignations under protest by using public voice and public justifications (as Cook did). This paper points to a way around this problem: we can look to other indicators of resistant exit in the absence of public voice and public justifications. We can, for instance, look for behaviors like remaining attached to the departed institution and furthering the cause of resistance from the outside, or founding a political group that aims to oppose the political leadership. Further study of these hidden resistant exits will aid in constructing a more comprehensive understanding of political opposition in American politics. We may be able to quantify better the extent of opposition by identifying resistance that the actors themselves hope to obscure.  
The question of the efficacy and strategy of resistant exit is crucial, and as I’ve suggested, it deserves further study. At the same time, the focus on the instrumental potency of exit or resistance is a focus – that is, a way of looking at a phenomenon that sharpens perception of some elements while leaving others comparatively fuzzy. One such less distinct element in the current literature on exit and resistance is that efficacy can be a secondary concern of the activists themselves. Recall, for instance, the radical activists of the 1960s who “dropped out” of mainstream society to form communes or their nineteenth-century predecessors who founded utopian communities like Brook Farm and Oneida. In political terms, this is a costly kind of resistant exit because it involved founding a new political community from the ground up. It is also an indirect and inefficient method of resistance. Americans have proved more than willing to overlook the political experiments and innovations of radicals in the woods. 
Given the high cost and the low efficacy, it makes sense to ask why anyone would go to the effort to resist in this particular way, by founding a commune, a utopian community, or what is today called an “intentional community.” One answer is that the intent of this resistance is often to not achieve specific policy goals, but rather to express opposition to the dominant relations of power. Resistance sometimes takes this expressive and more intrinsic form, and it becomes a means to communicate moral truths and signify hostility. In these cases, resistance separates from a means-to-end rationality, cost-benefit analysis, and a consequentialist discussion about strategy and timing. It is instead, as Kant put it, a chance for the good will to “shine like a jewel for its own sake as something which has its full value in itself” (Kant 1964, 62). Exit lends itself to this communicative, expressive form of resistance because, even in the absence of voice, it is an action that conveys that an individual or group no longer wants to be a part of a particular organization. The action itself makes manifest a desire to separate, to be a part from. In some instances, the moral compunction to exit is more important than the costs of undertaking such an action. As Thoreau puts it, there are situations “in which a people, as well as an individual, must do justice, cost what it may” (Thoreau 2004, 68).
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� There is considerable debate about what constitutes resistance. Modern conceptions tend to see resistance in binary and collectivist terms, while postmodern conceptions are prone to grapple with Foucault’s argument that resistance contains oppression and to expand resistance in literary and individualistic directions (committing speech acts, re-appropriating hate speech, engaging in dis-identification, and creatively redeploying stereotypes)� ADDIN EN.CITE � ADDIN EN.CITE.DATA ����(Butler 1993; Foucault 1978; Foucault, Martin et al. 1988; Muñoz 1999; Muñoz 2009)�. For the purposes of this argument, I employ a broad definition of resistance. 
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