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ONE ANGLO

At the Foundation we seek continuous 
improvement, and on our way to finding the most 
effective way to communicate with you we 
understood that communicating a lot does not 
necessarily mean communicating well.

We are sure of one thing; we want to keep you up 
to date with all the projects that we’re developing 
in the different areas that represent us. That is why 
we bring you a new way to continue living the ONE 
ANGLO experience: our NEWSLETTER.

What will you find here?

Our Foundation: Relevant communication about 
TAMF and business areas. What we are doing to 
fulfil our mission.

Professional Development: Information of interest 
to your professional growth and that of all 
employees.

Welfare: Information that can be useful in your 
personal life such as: emotional, physical and 
mental health, legal assistance, financial 
education, among others.

Our Talent: Do you know all the people who make 
up TAMF? Here you can find out more about 
them.
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We warmly welcome you to our 
sixth edition of the year. Thank 

you for being part of 
The Anglo Foundation.
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OUR FOUNDATION

We are very pleased to announce that the Pillars of the Foundation video is now available in 
our newsletter. Visit as many times as you like and see how our value proposition is shaped.

Dear Colleague,

Let’s keep transforming lives!
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To all the TAF community we would like to 
thank you for making an incredible "Día del 
niño y de la niña" (Children's Day) by coming 
dressed as the little boy or girl that lives 
inside us. We would also like to 

acknowledge the participation of the little 
ones of the house for sending their letter in 
which they expressed how proud they are 
that their family member belongs to the TAF 
family.
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Children's Day

We would like to share the images of this great celebration with you.
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Hija de Nayeli Herrera García Hijo de Gilberto Maldonado Martínez

Sobrinos de Hugo Fabila Patiño

Hija de Diana Garcés Saldaña Hija de Christian Trujillo Lechuga06
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Hija de Jair Iván Ramírez Fabian

Hijo de Iroshima Bojórquez Aispuro

Hijo de José Alfredo Islas Hijo de José Alfredo Islas

Hija de José Alfredo Islas

Hijo de Víctor Manuel Herrera
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Hija de Jennifer Jiménez Chávez

Hija de Diana Citlali Zagal Villegas

Hija de Ale Ramos Hijo de Ale Ramos

Hija de Victor H. Manuel AlcántaraHijo de Victor Hugo Sánchez



Hijo de Lourdes Moreno Hija de Francesca Brooks - Moizer 
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Hija de Mario Alberto Londoño Hija de Esteban Pérez



Mothers' Day Celebration TAF
At The Anglo Foundation we celebrated the mothers of the Foundation with a little present for them. 
We hope they enjoyed their day in the company of their loved ones.
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04th June 

International Day of Innocent Children 
Victims of Aggression

Child labour persists as one of the most 
pressing concerns on the global scene. 
Despite the efforts made in recent 
decades, millions of children around the 
world continue to be victims of this 
practice that undermines their 
fundamental rights and limits their holistic 
development.

In response to this reality, the Member 
States of the United Nations have declared 
2021 as the International Year for the 
Elimination of Child Labour, reaffirming 
their commitment to end child labour by 
2025, in line with Target 8.7 of the 
Sustainable Development Goals.

The COVID-19 pandemic has intensified 
the challenges in the fight against child 
labour. The resulting economic and social 
crisis has pushed more families into 
poverty, forcing many children out of 
school and into the labour market. 

It is crucial to understand that this situation 
not only affects children's present, but also 
compromises their future and that of 
societies as a whole.

On the occasion of World Day Against 
Child Labour 2021, the International Labour 
Organization (ILO) and the United Nations 
Children's Fund (UNICEF) will present new 

global estimates and trends in child labour. 
These figures will not only highlight the 
magnitude of the problem but will also 
guide the actions needed to eliminate it.

It is crucial to recognise that child labour is 
not confined to a specific region or sector. 
It manifests itself in various forms and 
contexts, in both urban and rural settings, 
affecting children of all ages and from all 
walks of life.

It is also important to note that child labour 
not only deprives children of their right to 
education and play, but also exposes them 
to hazardous and exploitative conditions 
that compromise their physical, emotional, 
and psychological well-being.
To effectively combat child labour, it is 
essential to address its root and structural 
causes, which include poverty, social 
exclusion, lack of access to education and 
inadequate social protection. This requires 
a comprehensive approach involving 

governments, employers, trade unions, 
civil society organisations and the 
international community as a whole.

In the context of Latin America and the 
Caribbean, the prevalence of child labour 
remains a worrying reality. According to 
ILO and UNICEF data, it is estimated that 
8.2 million minors work in the region, 
facing situations of risk and vulnerability.
 
In this regard, it is essential to strengthen 
public policies and social protection 
mechanisms, guaranteeing universal 
access to quality education and promoting 
decent work for adults. It is also necessary 
to raise awareness in society as a whole 
about the importance of protecting 
children's rights and building a future free 
of child labour. It is the responsibility of 
each one of us to contribute to building a 
fairer and more equitable future for 
generations to come.
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https://www.cndh.org.mx/documento/en-el-dia-internacional-de-los-ninos-victimas-inocentes-de-agresion-que-se-conmemora-este
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World 
Environment Day

5th June 



"Sign languages, like any other language, allow freedom of expression and the exchange 
of ideas. They promote learning, teaching, work and participation in public and private 
life. The use of sign language is also a cultural right of deaf people and is an essential 
factor in preserving and promoting their sense of identity and community."

Michelle Bachelet
United Nations High Commissioner 
for Human Rights 2019
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National Day of Mexican
 Sign Language

10th June 



Courses abroad.
ACE PROGRAMME UNITED KINGDOM 2024                
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This Easter, we had the opportunity to get to know 

the ACE PROGRAMME of Dusemond Study 

Programmes and Kase travel, our partners in the 

programmes we have in the UK for children and 

teenagers.

For 21 days the children embark on a challenging 

adventure where they test their English language 

skills, their leadership and teamwork skills, as well as 

getting to know magical places surrounded by a safe 

and fun environment.

The first part of this programme takes place in a 

Boarding School where they take classes in the 

school's classrooms focused on developing a weekly 

team project. The teams are made up of children of 

different nationalities who share the same level of 

English. Each week they present their project and 

compete to be the best, they receive recognition for 

having completed the module and at the end of the 

competition, the winning team wins the ACE cup.

In the school canteen they receive buffet style 

meals and, in the afternoons, they complement 

their learning with recreational and integration 

activities. In addition, visits to cities such as 

Cambridge and Oxford, among others, are 

organised.

At the end of this 2-week period the students 

say goodbye to their international classmates 

to go on their "cultural extension", on this trip 

we visited London for 7 days where we were 

able to visit places such as the studios where 

the Harry Potter films were filmed, Wembley 

Stadium, Buckingham Palace, the British 

Museum among many others.

The cultural extension can also be to 

Amsterdam, Bruges and Brussels, Paris, or 

Edinburgh and Dublin - without a doubt, 

wonderful places where the children learn 

while they enjoy an unforgettable experience.

We are about to start the promotion for 2025. If 

you require more information, contact me and I 

will inform you in detail about these 

programmes. Yours sincerely: Nayeli Herrera 

nayeli.herrera@theanglo.mx

In the French May of '68, one of the most 

popular slogans was soyez réalistes, 

demandez l'impossible, let's be realistic, let's 

ask for the impossible, and years later it was 

paraphrased as let's do the impossible. Why is 

a political movement like May '68 concerned 

with (im)possibility? Haven't we learned that 

politics is concerned with what is de facto, 

rather than with possibilities? Why would a 

student movement demand the impossible, 

and why does this concern us today?

Since time immemorial there has been a 

debate about language: is it natural, and thus 

the essence of things is hidden in words, or is it 

completely arbitrary and artificial, and thus the 

correlation meaning-signifier-referent is itself 

arbitrary? If it is the first option, language has a 

metaphysical reality which, when understood, 

would allow us to understand the intrinsic 

nature of things; if I understand the word atom 

(a-particle indicating privation; tomo-parte = 

without parts, the part without parts) I 

understand the intrinsic nature of that which is 

an atom. If it is the second option, it is only 

because I understood the atom itself and 

understood that it is indivisible that I could 

assign to it a term that explains that indivisible 

nature. Is it not that it is both and neither at 

once?

For some cultures, such as the Hebrew, language 

has a weight that is not metaphysical but 

ontological, and moreover, it is creative. For them, 

God created the world through language because 

it was through language that he endowed 

creatures with essence. In other words, because 

God named Adam Adam (םדא = Adam = person, 

which is a cognate of המדא = adamá which is earth, 

Adam

= the one made of earth, clay) is because he 

conferred its essence on him: that he was made of 

earth. Taking away the biblical character: because 

we name the atom as such, it is that the atom has its 

essence; we create, we determine the essence of it, 

the atom through language. And even better, we 

create language - arbitrary as it is, it carries a very 

powerful creative ontological weight. Naming 

things gives them existence, endows them with 

reality. Name' comes from the Greek �νομα, onuma, 

which means omen or destiny.

In The Question of Social Transformation, Judith 

Butler explains that who and what is considered 

real - who and what we can name - is not only a 

question of knowledge but also of power, and 

argues that this is why politics must be concerned 

not only with what is real, de facto, that which we 

can already name, but also with possibility, or 

impossibility: that which we may not yet be able to 

name or know how to name.

What are the possibilities of existence for 

queer people and why do people hate it so 

much when queer people name themselves, 

create new languages - new pronouns for 

example - and thereby create new realities or, 

if you prefer, expand reality? What about the 

difference in naming someone a mental case 

or a person with neurodivergence, and in what 

ways can this determine their existence?

If language has ontological weight and is a 

creator of the reality we inhabit, expanding 

that language to allow for the existence of 

certain people becomes a matter of political 

priority: as long as the existence of certain 

people continues to be denied through 

language - not respecting pronouns; that 

every time I arrive at a restaurant they call me 

"miss" and then correct themselves and call 

me young man or gentleman and apologise as 

if being a miss is a bad thing, or the opposite, 

they call me gentleman and then miss and 

blah blah blah blah; that there are no toilets 

and safe spaces for people whose gender 

does not conform to binarism, etc. - it is 

possible that the existence of such people is 

denied in more radical ways.

In short, it is important to be able to name 

things and people. By naming them we endow 

them with reality and respect their dignity.

But this also has poetic overtones. Soyez 

réalites, demandez l'impossible. If we demand 

and do the impossible, we place ourselves in a 

new realm of the politics of (im)possibility: it is 

an unexplored terrain that is ready to realise 

that which we cannot even conceive of yet, to 

realise that which is still impossible. A few 

years ago, I saw a school manager make a 

fellow teacher cry because she didn't wear 

enough make-up or dress feminine enough; I 

thought it would be impossible for this kind of 

issue to be dealt with openly, that it would be 

impossible to come dressed as I pleased. But 

somehow, we did the impossible. It is 

important that we continue to demand the 

impossible. That we continue to name 

ourselves with all the polysemy that this 

implies.
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Graduation Ceremony 

On April 27th, the graduation ceremony for the 

Postgraduate Certificate in Education (PGCE) 

class of 2022-2023 took place. It was an honor to 

recognize the achievements of our graduates, 

presenting them with their certificates and 

documents accrediting the successful 

completion of their studies. Additionally, we 

celebrated the awarding of certificates for the 
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Teaching Specialty. During the ceremony, our 

former students Paul Michael Mclean and Karina 

Mejía Segundo delivered two heartfelt speeches, 

which allowed each attendee to relive their 

challenges, learnings, and experiences gained 

throughout the year.

PGCE 2024

As is customary, we were privileged to have the 

presence of the Chief Academic Officer, Simon 

Brewster, representing The Anglo Foundation, and 

the Senior Tutor and Director of SCITTS & Overseas 

Programmes| University of Buckingham, Faculty of 

Education, Stephen Cook, representing the 

University of Buckingham. They joined in celebrating 

with the graduates and their families.

We were also honored by the presence of the 

directors from the various schools with whom we 

currently collaborate. We extend our gratitude to the 

administrative staff of the Institute, who have been 

instrumental in the development of each graduate. 

Their support ensured the success of this event 

once again.

Congratulations to all our PGCE graduates!
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without parts, the part without parts) I 

understand the intrinsic nature of that which is 

an atom. If it is the second option, it is only 

because I understood the atom itself and 

understood that it is indivisible that I could 

assign to it a term that explains that indivisible 

nature. Is it not that it is both and neither at 

once?

For some cultures, such as the Hebrew, language 

has a weight that is not metaphysical but 

ontological, and moreover, it is creative. For them, 

God created the world through language because 

it was through language that he endowed 

creatures with essence. In other words, because 

God named Adam Adam (םדא = Adam = person, 

which is a cognate of המדא = adamá which is earth, 

Adam

= the one made of earth, clay) is because he 

conferred its essence on him: that he was made of 

earth. Taking away the biblical character: because 

we name the atom as such, it is that the atom has its 

essence; we create, we determine the essence of it, 

the atom through language. And even better, we 

create language - arbitrary as it is, it carries a very 

powerful creative ontological weight. Naming 

things gives them existence, endows them with 

reality. Name' comes from the Greek �νομα, onuma, 

which means omen or destiny.

In The Question of Social Transformation, Judith 

Butler explains that who and what is considered 

real - who and what we can name - is not only a 

question of knowledge but also of power, and 

argues that this is why politics must be concerned 

not only with what is real, de facto, that which we 

can already name, but also with possibility, or 

impossibility: that which we may not yet be able to 

name or know how to name.

What are the possibilities of existence for 

queer people and why do people hate it so 

much when queer people name themselves, 

create new languages - new pronouns for 

example - and thereby create new realities or, 

if you prefer, expand reality? What about the 

difference in naming someone a mental case 

or a person with neurodivergence, and in what 

ways can this determine their existence?

If language has ontological weight and is a 

creator of the reality we inhabit, expanding 

that language to allow for the existence of 

certain people becomes a matter of political 

priority: as long as the existence of certain 

people continues to be denied through 

language - not respecting pronouns; that 

every time I arrive at a restaurant they call me 

"miss" and then correct themselves and call 

me young man or gentleman and apologise as 

if being a miss is a bad thing, or the opposite, 

they call me gentleman and then miss and 

blah blah blah blah; that there are no toilets 

and safe spaces for people whose gender 

does not conform to binarism, etc. - it is 

possible that the existence of such people is 

denied in more radical ways.

In short, it is important to be able to name 

things and people. By naming them we endow 

them with reality and respect their dignity.

But this also has poetic overtones. Soyez 

réalites, demandez l'impossible. If we demand 

and do the impossible, we place ourselves in a 

new realm of the politics of (im)possibility: it is 

an unexplored terrain that is ready to realise 

that which we cannot even conceive of yet, to 

realise that which is still impossible. A few 

years ago, I saw a school manager make a 

fellow teacher cry because she didn't wear 

enough make-up or dress feminine enough; I 

thought it would be impossible for this kind of 

issue to be dealt with openly, that it would be 

impossible to come dressed as I pleased. But 

somehow, we did the impossible. It is 

important that we continue to demand the 

impossible. That we continue to name 

ourselves with all the polysemy that this 

implies.



Discrimination, as described, is the unfair and 

prejudicial treatment of individuals or groups 

based on their perceived identities and 

affiliations. It occurs when they are denied 

opportunities or services because of factors 

such as race, ethnicity, gender, sexual 

orientation, disability and age. This unfair 

practice is not only morally wrong, but also 

illegal in many countries, including Mexico, 

where constitutional provisions aim to protect 

human dignity and individual rights.

Discrimination can be a significant barrier to 

progress. It not only hinders social cohesion, 

but also affects public health. Stress caused 

by discriminatory practices can lead to various 

health problems. In addition, the anticipation 

of discrimination can prevent people from 

participating in situations where they fear 

unfair treatment, leading them to miss out on 

educational and employment opportunities.
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Addressing discrimination in educational and cultural 

settings is not just a matter of legality, it is a 

fundamental step towards building a truly inclusive 

society. By raising awareness, promoting acceptance 

and enforcing anti-discrimination laws, communities 

can work to eliminate these harmful practices and 

create environments where everyone is treated with 

dignity and respect.

Written by: Alliance for Inclusion and Diversity, The 

Anglo Professional. 

In the French May of '68, one of the most 

popular slogans was soyez réalistes, 

demandez l'impossible, let's be realistic, let's 

ask for the impossible, and years later it was 

paraphrased as let's do the impossible. Why is 

a political movement like May '68 concerned 

with (im)possibility? Haven't we learned that 

politics is concerned with what is de facto, 

rather than with possibilities? Why would a 

student movement demand the impossible, 

and why does this concern us today?

Since time immemorial there has been a 

debate about language: is it natural, and thus 

the essence of things is hidden in words, or is it 

completely arbitrary and artificial, and thus the 

correlation meaning-signifier-referent is itself 

arbitrary? If it is the first option, language has a 

metaphysical reality which, when understood, 

would allow us to understand the intrinsic 

nature of things; if I understand the word atom 

(a-particle indicating privation; tomo-parte = 

without parts, the part without parts) I 

understand the intrinsic nature of that which is 

an atom. If it is the second option, it is only 

because I understood the atom itself and 

understood that it is indivisible that I could 

assign to it a term that explains that indivisible 

nature. Is it not that it is both and neither at 

once?

For some cultures, such as the Hebrew, language 

has a weight that is not metaphysical but 

ontological, and moreover, it is creative. For them, 

God created the world through language because 

it was through language that he endowed 

creatures with essence. In other words, because 

God named Adam Adam (םדא = Adam = person, 

which is a cognate of המדא = adamá which is earth, 

Adam

= the one made of earth, clay) is because he 

conferred its essence on him: that he was made of 

earth. Taking away the biblical character: because 

we name the atom as such, it is that the atom has its 

essence; we create, we determine the essence of it, 

the atom through language. And even better, we 

create language - arbitrary as it is, it carries a very 

powerful creative ontological weight. Naming 

things gives them existence, endows them with 

reality. Name' comes from the Greek �νομα, onuma, 

which means omen or destiny.

In The Question of Social Transformation, Judith 

Butler explains that who and what is considered 

real - who and what we can name - is not only a 

question of knowledge but also of power, and 

argues that this is why politics must be concerned 

not only with what is real, de facto, that which we 

can already name, but also with possibility, or 

impossibility: that which we may not yet be able to 

name or know how to name.

What are the possibilities of existence for 

queer people and why do people hate it so 

much when queer people name themselves, 

create new languages - new pronouns for 

example - and thereby create new realities or, 

if you prefer, expand reality? What about the 

difference in naming someone a mental case 

or a person with neurodivergence, and in what 

ways can this determine their existence?

If language has ontological weight and is a 

creator of the reality we inhabit, expanding 

that language to allow for the existence of 

certain people becomes a matter of political 

priority: as long as the existence of certain 

people continues to be denied through 

language - not respecting pronouns; that 

every time I arrive at a restaurant they call me 

"miss" and then correct themselves and call 

me young man or gentleman and apologise as 

if being a miss is a bad thing, or the opposite, 

they call me gentleman and then miss and 

blah blah blah blah; that there are no toilets 

and safe spaces for people whose gender 

does not conform to binarism, etc. - it is 

possible that the existence of such people is 

denied in more radical ways.

In short, it is important to be able to name 

things and people. By naming them we endow 

them with reality and respect their dignity.

But this also has poetic overtones. Soyez 

réalites, demandez l'impossible. If we demand 

and do the impossible, we place ourselves in a 

new realm of the politics of (im)possibility: it is 

an unexplored terrain that is ready to realise 

that which we cannot even conceive of yet, to 

realise that which is still impossible. A few 

years ago, I saw a school manager make a 

fellow teacher cry because she didn't wear 

enough make-up or dress feminine enough; I 

thought it would be impossible for this kind of 

issue to be dealt with openly, that it would be 

impossible to come dressed as I pleased. But 

somehow, we did the impossible. It is 

important that we continue to demand the 

impossible. That we continue to name 

ourselves with all the polysemy that this 

implies.
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Discrimination, as described, is the unfair and 

prejudicial treatment of individuals or groups 

based on their perceived identities and 

affiliations. It occurs when they are denied 

opportunities or services because of factors 

such as race, ethnicity, gender, sexual 

orientation, disability and age. This unfair 

practice is not only morally wrong, but also 

illegal in many countries, including Mexico, 

where constitutional provisions aim to protect 

human dignity and individual rights.

Discrimination can be a significant barrier to 

progress. It not only hinders social cohesion, 

but also affects public health. Stress caused 

by discriminatory practices can lead to various 

health problems. In addition, the anticipation 

of discrimination can prevent people from 

participating in situations where they fear 

unfair treatment, leading them to miss out on 

educational and employment opportunities.

Discrimination: an obstacle to inclusion and progress. 
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Addressing discrimination in educational and cultural 

settings is not just a matter of legality, it is a 

fundamental step towards building a truly inclusive 

society. By raising awareness, promoting acceptance 

and enforcing anti-discrimination laws, communities 

can work to eliminate these harmful practices and 

create environments where everyone is treated with 

dignity and respect.

Written by: Alliance for Inclusion and Diversity, The 

Anglo Professional. 

In the French May of '68, one of the most 

popular slogans was soyez réalistes, 

demandez l'impossible, let's be realistic, let's 

ask for the impossible, and years later it was 

paraphrased as let's do the impossible. Why is 

a political movement like May '68 concerned 

with (im)possibility? Haven't we learned that 

politics is concerned with what is de facto, 

rather than with possibilities? Why would a 

student movement demand the impossible, 

and why does this concern us today?

Since time immemorial there has been a 

debate about language: is it natural, and thus 

the essence of things is hidden in words, or is it 

completely arbitrary and artificial, and thus the 

correlation meaning-signifier-referent is itself 

arbitrary? If it is the first option, language has a 

metaphysical reality which, when understood, 

would allow us to understand the intrinsic 

nature of things; if I understand the word atom 

(a-particle indicating privation; tomo-parte = 

without parts, the part without parts) I 

understand the intrinsic nature of that which is 

an atom. If it is the second option, it is only 

because I understood the atom itself and 

understood that it is indivisible that I could 

assign to it a term that explains that indivisible 

nature. Is it not that it is both and neither at 

once?

For some cultures, such as the Hebrew, language 

has a weight that is not metaphysical but 

ontological, and moreover, it is creative. For them, 

God created the world through language because 

it was through language that he endowed 

creatures with essence. In other words, because 

God named Adam Adam (םדא = Adam = person, 

which is a cognate of המדא = adamá which is earth, 

Adam

= the one made of earth, clay) is because he 

conferred its essence on him: that he was made of 

earth. Taking away the biblical character: because 

we name the atom as such, it is that the atom has its 

essence; we create, we determine the essence of it, 

the atom through language. And even better, we 

create language - arbitrary as it is, it carries a very 

powerful creative ontological weight. Naming 

things gives them existence, endows them with 

reality. Name' comes from the Greek �νομα, onuma, 

which means omen or destiny.

In The Question of Social Transformation, Judith 

Butler explains that who and what is considered 

real - who and what we can name - is not only a 

question of knowledge but also of power, and 

argues that this is why politics must be concerned 

not only with what is real, de facto, that which we 

can already name, but also with possibility, or 

impossibility: that which we may not yet be able to 

name or know how to name.

What are the possibilities of existence for 

queer people and why do people hate it so 

much when queer people name themselves, 

create new languages - new pronouns for 

example - and thereby create new realities or, 

if you prefer, expand reality? What about the 

difference in naming someone a mental case 

or a person with neurodivergence, and in what 

ways can this determine their existence?

If language has ontological weight and is a 

creator of the reality we inhabit, expanding 

that language to allow for the existence of 

certain people becomes a matter of political 

priority: as long as the existence of certain 

people continues to be denied through 

language - not respecting pronouns; that 

every time I arrive at a restaurant they call me 

"miss" and then correct themselves and call 

me young man or gentleman and apologise as 

if being a miss is a bad thing, or the opposite, 

they call me gentleman and then miss and 

blah blah blah blah; that there are no toilets 

and safe spaces for people whose gender 

does not conform to binarism, etc. - it is 

possible that the existence of such people is 

denied in more radical ways.

In short, it is important to be able to name 

things and people. By naming them we endow 

them with reality and respect their dignity.

But this also has poetic overtones. Soyez 

réalites, demandez l'impossible. If we demand 

and do the impossible, we place ourselves in a 

new realm of the politics of (im)possibility: it is 

an unexplored terrain that is ready to realise 

that which we cannot even conceive of yet, to 

realise that which is still impossible. A few 

years ago, I saw a school manager make a 

fellow teacher cry because she didn't wear 

enough make-up or dress feminine enough; I 

thought it would be impossible for this kind of 

issue to be dealt with openly, that it would be 

impossible to come dressed as I pleased. But 

somehow, we did the impossible. It is 

important that we continue to demand the 

impossible. That we continue to name 

ourselves with all the polysemy that this 

implies.
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Discrimination, as described, is the unfair and 

prejudicial treatment of individuals or groups 

based on their perceived identities and 

affiliations. It occurs when they are denied 

opportunities or services because of factors 

such as race, ethnicity, gender, sexual 

orientation, disability and age. This unfair 

practice is not only morally wrong, but also 

illegal in many countries, including Mexico, 

where constitutional provisions aim to protect 

human dignity and individual rights.

Discrimination can be a significant barrier to 

progress. It not only hinders social cohesion, 

but also affects public health. Stress caused 

by discriminatory practices can lead to various 

health problems. In addition, the anticipation 

of discrimination can prevent people from 

participating in situations where they fear 

unfair treatment, leading them to miss out on 

educational and employment opportunities.

Child labour persists as one of the most 

pressing concerns on the global scene. 

Despite the efforts made in recent 

decades, millions of children around the 

world continue to be victims of this 

practice that undermines their 

fundamental rights and limits their holistic 

development.

In response to this reality, the Member 

States of the United Nations have 

declared 2021 as the International Year for 

the Elimination of Child Labour, reaffirming 

their commitment to end child labour by 

Addressing discrimination in educational and cultural 

settings is not just a matter of legality, it is a 

fundamental step towards building a truly inclusive 

society. By raising awareness, promoting acceptance 

and enforcing anti-discrimination laws, communities 

can work to eliminate these harmful practices and 

create environments where everyone is treated with 

dignity and respect.

Written by: Alliance for Inclusion and Diversity, The 

Anglo Professional. 
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2025, in line with Target 8.7 of the 

Sustainable Development Goals.

The COVID-19 pandemic has intensified 

the challenges in the fight against child 

labour. The resulting economic and social 

crisis has pushed more families into 

poverty, forcing many children out of 

school and into the labour market. It is 

crucial to understand that this situation not 

only affects children's present, but also 

compromises their future and that of 

societies as a whole.

On the occasion of World Day Against 

Child Labour 2021, the International 

Labour Organization (ILO) and the United 

Nations Children's Fund (UNICEF) will 

present new global estimates and trends 

in child labour. These figures will not only 

highlight the magnitude of the problem 

but will also guide the actions needed to 

eliminate it.

It is crucial to recognise that child labour is 

not confined to a specific region or sector. 

It manifests itself in various forms and 

contexts, in both urban and rural settings, 

affecting children of all ages and from all 

walks of life. It is also important to note 

that child labour not only deprives children 

of their right to education and play, but 

also exposes them to hazardous and 

exploitative conditions that compromise 

their physical, emotional, and 

psychological well-being.

To effectively combat child labour, it is 

essential to address its root and structural 

causes, which include poverty, social 

exclusion, lack of access to education and 

inadequate social protection. This requires 

a comprehensive approach involving 

governments, employers, trade unions, 

civil society organisations and the 

international community as a whole.

In the context of Latin America and the 

Caribbean, the prevalence of child labour 

remains a worrying reality. According to 

ILO and UNICEF data, it is estimated that 

8.2 million minors work in the region, 

facing situations of risk and vulnerability.

 

In this regard, it is essential to strengthen 

public policies and social protection 

mechanisms, guaranteeing universal 

access to quality education and promoting 

decent work for adults. It is also necessary 

to raise awareness in society as a whole 

about the importance of protecting 

children's rights and building a future free 

of child labour. It is the responsibility of 

each one of us to contribute to building a 

fairer and more equitable future for 

generations to come.

In the French May of '68, one of the most 

popular slogans was soyez réalistes, 

demandez l'impossible, let's be realistic, let's 

ask for the impossible, and years later it was 

paraphrased as let's do the impossible. Why is 

a political movement like May '68 concerned 

with (im)possibility? Haven't we learned that 

politics is concerned with what is de facto, 

rather than with possibilities? Why would a 

student movement demand the impossible, 

and why does this concern us today?

Since time immemorial there has been a 

debate about language: is it natural, and thus 

the essence of things is hidden in words, or is it 

completely arbitrary and artificial, and thus the 

correlation meaning-signifier-referent is itself 

arbitrary? If it is the first option, language has a 

metaphysical reality which, when understood, 

would allow us to understand the intrinsic 

nature of things; if I understand the word atom 

(a-particle indicating privation; tomo-parte = 

without parts, the part without parts) I 

understand the intrinsic nature of that which is 

an atom. If it is the second option, it is only 

because I understood the atom itself and 

understood that it is indivisible that I could 

assign to it a term that explains that indivisible 

nature. Is it not that it is both and neither at 

once?

For some cultures, such as the Hebrew, language 

has a weight that is not metaphysical but 

ontological, and moreover, it is creative. For them, 

God created the world through language because 

it was through language that he endowed 

creatures with essence. In other words, because 

God named Adam Adam (םדא = Adam = person, 

which is a cognate of המדא = adamá which is earth, 

Adam

= the one made of earth, clay) is because he 

conferred its essence on him: that he was made of 

earth. Taking away the biblical character: because 

we name the atom as such, it is that the atom has its 

essence; we create, we determine the essence of it, 

the atom through language. And even better, we 

create language - arbitrary as it is, it carries a very 

powerful creative ontological weight. Naming 

things gives them existence, endows them with 

reality. Name' comes from the Greek �νομα, onuma, 

which means omen or destiny.

In The Question of Social Transformation, Judith 

Butler explains that who and what is considered 

real - who and what we can name - is not only a 

question of knowledge but also of power, and 

argues that this is why politics must be concerned 

not only with what is real, de facto, that which we 

can already name, but also with possibility, or 

impossibility: that which we may not yet be able to 

name or know how to name.

What are the possibilities of existence for 

queer people and why do people hate it so 

much when queer people name themselves, 

create new languages - new pronouns for 

example - and thereby create new realities or, 

if you prefer, expand reality? What about the 

difference in naming someone a mental case 

or a person with neurodivergence, and in what 

ways can this determine their existence?

If language has ontological weight and is a 

creator of the reality we inhabit, expanding 

that language to allow for the existence of 

certain people becomes a matter of political 

priority: as long as the existence of certain 

people continues to be denied through 

language - not respecting pronouns; that 

every time I arrive at a restaurant they call me 

"miss" and then correct themselves and call 

me young man or gentleman and apologise as 

if being a miss is a bad thing, or the opposite, 

they call me gentleman and then miss and 

blah blah blah blah; that there are no toilets 

and safe spaces for people whose gender 

does not conform to binarism, etc. - it is 

possible that the existence of such people is 

denied in more radical ways.

In short, it is important to be able to name 

things and people. By naming them we endow 

them with reality and respect their dignity.

But this also has poetic overtones. Soyez 

réalites, demandez l'impossible. If we demand 

and do the impossible, we place ourselves in a 

new realm of the politics of (im)possibility: it is 

an unexplored terrain that is ready to realise 

that which we cannot even conceive of yet, to 

realise that which is still impossible. A few 

years ago, I saw a school manager make a 

fellow teacher cry because she didn't wear 

enough make-up or dress feminine enough; I 

thought it would be impossible for this kind of 

issue to be dealt with openly, that it would be 

impossible to come dressed as I pleased. But 

somehow, we did the impossible. It is 

important that we continue to demand the 

impossible. That we continue to name 

ourselves with all the polysemy that this 

implies.



Discrimination, as described, is the unfair and 

prejudicial treatment of individuals or groups 

based on their perceived identities and 

affiliations. It occurs when they are denied 

opportunities or services because of factors 

such as race, ethnicity, gender, sexual 

orientation, disability and age. This unfair 

practice is not only morally wrong, but also 

illegal in many countries, including Mexico, 

where constitutional provisions aim to protect 

human dignity and individual rights.

Discrimination can be a significant barrier to 

progress. It not only hinders social cohesion, 

but also affects public health. Stress caused 

by discriminatory practices can lead to various 

health problems. In addition, the anticipation 

of discrimination can prevent people from 

participating in situations where they fear 

unfair treatment, leading them to miss out on 

educational and employment opportunities.

Child labour persists as one of the most 

pressing concerns on the global scene. 

Despite the efforts made in recent 

decades, millions of children around the 

world continue to be victims of this 

practice that undermines their 

fundamental rights and limits their holistic 

development.

In response to this reality, the Member 

States of the United Nations have 

declared 2021 as the International Year for 

the Elimination of Child Labour, reaffirming 

their commitment to end child labour by 
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Addressing discrimination in educational and cultural 

settings is not just a matter of legality, it is a 

fundamental step towards building a truly inclusive 

society. By raising awareness, promoting acceptance 

and enforcing anti-discrimination laws, communities 

can work to eliminate these harmful practices and 

create environments where everyone is treated with 

dignity and respect.

Written by: Alliance for Inclusion and Diversity, The 

Anglo Professional. 

World Day Against 
Child Labour

12th June

2025, in line with Target 8.7 of the 

Sustainable Development Goals.

The COVID-19 pandemic has intensified 

the challenges in the fight against child 

labour. The resulting economic and social 

crisis has pushed more families into 

poverty, forcing many children out of 

school and into the labour market. It is 

crucial to understand that this situation not 

only affects children's present, but also 

compromises their future and that of 

societies as a whole.

On the occasion of World Day Against 

Child Labour 2021, the International 

Labour Organization (ILO) and the United 

Nations Children's Fund (UNICEF) will 

present new global estimates and trends 

in child labour. These figures will not only 

highlight the magnitude of the problem 

but will also guide the actions needed to 

eliminate it.

It is crucial to recognise that child labour is 

not confined to a specific region or sector. 

It manifests itself in various forms and 

contexts, in both urban and rural settings, 

affecting children of all ages and from all 

walks of life. It is also important to note 

that child labour not only deprives children 

of their right to education and play, but 

also exposes them to hazardous and 

exploitative conditions that compromise 

their physical, emotional, and 

psychological well-being.

To effectively combat child labour, it is 

essential to address its root and structural 

causes, which include poverty, social 

exclusion, lack of access to education and 

inadequate social protection. This requires 

a comprehensive approach involving 

governments, employers, trade unions, 

civil society organisations and the 

international community as a whole.

In the context of Latin America and the 

Caribbean, the prevalence of child labour 

remains a worrying reality. According to 

ILO and UNICEF data, it is estimated that 

8.2 million minors work in the region, 

facing situations of risk and vulnerability.

 

In this regard, it is essential to strengthen 

public policies and social protection 

mechanisms, guaranteeing universal 

access to quality education and promoting 

decent work for adults. It is also necessary 

to raise awareness in society as a whole 

about the importance of protecting 

children's rights and building a future free 

of child labour. It is the responsibility of 

each one of us to contribute to building a 

fairer and more equitable future for 

generations to come.

In the French May of '68, one of the most 

popular slogans was soyez réalistes, 

demandez l'impossible, let's be realistic, let's 

ask for the impossible, and years later it was 

paraphrased as let's do the impossible. Why is 

a political movement like May '68 concerned 

with (im)possibility? Haven't we learned that 

politics is concerned with what is de facto, 

rather than with possibilities? Why would a 

student movement demand the impossible, 

and why does this concern us today?

Since time immemorial there has been a 

debate about language: is it natural, and thus 

the essence of things is hidden in words, or is it 

completely arbitrary and artificial, and thus the 

correlation meaning-signifier-referent is itself 

arbitrary? If it is the first option, language has a 

metaphysical reality which, when understood, 

would allow us to understand the intrinsic 

nature of things; if I understand the word atom 

(a-particle indicating privation; tomo-parte = 

without parts, the part without parts) I 

understand the intrinsic nature of that which is 

an atom. If it is the second option, it is only 

because I understood the atom itself and 

understood that it is indivisible that I could 

assign to it a term that explains that indivisible 

nature. Is it not that it is both and neither at 

once?

For some cultures, such as the Hebrew, language 

has a weight that is not metaphysical but 

ontological, and moreover, it is creative. For them, 

God created the world through language because 

it was through language that he endowed 

creatures with essence. In other words, because 

God named Adam Adam (םדא = Adam = person, 

which is a cognate of המדא = adamá which is earth, 

Adam

= the one made of earth, clay) is because he 

conferred its essence on him: that he was made of 

earth. Taking away the biblical character: because 

we name the atom as such, it is that the atom has its 

essence; we create, we determine the essence of it, 

the atom through language. And even better, we 

create language - arbitrary as it is, it carries a very 

powerful creative ontological weight. Naming 

things gives them existence, endows them with 

reality. Name' comes from the Greek �νομα, onuma, 

which means omen or destiny.

In The Question of Social Transformation, Judith 

Butler explains that who and what is considered 

real - who and what we can name - is not only a 

question of knowledge but also of power, and 

argues that this is why politics must be concerned 

not only with what is real, de facto, that which we 

can already name, but also with possibility, or 

impossibility: that which we may not yet be able to 

name or know how to name.

What are the possibilities of existence for 

queer people and why do people hate it so 

much when queer people name themselves, 

create new languages - new pronouns for 

example - and thereby create new realities or, 

if you prefer, expand reality? What about the 

difference in naming someone a mental case 

or a person with neurodivergence, and in what 

ways can this determine their existence?

If language has ontological weight and is a 

creator of the reality we inhabit, expanding 

that language to allow for the existence of 

certain people becomes a matter of political 

priority: as long as the existence of certain 

people continues to be denied through 

language - not respecting pronouns; that 

every time I arrive at a restaurant they call me 

"miss" and then correct themselves and call 

me young man or gentleman and apologise as 

if being a miss is a bad thing, or the opposite, 

they call me gentleman and then miss and 

blah blah blah blah; that there are no toilets 

and safe spaces for people whose gender 

does not conform to binarism, etc. - it is 

possible that the existence of such people is 

denied in more radical ways.

In short, it is important to be able to name 

things and people. By naming them we endow 

them with reality and respect their dignity.

But this also has poetic overtones. Soyez 

réalites, demandez l'impossible. If we demand 

and do the impossible, we place ourselves in a 

new realm of the politics of (im)possibility: it is 

an unexplored terrain that is ready to realise 

that which we cannot even conceive of yet, to 

realise that which is still impossible. A few 

years ago, I saw a school manager make a 

fellow teacher cry because she didn't wear 

enough make-up or dress feminine enough; I 

thought it would be impossible for this kind of 

issue to be dealt with openly, that it would be 

impossible to come dressed as I pleased. But 

somehow, we did the impossible. It is 

important that we continue to demand the 

impossible. That we continue to name 

ourselves with all the polysemy that this 

implies.



Child labour persists as one of the most 

pressing concerns on the global scene. 

Despite the efforts made in recent 

decades, millions of children around the 

world continue to be victims of this 

practice that undermines their 

fundamental rights and limits their holistic 

development.

In response to this reality, the Member 

States of the United Nations have 

declared 2021 as the International Year for 

the Elimination of Child Labour, reaffirming 

their commitment to end child labour by 

2025, in line with Target 8.7 of the 

Sustainable Development Goals.

The COVID-19 pandemic has intensified 

the challenges in the fight against child 

labour. The resulting economic and social 

crisis has pushed more families into 

poverty, forcing many children out of 

school and into the labour market. It is 

crucial to understand that this situation not 

only affects children's present, but also 

compromises their future and that of 

societies as a whole.

On the occasion of World Day Against 

Child Labour 2021, the International 

Labour Organization (ILO) and the United 

Nations Children's Fund (UNICEF) will 

present new global estimates and trends 

in child labour. These figures will not only 

highlight the magnitude of the problem 

but will also guide the actions needed to 

eliminate it.

It is crucial to recognise that child labour is 

not confined to a specific region or sector. 

It manifests itself in various forms and 

contexts, in both urban and rural settings, 

affecting children of all ages and from all 

walks of life. It is also important to note 

that child labour not only deprives children 

of their right to education and play, but 

also exposes them to hazardous and 

exploitative conditions that compromise 

their physical, emotional, and 

psychological well-being.

To effectively combat child labour, it is 

essential to address its root and structural 

causes, which include poverty, social 

exclusion, lack of access to education and 

inadequate social protection. This requires 

a comprehensive approach involving 

governments, employers, trade unions, 

civil society organisations and the 

international community as a whole.

In the context of Latin America and the 

Caribbean, the prevalence of child labour 

remains a worrying reality. According to 

ILO and UNICEF data, it is estimated that 

8.2 million minors work in the region, 

facing situations of risk and vulnerability.

 

In this regard, it is essential to strengthen 

public policies and social protection 

mechanisms, guaranteeing universal 

access to quality education and promoting 

decent work for adults. It is also necessary 

to raise awareness in society as a whole 

about the importance of protecting 

children's rights and building a future free 

of child labour. It is the responsibility of 

each one of us to contribute to building a 

fairer and more equitable future for 

generations to come.
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In the French May of '68, one of the most 

popular slogans was soyez réalistes, 

demandez l'impossible, let's be realistic, let's 

ask for the impossible, and years later it was 

paraphrased as let's do the impossible. Why is 

a political movement like May '68 concerned 

with (im)possibility? Haven't we learned that 

politics is concerned with what is de facto, 

rather than with possibilities? Why would a 

student movement demand the impossible, 

and why does this concern us today?

Since time immemorial there has been a 

debate about language: is it natural, and thus 

the essence of things is hidden in words, or is it 

completely arbitrary and artificial, and thus the 

correlation meaning-signifier-referent is itself 

arbitrary? If it is the first option, language has a 

metaphysical reality which, when understood, 

would allow us to understand the intrinsic 

nature of things; if I understand the word atom 

(a-particle indicating privation; tomo-parte = 

without parts, the part without parts) I 

understand the intrinsic nature of that which is 

an atom. If it is the second option, it is only 

because I understood the atom itself and 

understood that it is indivisible that I could 

assign to it a term that explains that indivisible 

nature. Is it not that it is both and neither at 

once?

For some cultures, such as the Hebrew, language 

has a weight that is not metaphysical but 

ontological, and moreover, it is creative. For them, 

God created the world through language because 

it was through language that he endowed 

creatures with essence. In other words, because 

God named Adam Adam (םדא = Adam = person, 

which is a cognate of המדא = adamá which is earth, 

Adam

= the one made of earth, clay) is because he 

conferred its essence on him: that he was made of 

earth. Taking away the biblical character: because 

we name the atom as such, it is that the atom has its 

essence; we create, we determine the essence of it, 

the atom through language. And even better, we 

create language - arbitrary as it is, it carries a very 

powerful creative ontological weight. Naming 

things gives them existence, endows them with 

reality. Name' comes from the Greek �νομα, onuma, 

which means omen or destiny.

In The Question of Social Transformation, Judith 

Butler explains that who and what is considered 

real - who and what we can name - is not only a 

question of knowledge but also of power, and 

argues that this is why politics must be concerned 

not only with what is real, de facto, that which we 

can already name, but also with possibility, or 

impossibility: that which we may not yet be able to 

name or know how to name.

What are the possibilities of existence for 

queer people and why do people hate it so 

much when queer people name themselves, 

create new languages - new pronouns for 

example - and thereby create new realities or, 

if you prefer, expand reality? What about the 

difference in naming someone a mental case 

or a person with neurodivergence, and in what 

ways can this determine their existence?

If language has ontological weight and is a 

creator of the reality we inhabit, expanding 

that language to allow for the existence of 

certain people becomes a matter of political 

priority: as long as the existence of certain 

people continues to be denied through 

language - not respecting pronouns; that 

every time I arrive at a restaurant they call me 

"miss" and then correct themselves and call 

me young man or gentleman and apologise as 

if being a miss is a bad thing, or the opposite, 

they call me gentleman and then miss and 

blah blah blah blah; that there are no toilets 

and safe spaces for people whose gender 

does not conform to binarism, etc. - it is 

possible that the existence of such people is 

denied in more radical ways.

In short, it is important to be able to name 

things and people. By naming them we endow 

them with reality and respect their dignity.

But this also has poetic overtones. Soyez 

réalites, demandez l'impossible. If we demand 

and do the impossible, we place ourselves in a 

new realm of the politics of (im)possibility: it is 

an unexplored terrain that is ready to realise 

that which we cannot even conceive of yet, to 

realise that which is still impossible. A few 

years ago, I saw a school manager make a 

fellow teacher cry because she didn't wear 

enough make-up or dress feminine enough; I 

thought it would be impossible for this kind of 

issue to be dealt with openly, that it would be 

impossible to come dressed as I pleased. But 

somehow, we did the impossible. It is 

important that we continue to demand the 

impossible. That we continue to name 

ourselves with all the polysemy that this 

implies.



Child labour persists as one of the most 

pressing concerns on the global scene. 

Despite the efforts made in recent 

decades, millions of children around the 

world continue to be victims of this 

practice that undermines their 

fundamental rights and limits their holistic 

development.

In response to this reality, the Member 

States of the United Nations have 

declared 2021 as the International Year for 

the Elimination of Child Labour, reaffirming 

their commitment to end child labour by 

2025, in line with Target 8.7 of the 

Sustainable Development Goals.

The COVID-19 pandemic has intensified 

the challenges in the fight against child 

labour. The resulting economic and social 

crisis has pushed more families into 

poverty, forcing many children out of 

school and into the labour market. It is 

crucial to understand that this situation not 

only affects children's present, but also 

compromises their future and that of 

societies as a whole.

On the occasion of World Day Against 

Child Labour 2021, the International 

Labour Organization (ILO) and the United 

Nations Children's Fund (UNICEF) will 

present new global estimates and trends 

in child labour. These figures will not only 

highlight the magnitude of the problem 

but will also guide the actions needed to 

eliminate it.

It is crucial to recognise that child labour is 

not confined to a specific region or sector. 

It manifests itself in various forms and 

contexts, in both urban and rural settings, 

affecting children of all ages and from all 

walks of life. It is also important to note 

that child labour not only deprives children 

of their right to education and play, but 

also exposes them to hazardous and 

exploitative conditions that compromise 

their physical, emotional, and 

psychological well-being.

To effectively combat child labour, it is 

essential to address its root and structural 

causes, which include poverty, social 

exclusion, lack of access to education and 

inadequate social protection. This requires 

a comprehensive approach involving 

governments, employers, trade unions, 

civil society organisations and the 

international community as a whole.

In the context of Latin America and the 

Caribbean, the prevalence of child labour 

remains a worrying reality. According to 

ILO and UNICEF data, it is estimated that 

8.2 million minors work in the region, 

facing situations of risk and vulnerability.

 

In this regard, it is essential to strengthen 

public policies and social protection 

mechanisms, guaranteeing universal 

access to quality education and promoting 

decent work for adults. It is also necessary 

to raise awareness in society as a whole 

about the importance of protecting 

children's rights and building a future free 

of child labour. It is the responsibility of 

each one of us to contribute to building a 

fairer and more equitable future for 

generations to come.

Sources
•https://unric.org/es/poner-fin-al-trabajo-infantil/ 

•https://www.ippdh.mercosur.int/12-de-junio-dia-mundial-contra-el-trabajo-infantil/ 

•https://www.gob.mx/stps/articulos/el-12-de-junio-dia-mundial-contra-el-trabajo-infantil?idiom=es 

•https://www.ilo.org/global/topics/child-labour/campaignandadvocacy/wdacl/lang--es/index.htm
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In the French May of '68, one of the most 

popular slogans was soyez réalistes, 

demandez l'impossible, let's be realistic, let's 

ask for the impossible, and years later it was 

paraphrased as let's do the impossible. Why is 

a political movement like May '68 concerned 

with (im)possibility? Haven't we learned that 

politics is concerned with what is de facto, 

rather than with possibilities? Why would a 

student movement demand the impossible, 

and why does this concern us today?

Since time immemorial there has been a 

debate about language: is it natural, and thus 

the essence of things is hidden in words, or is it 

completely arbitrary and artificial, and thus the 

correlation meaning-signifier-referent is itself 

arbitrary? If it is the first option, language has a 

metaphysical reality which, when understood, 

would allow us to understand the intrinsic 

nature of things; if I understand the word atom 

(a-particle indicating privation; tomo-parte = 

without parts, the part without parts) I 

understand the intrinsic nature of that which is 

an atom. If it is the second option, it is only 

because I understood the atom itself and 

understood that it is indivisible that I could 

assign to it a term that explains that indivisible 

nature. Is it not that it is both and neither at 

once?

For some cultures, such as the Hebrew, language 

has a weight that is not metaphysical but 

ontological, and moreover, it is creative. For them, 

God created the world through language because 

it was through language that he endowed 

creatures with essence. In other words, because 

God named Adam Adam (םדא = Adam = person, 

which is a cognate of המדא = adamá which is earth, 

Adam

= the one made of earth, clay) is because he 

conferred its essence on him: that he was made of 

earth. Taking away the biblical character: because 

we name the atom as such, it is that the atom has its 

essence; we create, we determine the essence of it, 

the atom through language. And even better, we 

create language - arbitrary as it is, it carries a very 

powerful creative ontological weight. Naming 

things gives them existence, endows them with 

reality. Name' comes from the Greek �νομα, onuma, 

which means omen or destiny.

In The Question of Social Transformation, Judith 

Butler explains that who and what is considered 

real - who and what we can name - is not only a 

question of knowledge but also of power, and 

argues that this is why politics must be concerned 

not only with what is real, de facto, that which we 

can already name, but also with possibility, or 

impossibility: that which we may not yet be able to 

name or know how to name.

What are the possibilities of existence for 

queer people and why do people hate it so 

much when queer people name themselves, 

create new languages - new pronouns for 

example - and thereby create new realities or, 

if you prefer, expand reality? What about the 

difference in naming someone a mental case 

or a person with neurodivergence, and in what 

ways can this determine their existence?

If language has ontological weight and is a 

creator of the reality we inhabit, expanding 

that language to allow for the existence of 

certain people becomes a matter of political 

priority: as long as the existence of certain 

people continues to be denied through 

language - not respecting pronouns; that 

every time I arrive at a restaurant they call me 

"miss" and then correct themselves and call 

me young man or gentleman and apologise as 

if being a miss is a bad thing, or the opposite, 

they call me gentleman and then miss and 

blah blah blah blah; that there are no toilets 

and safe spaces for people whose gender 

does not conform to binarism, etc. - it is 

possible that the existence of such people is 

denied in more radical ways.

In short, it is important to be able to name 

things and people. By naming them we endow 

them with reality and respect their dignity.

But this also has poetic overtones. Soyez 

réalites, demandez l'impossible. If we demand 

and do the impossible, we place ourselves in a 

new realm of the politics of (im)possibility: it is 

an unexplored terrain that is ready to realise 

that which we cannot even conceive of yet, to 

realise that which is still impossible. A few 

years ago, I saw a school manager make a 

fellow teacher cry because she didn't wear 

enough make-up or dress feminine enough; I 

thought it would be impossible for this kind of 

issue to be dealt with openly, that it would be 

impossible to come dressed as I pleased. But 

somehow, we did the impossible. It is 

important that we continue to demand the 

impossible. That we continue to name 

ourselves with all the polysemy that this 

implies.



Reading Week 2023-2024 
In The Churchill School's 'Reading Week', The Anglo Arts & Culture in conjunction with The 

Anglo Foundation Library promoted reading and writing to primary and secondary 

students. 

In primary, they created a poem from "Where I'm From" by poet George Ella Lyon. The 

activity can be found in The Walk: Education and Activity Pack that accompanies Little 

Amal. This British project, created with the support of The Anglo Arts & Culture, seeks to 

raise awareness of the reality of displaced, migrant or refugee children. 

The winners of this activity were: 

Constanza D. from 4th grade, Mateo D. from 5th grade and Fatima G. from 6th grade. 

In secondary school, a digital rally was created about British literature and the collection 

that The Anglo Foundation Library has available for the whole community. The winners 

were: 

Maria R. from 1st grade, Dasha D. from 2nd grade and Ana Z. from 3rd grade. 

Thank you to all the students for their participation!
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In the French May of '68, one of the most 

popular slogans was soyez réalistes, 

demandez l'impossible, let's be realistic, let's 

ask for the impossible, and years later it was 

paraphrased as let's do the impossible. Why is 

a political movement like May '68 concerned 

with (im)possibility? Haven't we learned that 

politics is concerned with what is de facto, 

rather than with possibilities? Why would a 

student movement demand the impossible, 

and why does this concern us today?

Since time immemorial there has been a 

debate about language: is it natural, and thus 

the essence of things is hidden in words, or is it 

completely arbitrary and artificial, and thus the 

correlation meaning-signifier-referent is itself 

arbitrary? If it is the first option, language has a 

metaphysical reality which, when understood, 

would allow us to understand the intrinsic 

nature of things; if I understand the word atom 

(a-particle indicating privation; tomo-parte = 

without parts, the part without parts) I 

understand the intrinsic nature of that which is 

an atom. If it is the second option, it is only 

because I understood the atom itself and 

understood that it is indivisible that I could 

assign to it a term that explains that indivisible 

nature. Is it not that it is both and neither at 

once?

For some cultures, such as the Hebrew, language 

has a weight that is not metaphysical but 

ontological, and moreover, it is creative. For them, 

God created the world through language because 

it was through language that he endowed 

creatures with essence. In other words, because 

God named Adam Adam (םדא = Adam = person, 

which is a cognate of המדא = adamá which is earth, 

Adam

= the one made of earth, clay) is because he 

conferred its essence on him: that he was made of 

earth. Taking away the biblical character: because 

we name the atom as such, it is that the atom has its 

essence; we create, we determine the essence of it, 

the atom through language. And even better, we 

create language - arbitrary as it is, it carries a very 

powerful creative ontological weight. Naming 

things gives them existence, endows them with 

reality. Name' comes from the Greek �νομα, onuma, 

which means omen or destiny.

In The Question of Social Transformation, Judith 

Butler explains that who and what is considered 

real - who and what we can name - is not only a 

question of knowledge but also of power, and 

argues that this is why politics must be concerned 

not only with what is real, de facto, that which we 

can already name, but also with possibility, or 

impossibility: that which we may not yet be able to 

name or know how to name.

What are the possibilities of existence for 

queer people and why do people hate it so 

much when queer people name themselves, 

create new languages - new pronouns for 

example - and thereby create new realities or, 

if you prefer, expand reality? What about the 

difference in naming someone a mental case 

or a person with neurodivergence, and in what 

ways can this determine their existence?

If language has ontological weight and is a 

creator of the reality we inhabit, expanding 

that language to allow for the existence of 

certain people becomes a matter of political 

priority: as long as the existence of certain 

people continues to be denied through 

language - not respecting pronouns; that 

every time I arrive at a restaurant they call me 

"miss" and then correct themselves and call 

me young man or gentleman and apologise as 

if being a miss is a bad thing, or the opposite, 

they call me gentleman and then miss and 

blah blah blah blah; that there are no toilets 

and safe spaces for people whose gender 

does not conform to binarism, etc. - it is 

possible that the existence of such people is 

denied in more radical ways.

In short, it is important to be able to name 

things and people. By naming them we endow 

them with reality and respect their dignity.

But this also has poetic overtones. Soyez 

réalites, demandez l'impossible. If we demand 

and do the impossible, we place ourselves in a 

new realm of the politics of (im)possibility: it is 

an unexplored terrain that is ready to realise 

that which we cannot even conceive of yet, to 

realise that which is still impossible. A few 

years ago, I saw a school manager make a 

fellow teacher cry because she didn't wear 

enough make-up or dress feminine enough; I 

thought it would be impossible for this kind of 

issue to be dealt with openly, that it would be 

impossible to come dressed as I pleased. But 

somehow, we did the impossible. It is 

important that we continue to demand the 

impossible. That we continue to name 

ourselves with all the polysemy that this 

implies.
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In the French May of '68, one of the most 

popular slogans was soyez réalistes, 

demandez l'impossible, let's be realistic, let's 

ask for the impossible, and years later it was 

paraphrased as let's do the impossible. Why is 

a political movement like May '68 concerned 

with (im)possibility? Haven't we learned that 

politics is concerned with what is de facto, 

rather than with possibilities? Why would a 

student movement demand the impossible, 

and why does this concern us today?

Since time immemorial there has been a 

debate about language: is it natural, and thus 

the essence of things is hidden in words, or is it 

completely arbitrary and artificial, and thus the 

correlation meaning-signifier-referent is itself 

arbitrary? If it is the first option, language has a 

metaphysical reality which, when understood, 

would allow us to understand the intrinsic 

nature of things; if I understand the word atom 

(a-particle indicating privation; tomo-parte = 

without parts, the part without parts) I 

understand the intrinsic nature of that which is 

an atom. If it is the second option, it is only 

because I understood the atom itself and 

understood that it is indivisible that I could 

assign to it a term that explains that indivisible 

nature. Is it not that it is both and neither at 

once?

For some cultures, such as the Hebrew, language 

has a weight that is not metaphysical but 

ontological, and moreover, it is creative. For them, 

God created the world through language because 

it was through language that he endowed 

creatures with essence. In other words, because 

God named Adam Adam (םדא = Adam = person, 

which is a cognate of המדא = adamá which is earth, 

Adam

= the one made of earth, clay) is because he 

conferred its essence on him: that he was made of 

earth. Taking away the biblical character: because 

we name the atom as such, it is that the atom has its 

essence; we create, we determine the essence of it, 

the atom through language. And even better, we 

create language - arbitrary as it is, it carries a very 

powerful creative ontological weight. Naming 

things gives them existence, endows them with 

reality. Name' comes from the Greek �νομα, onuma, 

which means omen or destiny.

In The Question of Social Transformation, Judith 

Butler explains that who and what is considered 

real - who and what we can name - is not only a 

question of knowledge but also of power, and 

argues that this is why politics must be concerned 

not only with what is real, de facto, that which we 

can already name, but also with possibility, or 

impossibility: that which we may not yet be able to 

name or know how to name.

What are the possibilities of existence for 

queer people and why do people hate it so 

much when queer people name themselves, 

create new languages - new pronouns for 

example - and thereby create new realities or, 

if you prefer, expand reality? What about the 

difference in naming someone a mental case 

or a person with neurodivergence, and in what 

ways can this determine their existence?

If language has ontological weight and is a 

creator of the reality we inhabit, expanding 

that language to allow for the existence of 

certain people becomes a matter of political 

priority: as long as the existence of certain 

people continues to be denied through 

language - not respecting pronouns; that 

every time I arrive at a restaurant they call me 

"miss" and then correct themselves and call 

me young man or gentleman and apologise as 

if being a miss is a bad thing, or the opposite, 

they call me gentleman and then miss and 

blah blah blah blah; that there are no toilets 

and safe spaces for people whose gender 

does not conform to binarism, etc. - it is 

possible that the existence of such people is 

denied in more radical ways.

In short, it is important to be able to name 

things and people. By naming them we endow 

them with reality and respect their dignity.

But this also has poetic overtones. Soyez 

réalites, demandez l'impossible. If we demand 

and do the impossible, we place ourselves in a 

new realm of the politics of (im)possibility: it is 

an unexplored terrain that is ready to realise 

that which we cannot even conceive of yet, to 

realise that which is still impossible. A few 

years ago, I saw a school manager make a 

fellow teacher cry because she didn't wear 

enough make-up or dress feminine enough; I 

thought it would be impossible for this kind of 

issue to be dealt with openly, that it would be 

impossible to come dressed as I pleased. But 

somehow, we did the impossible. It is 

important that we continue to demand the 

impossible. That we continue to name 

ourselves with all the polysemy that this 

implies.



28

In the French May of '68, one of the most 

popular slogans was soyez réalistes, 

demandez l'impossible, let's be realistic, let's 

ask for the impossible, and years later it was 

paraphrased as let's do the impossible. Why is 

a political movement like May '68 concerned 

with (im)possibility? Haven't we learned that 

politics is concerned with what is de facto, 

rather than with possibilities? Why would a 

student movement demand the impossible, 

and why does this concern us today?

Since time immemorial there has been a 

debate about language: is it natural, and thus 

the essence of things is hidden in words, or is it 

completely arbitrary and artificial, and thus the 

correlation meaning-signifier-referent is itself 

arbitrary? If it is the first option, language has a 

metaphysical reality which, when understood, 

would allow us to understand the intrinsic 

nature of things; if I understand the word atom 

(a-particle indicating privation; tomo-parte = 

without parts, the part without parts) I 

understand the intrinsic nature of that which is 

an atom. If it is the second option, it is only 

because I understood the atom itself and 

understood that it is indivisible that I could 

assign to it a term that explains that indivisible 

nature. Is it not that it is both and neither at 

once?

For some cultures, such as the Hebrew, language 

has a weight that is not metaphysical but 

ontological, and moreover, it is creative. For them, 

God created the world through language because 

it was through language that he endowed 

creatures with essence. In other words, because 

God named Adam Adam (םדא = Adam = person, 

which is a cognate of המדא = adamá which is earth, 

Adam

= the one made of earth, clay) is because he 

conferred its essence on him: that he was made of 

earth. Taking away the biblical character: because 

we name the atom as such, it is that the atom has its 

essence; we create, we determine the essence of it, 

the atom through language. And even better, we 

create language - arbitrary as it is, it carries a very 

powerful creative ontological weight. Naming 

things gives them existence, endows them with 

reality. Name' comes from the Greek �νομα, onuma, 

which means omen or destiny.

In The Question of Social Transformation, Judith 

Butler explains that who and what is considered 

real - who and what we can name - is not only a 

question of knowledge but also of power, and 

argues that this is why politics must be concerned 

not only with what is real, de facto, that which we 

can already name, but also with possibility, or 

impossibility: that which we may not yet be able to 

name or know how to name.

What are the possibilities of existence for 

queer people and why do people hate it so 

much when queer people name themselves, 

create new languages - new pronouns for 

example - and thereby create new realities or, 

if you prefer, expand reality? What about the 

difference in naming someone a mental case 

or a person with neurodivergence, and in what 

ways can this determine their existence?

If language has ontological weight and is a 

creator of the reality we inhabit, expanding 

that language to allow for the existence of 

certain people becomes a matter of political 

priority: as long as the existence of certain 

people continues to be denied through 

language - not respecting pronouns; that 

every time I arrive at a restaurant they call me 

"miss" and then correct themselves and call 

me young man or gentleman and apologise as 

if being a miss is a bad thing, or the opposite, 

they call me gentleman and then miss and 

blah blah blah blah; that there are no toilets 

and safe spaces for people whose gender 

does not conform to binarism, etc. - it is 

possible that the existence of such people is 

denied in more radical ways.

In short, it is important to be able to name 

things and people. By naming them we endow 

them with reality and respect their dignity.

But this also has poetic overtones. Soyez 

réalites, demandez l'impossible. If we demand 

and do the impossible, we place ourselves in a 

new realm of the politics of (im)possibility: it is 

an unexplored terrain that is ready to realise 

that which we cannot even conceive of yet, to 

realise that which is still impossible. A few 

years ago, I saw a school manager make a 

fellow teacher cry because she didn't wear 

enough make-up or dress feminine enough; I 

thought it would be impossible for this kind of 

issue to be dealt with openly, that it would be 

impossible to come dressed as I pleased. But 

somehow, we did the impossible. It is 

important that we continue to demand the 

impossible. That we continue to name 

ourselves with all the polysemy that this 

implies.
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In the French May of '68, one of the most 

popular slogans was soyez réalistes, 

demandez l'impossible, let's be realistic, let's 

ask for the impossible, and years later it was 

paraphrased as let's do the impossible. Why is 

a political movement like May '68 concerned 

with (im)possibility? Haven't we learned that 

politics is concerned with what is de facto, 

rather than with possibilities? Why would a 

student movement demand the impossible, 

and why does this concern us today?

Since time immemorial there has been a 

debate about language: is it natural, and thus 

the essence of things is hidden in words, or is it 

completely arbitrary and artificial, and thus the 

correlation meaning-signifier-referent is itself 

arbitrary? If it is the first option, language has a 

metaphysical reality which, when understood, 

would allow us to understand the intrinsic 

nature of things; if I understand the word atom 

(a-particle indicating privation; tomo-parte = 

without parts, the part without parts) I 

understand the intrinsic nature of that which is 

an atom. If it is the second option, it is only 

because I understood the atom itself and 

understood that it is indivisible that I could 

assign to it a term that explains that indivisible 

nature. Is it not that it is both and neither at 

once?

For some cultures, such as the Hebrew, language 

has a weight that is not metaphysical but 

ontological, and moreover, it is creative. For them, 

God created the world through language because 

it was through language that he endowed 

creatures with essence. In other words, because 

God named Adam Adam (םדא = Adam = person, 

which is a cognate of המדא = adamá which is earth, 

Adam

= the one made of earth, clay) is because he 

conferred its essence on him: that he was made of 

earth. Taking away the biblical character: because 

we name the atom as such, it is that the atom has its 

essence; we create, we determine the essence of it, 

the atom through language. And even better, we 

create language - arbitrary as it is, it carries a very 

powerful creative ontological weight. Naming 

things gives them existence, endows them with 

reality. Name' comes from the Greek �νομα, onuma, 

which means omen or destiny.

In The Question of Social Transformation, Judith 

Butler explains that who and what is considered 

real - who and what we can name - is not only a 

question of knowledge but also of power, and 

argues that this is why politics must be concerned 

not only with what is real, de facto, that which we 

can already name, but also with possibility, or 

impossibility: that which we may not yet be able to 

name or know how to name.

What are the possibilities of existence for 

queer people and why do people hate it so 

much when queer people name themselves, 

create new languages - new pronouns for 

example - and thereby create new realities or, 

if you prefer, expand reality? What about the 

difference in naming someone a mental case 

or a person with neurodivergence, and in what 

ways can this determine their existence?

If language has ontological weight and is a 

creator of the reality we inhabit, expanding 

that language to allow for the existence of 

certain people becomes a matter of political 

priority: as long as the existence of certain 

people continues to be denied through 

language - not respecting pronouns; that 

every time I arrive at a restaurant they call me 

"miss" and then correct themselves and call 

me young man or gentleman and apologise as 

if being a miss is a bad thing, or the opposite, 

they call me gentleman and then miss and 

blah blah blah blah; that there are no toilets 

and safe spaces for people whose gender 

does not conform to binarism, etc. - it is 

possible that the existence of such people is 

denied in more radical ways.

In short, it is important to be able to name 

things and people. By naming them we endow 

them with reality and respect their dignity.

But this also has poetic overtones. Soyez 

réalites, demandez l'impossible. If we demand 

and do the impossible, we place ourselves in a 

new realm of the politics of (im)possibility: it is 

an unexplored terrain that is ready to realise 

that which we cannot even conceive of yet, to 

realise that which is still impossible. A few 

years ago, I saw a school manager make a 

fellow teacher cry because she didn't wear 

enough make-up or dress feminine enough; I 

thought it would be impossible for this kind of 

issue to be dealt with openly, that it would be 

impossible to come dressed as I pleased. But 

somehow, we did the impossible. It is 

important that we continue to demand the 

impossible. That we continue to name 

ourselves with all the polysemy that this 

implies.
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In the French May of '68, one of the most 

popular slogans was soyez réalistes, 

demandez l'impossible, let's be realistic, let's 

ask for the impossible, and years later it was 

paraphrased as let's do the impossible. Why is 

a political movement like May '68 concerned 

with (im)possibility? Haven't we learned that 

politics is concerned with what is de facto, 

rather than with possibilities? Why would a 

student movement demand the impossible, 

and why does this concern us today?

Since time immemorial there has been a 

debate about language: is it natural, and thus 

the essence of things is hidden in words, or is it 

completely arbitrary and artificial, and thus the 

correlation meaning-signifier-referent is itself 

arbitrary? If it is the first option, language has a 

metaphysical reality which, when understood, 

would allow us to understand the intrinsic 

nature of things; if I understand the word atom 

(a-particle indicating privation; tomo-parte = 

without parts, the part without parts) I 

understand the intrinsic nature of that which is 

an atom. If it is the second option, it is only 

because I understood the atom itself and 

understood that it is indivisible that I could 

assign to it a term that explains that indivisible 

nature. Is it not that it is both and neither at 

once?

For some cultures, such as the Hebrew, language 

has a weight that is not metaphysical but 

ontological, and moreover, it is creative. For them, 

God created the world through language because 

it was through language that he endowed 

creatures with essence. In other words, because 

God named Adam Adam (םדא = Adam = person, 

which is a cognate of המדא = adamá which is earth, 

Adam

= the one made of earth, clay) is because he 

conferred its essence on him: that he was made of 

earth. Taking away the biblical character: because 

we name the atom as such, it is that the atom has its 

essence; we create, we determine the essence of it, 

the atom through language. And even better, we 

create language - arbitrary as it is, it carries a very 

powerful creative ontological weight. Naming 

things gives them existence, endows them with 

reality. Name' comes from the Greek �νομα, onuma, 

which means omen or destiny.

In The Question of Social Transformation, Judith 

Butler explains that who and what is considered 

real - who and what we can name - is not only a 

question of knowledge but also of power, and 

argues that this is why politics must be concerned 

not only with what is real, de facto, that which we 

can already name, but also with possibility, or 

impossibility: that which we may not yet be able to 

name or know how to name.

What are the possibilities of existence for 

queer people and why do people hate it so 

much when queer people name themselves, 

create new languages - new pronouns for 

example - and thereby create new realities or, 

if you prefer, expand reality? What about the 

difference in naming someone a mental case 

or a person with neurodivergence, and in what 

ways can this determine their existence?

If language has ontological weight and is a 

creator of the reality we inhabit, expanding 

that language to allow for the existence of 

certain people becomes a matter of political 

priority: as long as the existence of certain 

people continues to be denied through 

language - not respecting pronouns; that 

every time I arrive at a restaurant they call me 

"miss" and then correct themselves and call 

me young man or gentleman and apologise as 

if being a miss is a bad thing, or the opposite, 

they call me gentleman and then miss and 

blah blah blah blah; that there are no toilets 

and safe spaces for people whose gender 

does not conform to binarism, etc. - it is 

possible that the existence of such people is 

denied in more radical ways.

In short, it is important to be able to name 

things and people. By naming them we endow 

them with reality and respect their dignity.

But this also has poetic overtones. Soyez 

réalites, demandez l'impossible. If we demand 

and do the impossible, we place ourselves in a 

new realm of the politics of (im)possibility: it is 

an unexplored terrain that is ready to realise 

that which we cannot even conceive of yet, to 

realise that which is still impossible. A few 

years ago, I saw a school manager make a 

fellow teacher cry because she didn't wear 

enough make-up or dress feminine enough; I 

thought it would be impossible for this kind of 

issue to be dealt with openly, that it would be 

impossible to come dressed as I pleased. But 

somehow, we did the impossible. It is 

important that we continue to demand the 

impossible. That we continue to name 

ourselves with all the polysemy that this 

implies.



Soyez réalistes, demandez lꞌimpossible

A time for reflection

In the French May of '68, one of the most 

popular slogans was soyez réalistes, 

demandez l'impossible, let's be realistic, let's 

ask for the impossible, and years later it was 

paraphrased as let's do the impossible. Why is 

a political movement like May '68 concerned 

with (im)possibility? Haven't we learned that 

politics is concerned with what is de facto, 

rather than with possibilities? Why would a 

student movement demand the impossible, 

and why does this concern us today?

Since time immemorial there has been a 

debate about language: is it natural, and thus 

the essence of things is hidden in words, or is it 

completely arbitrary and artificial, and thus the 

correlation meaning-signifier-referent is itself 

arbitrary? If it is the first option, language has a 

metaphysical reality which, when understood, 

would allow us to understand the intrinsic 

nature of things; if I understand the word atom 

(a-particle indicating privation; tomo-parte = 

without parts, the part without parts) I 

understand the intrinsic nature of that which is 

an atom. If it is the second option, it is only 

because I understood the atom itself and 

understood that it is indivisible that I could 

assign to it a term that explains that indivisible 

nature. Is it not that it is both and neither at 

once?

For some cultures, such as the Hebrew, language 

has a weight that is not metaphysical but 

ontological, and moreover, it is creative. For them, 

God created the world through language because 

it was through language that he endowed 

creatures with essence. In other words, because 

God named Adam Adam (םדא = Adam = person, 

which is a cognate of המדא = adamá which is earth, 

Adam

= the one made of earth, clay) is because he 

conferred its essence on him: that he was made of 

earth. Taking away the biblical character: because 

we name the atom as such, it is that the atom has its 

essence; we create, we determine the essence of it, 

the atom through language. And even better, we 

create language - arbitrary as it is, it carries a very 

powerful creative ontological weight. Naming 

things gives them existence, endows them with 

reality. Name' comes from the Greek �νομα, onuma, 

which means omen or destiny.

In The Question of Social Transformation, Judith 

Butler explains that who and what is considered 

real - who and what we can name - is not only a 

question of knowledge but also of power, and 

argues that this is why politics must be concerned 

not only with what is real, de facto, that which we 

can already name, but also with possibility, or 

impossibility: that which we may not yet be able to 

name or know how to name.
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What are the possibilities of existence for 

queer people and why do people hate it so 

much when queer people name themselves, 

create new languages - new pronouns for 

example - and thereby create new realities or, 

if you prefer, expand reality? What about the 

difference in naming someone a mental case 

or a person with neurodivergence, and in what 

ways can this determine their existence?

If language has ontological weight and is a 

creator of the reality we inhabit, expanding 

that language to allow for the existence of 

certain people becomes a matter of political 

priority: as long as the existence of certain 

people continues to be denied through 

language - not respecting pronouns; that 

every time I arrive at a restaurant they call me 

"miss" and then correct themselves and call 

me young man or gentleman and apologise as 

if being a miss is a bad thing, or the opposite, 

they call me gentleman and then miss and 

blah blah blah blah; that there are no toilets 

and safe spaces for people whose gender 

does not conform to binarism, etc. - it is 

possible that the existence of such people is 

denied in more radical ways.

In short, it is important to be able to name 

things and people. By naming them we endow 

them with reality and respect their dignity.

But this also has poetic overtones. Soyez 

réalites, demandez l'impossible. If we demand 

and do the impossible, we place ourselves in a 

new realm of the politics of (im)possibility: it is 

an unexplored terrain that is ready to realise 

that which we cannot even conceive of yet, to 

realise that which is still impossible. A few 

years ago, I saw a school manager make a 

fellow teacher cry because she didn't wear 

enough make-up or dress feminine enough; I 

thought it would be impossible for this kind of 

issue to be dealt with openly, that it would be 

impossible to come dressed as I pleased. But 

somehow, we did the impossible. It is 

important that we continue to demand the 

impossible. That we continue to name 

ourselves with all the polysemy that this 

implies.



In the French May of '68, one of the most 

popular slogans was soyez réalistes, 

demandez l'impossible, let's be realistic, let's 

ask for the impossible, and years later it was 

paraphrased as let's do the impossible. Why is 

a political movement like May '68 concerned 

with (im)possibility? Haven't we learned that 

politics is concerned with what is de facto, 

rather than with possibilities? Why would a 

student movement demand the impossible, 

and why does this concern us today?

Since time immemorial there has been a 

debate about language: is it natural, and thus 

the essence of things is hidden in words, or is it 

completely arbitrary and artificial, and thus the 

correlation meaning-signifier-referent is itself 

arbitrary? If it is the first option, language has a 

metaphysical reality which, when understood, 

would allow us to understand the intrinsic 

nature of things; if I understand the word atom 

(a-particle indicating privation; tomo-parte = 

without parts, the part without parts) I 

understand the intrinsic nature of that which is 

an atom. If it is the second option, it is only 

because I understood the atom itself and 

understood that it is indivisible that I could 

assign to it a term that explains that indivisible 

nature. Is it not that it is both and neither at 

once?

For some cultures, such as the Hebrew, language 

has a weight that is not metaphysical but 

ontological, and moreover, it is creative. For them, 

God created the world through language because 

it was through language that he endowed 

creatures with essence. In other words, because 

God named Adam Adam (םדא = Adam = person, 

which is a cognate of המדא = adamá which is earth, 

Adam

= the one made of earth, clay) is because he 

conferred its essence on him: that he was made of 

earth. Taking away the biblical character: because 

we name the atom as such, it is that the atom has its 

essence; we create, we determine the essence of it, 

the atom through language. And even better, we 

create language - arbitrary as it is, it carries a very 

powerful creative ontological weight. Naming 

things gives them existence, endows them with 

reality. Name' comes from the Greek �νομα, onuma, 

which means omen or destiny.

In The Question of Social Transformation, Judith 

Butler explains that who and what is considered 

real - who and what we can name - is not only a 

question of knowledge but also of power, and 

argues that this is why politics must be concerned 

not only with what is real, de facto, that which we 

can already name, but also with possibility, or 

impossibility: that which we may not yet be able to 

name or know how to name.
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What are the possibilities of existence for 

queer people and why do people hate it so 

much when queer people name themselves, 

create new languages - new pronouns for 

example - and thereby create new realities or, 

if you prefer, expand reality? What about the 

difference in naming someone a mental case 

or a person with neurodivergence, and in what 

ways can this determine their existence?

If language has ontological weight and is a 

creator of the reality we inhabit, expanding 

that language to allow for the existence of 

certain people becomes a matter of political 

priority: as long as the existence of certain 

people continues to be denied through 

language - not respecting pronouns; that 

every time I arrive at a restaurant they call me 

"miss" and then correct themselves and call 

me young man or gentleman and apologise as 

if being a miss is a bad thing, or the opposite, 

they call me gentleman and then miss and 

blah blah blah blah; that there are no toilets 

and safe spaces for people whose gender 

does not conform to binarism, etc. - it is 

possible that the existence of such people is 

denied in more radical ways.

In short, it is important to be able to name 

things and people. By naming them we endow 

them with reality and respect their dignity.

But this also has poetic overtones. Soyez 

réalites, demandez l'impossible. If we demand 

and do the impossible, we place ourselves in a 

new realm of the politics of (im)possibility: it is 

an unexplored terrain that is ready to realise 

that which we cannot even conceive of yet, to 

realise that which is still impossible. A few 

years ago, I saw a school manager make a 

fellow teacher cry because she didn't wear 

enough make-up or dress feminine enough; I 

thought it would be impossible for this kind of 

issue to be dealt with openly, that it would be 

impossible to come dressed as I pleased. But 

somehow, we did the impossible. It is 

important that we continue to demand the 

impossible. That we continue to name 

ourselves with all the polysemy that this 

implies.



In the French May of '68, one of the most 

popular slogans was soyez réalistes, 

demandez l'impossible, let's be realistic, let's 

ask for the impossible, and years later it was 

paraphrased as let's do the impossible. Why is 

a political movement like May '68 concerned 

with (im)possibility? Haven't we learned that 

politics is concerned with what is de facto, 

rather than with possibilities? Why would a 

student movement demand the impossible, 

and why does this concern us today?

Since time immemorial there has been a 

debate about language: is it natural, and thus 

the essence of things is hidden in words, or is it 

completely arbitrary and artificial, and thus the 

correlation meaning-signifier-referent is itself 

arbitrary? If it is the first option, language has a 

metaphysical reality which, when understood, 

would allow us to understand the intrinsic 

nature of things; if I understand the word atom 

(a-particle indicating privation; tomo-parte = 

without parts, the part without parts) I 

understand the intrinsic nature of that which is 

an atom. If it is the second option, it is only 

because I understood the atom itself and 

understood that it is indivisible that I could 

assign to it a term that explains that indivisible 

nature. Is it not that it is both and neither at 

once?

For some cultures, such as the Hebrew, language 

has a weight that is not metaphysical but 

ontological, and moreover, it is creative. For them, 

God created the world through language because 

it was through language that he endowed 

creatures with essence. In other words, because 

God named Adam Adam (םדא = Adam = person, 

which is a cognate of המדא = adamá which is earth, 

Adam

= the one made of earth, clay) is because he 

conferred its essence on him: that he was made of 

earth. Taking away the biblical character: because 

we name the atom as such, it is that the atom has its 

essence; we create, we determine the essence of it, 

the atom through language. And even better, we 

create language - arbitrary as it is, it carries a very 

powerful creative ontological weight. Naming 

things gives them existence, endows them with 

reality. Name' comes from the Greek �νομα, onuma, 

which means omen or destiny.

In The Question of Social Transformation, Judith 

Butler explains that who and what is considered 

real - who and what we can name - is not only a 

question of knowledge but also of power, and 

argues that this is why politics must be concerned 

not only with what is real, de facto, that which we 

can already name, but also with possibility, or 

impossibility: that which we may not yet be able to 

name or know how to name.

What are the possibilities of existence for 

queer people and why do people hate it so 

much when queer people name themselves, 

create new languages - new pronouns for 

example - and thereby create new realities or, 

if you prefer, expand reality? What about the 

difference in naming someone a mental case 

or a person with neurodivergence, and in what 

ways can this determine their existence?

If language has ontological weight and is a 

creator of the reality we inhabit, expanding 

that language to allow for the existence of 

certain people becomes a matter of political 

priority: as long as the existence of certain 

people continues to be denied through 

language - not respecting pronouns; that 

every time I arrive at a restaurant they call me 

"miss" and then correct themselves and call 

me young man or gentleman and apologise as 

if being a miss is a bad thing, or the opposite, 

they call me gentleman and then miss and 

blah blah blah blah; that there are no toilets 

and safe spaces for people whose gender 

does not conform to binarism, etc. - it is 

possible that the existence of such people is 

denied in more radical ways.
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In short, it is important to be able to name 

things and people. By naming them we endow 

them with reality and respect their dignity.

But this also has poetic overtones. Soyez 

réalites, demandez l'impossible. If we demand 

and do the impossible, we place ourselves in a 

new realm of the politics of (im)possibility: it is 

an unexplored terrain that is ready to realise 

that which we cannot even conceive of yet, to 

realise that which is still impossible. A few 

years ago, I saw a school manager make a 

fellow teacher cry because she didn't wear 

enough make-up or dress feminine enough; I 

thought it would be impossible for this kind of 

issue to be dealt with openly, that it would be 

impossible to come dressed as I pleased. But 

somehow, we did the impossible. It is 

important that we continue to demand the 

impossible. That we continue to name 

ourselves with all the polysemy that this 

implies.



In the French May of '68, one of the most 

popular slogans was soyez réalistes, 

demandez l'impossible, let's be realistic, let's 

ask for the impossible, and years later it was 

paraphrased as let's do the impossible. Why is 

a political movement like May '68 concerned 

with (im)possibility? Haven't we learned that 

politics is concerned with what is de facto, 

rather than with possibilities? Why would a 

student movement demand the impossible, 

and why does this concern us today?

Since time immemorial there has been a 

debate about language: is it natural, and thus 

the essence of things is hidden in words, or is it 

completely arbitrary and artificial, and thus the 

correlation meaning-signifier-referent is itself 

arbitrary? If it is the first option, language has a 

metaphysical reality which, when understood, 

would allow us to understand the intrinsic 

nature of things; if I understand the word atom 

(a-particle indicating privation; tomo-parte = 

without parts, the part without parts) I 

understand the intrinsic nature of that which is 

an atom. If it is the second option, it is only 

because I understood the atom itself and 

understood that it is indivisible that I could 

assign to it a term that explains that indivisible 

nature. Is it not that it is both and neither at 

once?

For some cultures, such as the Hebrew, language 

has a weight that is not metaphysical but 

ontological, and moreover, it is creative. For them, 

God created the world through language because 

it was through language that he endowed 

creatures with essence. In other words, because 

God named Adam Adam (םדא = Adam = person, 

which is a cognate of המדא = adamá which is earth, 

Adam

= the one made of earth, clay) is because he 

conferred its essence on him: that he was made of 

earth. Taking away the biblical character: because 

we name the atom as such, it is that the atom has its 

essence; we create, we determine the essence of it, 

the atom through language. And even better, we 

create language - arbitrary as it is, it carries a very 

powerful creative ontological weight. Naming 

things gives them existence, endows them with 

reality. Name' comes from the Greek �νομα, onuma, 

which means omen or destiny.

In The Question of Social Transformation, Judith 

Butler explains that who and what is considered 

real - who and what we can name - is not only a 

question of knowledge but also of power, and 

argues that this is why politics must be concerned 

not only with what is real, de facto, that which we 

can already name, but also with possibility, or 

impossibility: that which we may not yet be able to 

name or know how to name.

What are the possibilities of existence for 

queer people and why do people hate it so 

much when queer people name themselves, 

create new languages - new pronouns for 

example - and thereby create new realities or, 

if you prefer, expand reality? What about the 

difference in naming someone a mental case 

or a person with neurodivergence, and in what 

ways can this determine their existence?

If language has ontological weight and is a 

creator of the reality we inhabit, expanding 

that language to allow for the existence of 

certain people becomes a matter of political 

priority: as long as the existence of certain 

people continues to be denied through 

language - not respecting pronouns; that 

every time I arrive at a restaurant they call me 

"miss" and then correct themselves and call 

me young man or gentleman and apologise as 

if being a miss is a bad thing, or the opposite, 

they call me gentleman and then miss and 

blah blah blah blah; that there are no toilets 

and safe spaces for people whose gender 

does not conform to binarism, etc. - it is 

possible that the existence of such people is 

denied in more radical ways.

In short, it is important to be able to name 

things and people. By naming them we endow 

them with reality and respect their dignity.

But this also has poetic overtones. Soyez 

réalites, demandez l'impossible. If we demand 

and do the impossible, we place ourselves in a 

new realm of the politics of (im)possibility: it is 

an unexplored terrain that is ready to realise 

that which we cannot even conceive of yet, to 

realise that which is still impossible. A few 

years ago, I saw a school manager make a 

fellow teacher cry because she didn't wear 

enough make-up or dress feminine enough; I 

thought it would be impossible for this kind of 

issue to be dealt with openly, that it would be 

impossible to come dressed as I pleased. But 

somehow, we did the impossible. It is 

important that we continue to demand the 

impossible. That we continue to name 

ourselves with all the polysemy that this 

implies.

Contributed by:  Emilio Hernández Vergara 

Proficient English Teacher
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"When a newborn baby squeezes its tiny fist for the first time on its 
father's finger, it has him trapped forever".

Gabriel García Márquez
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In the French May of '68, one of the most 

popular slogans was soyez réalistes, 

demandez l'impossible, let's be realistic, let's 

ask for the impossible, and years later it was 

paraphrased as let's do the impossible. Why is 

a political movement like May '68 concerned 

with (im)possibility? Haven't we learned that 

politics is concerned with what is de facto, 

rather than with possibilities? Why would a 

student movement demand the impossible, 

and why does this concern us today?

Since time immemorial there has been a 

debate about language: is it natural, and thus 

the essence of things is hidden in words, or is it 

completely arbitrary and artificial, and thus the 

correlation meaning-signifier-referent is itself 

arbitrary? If it is the first option, language has a 

metaphysical reality which, when understood, 

would allow us to understand the intrinsic 

nature of things; if I understand the word atom 

(a-particle indicating privation; tomo-parte = 

without parts, the part without parts) I 

understand the intrinsic nature of that which is 

an atom. If it is the second option, it is only 

because I understood the atom itself and 

understood that it is indivisible that I could 

assign to it a term that explains that indivisible 

nature. Is it not that it is both and neither at 

once?

For some cultures, such as the Hebrew, language 

has a weight that is not metaphysical but 

ontological, and moreover, it is creative. For them, 

God created the world through language because 

it was through language that he endowed 

creatures with essence. In other words, because 

God named Adam Adam (םדא = Adam = person, 

which is a cognate of המדא = adamá which is earth, 

Adam

= the one made of earth, clay) is because he 

conferred its essence on him: that he was made of 

earth. Taking away the biblical character: because 

we name the atom as such, it is that the atom has its 

essence; we create, we determine the essence of it, 

the atom through language. And even better, we 

create language - arbitrary as it is, it carries a very 

powerful creative ontological weight. Naming 

things gives them existence, endows them with 

reality. Name' comes from the Greek �νομα, onuma, 

which means omen or destiny.

In The Question of Social Transformation, Judith 

Butler explains that who and what is considered 

real - who and what we can name - is not only a 

question of knowledge but also of power, and 

argues that this is why politics must be concerned 

not only with what is real, de facto, that which we 

can already name, but also with possibility, or 

impossibility: that which we may not yet be able to 

name or know how to name.

What are the possibilities of existence for 

queer people and why do people hate it so 

much when queer people name themselves, 

create new languages - new pronouns for 

example - and thereby create new realities or, 

if you prefer, expand reality? What about the 

difference in naming someone a mental case 

or a person with neurodivergence, and in what 

ways can this determine their existence?

If language has ontological weight and is a 

creator of the reality we inhabit, expanding 

that language to allow for the existence of 

certain people becomes a matter of political 

priority: as long as the existence of certain 

people continues to be denied through 

language - not respecting pronouns; that 

every time I arrive at a restaurant they call me 

"miss" and then correct themselves and call 

me young man or gentleman and apologise as 

if being a miss is a bad thing, or the opposite, 

they call me gentleman and then miss and 

blah blah blah blah; that there are no toilets 

and safe spaces for people whose gender 

does not conform to binarism, etc. - it is 

possible that the existence of such people is 

denied in more radical ways.

In short, it is important to be able to name 

things and people. By naming them we endow 

them with reality and respect their dignity.

But this also has poetic overtones. Soyez 

réalites, demandez l'impossible. If we demand 

and do the impossible, we place ourselves in a 

new realm of the politics of (im)possibility: it is 

an unexplored terrain that is ready to realise 

that which we cannot even conceive of yet, to 

realise that which is still impossible. A few 

years ago, I saw a school manager make a 

fellow teacher cry because she didn't wear 

enough make-up or dress feminine enough; I 

thought it would be impossible for this kind of 

issue to be dealt with openly, that it would be 

impossible to come dressed as I pleased. But 

somehow, we did the impossible. It is 

important that we continue to demand the 

impossible. That we continue to name 

ourselves with all the polysemy that this 

implies.

The Happiest 
Day of the Year  

National 
Pedagogues Day

20th June 

26th June 

"Education is the most 
powerful weapon to change 

the world.” 

(Yellow Day)



ADMISSIONS AND 
RETENTION SPECIALISTS

Requirements:

• Certificate of completed university degree.
• Minimum experience of 1 year providing attention and follow-up to students, via telephone  
    and in person.
• To work at our headquarters in Antonio Caso.

Send your CV to:   talento@theanglo.mx

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT
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In the French May of '68, one of the most 

popular slogans was soyez réalistes, 

demandez l'impossible, let's be realistic, let's 

ask for the impossible, and years later it was 

paraphrased as let's do the impossible. Why is 

a political movement like May '68 concerned 

with (im)possibility? Haven't we learned that 

politics is concerned with what is de facto, 

rather than with possibilities? Why would a 

student movement demand the impossible, 

and why does this concern us today?

Since time immemorial there has been a 

debate about language: is it natural, and thus 

the essence of things is hidden in words, or is it 

completely arbitrary and artificial, and thus the 

correlation meaning-signifier-referent is itself 

arbitrary? If it is the first option, language has a 

metaphysical reality which, when understood, 

would allow us to understand the intrinsic 

nature of things; if I understand the word atom 

(a-particle indicating privation; tomo-parte = 

without parts, the part without parts) I 

understand the intrinsic nature of that which is 

an atom. If it is the second option, it is only 

because I understood the atom itself and 

understood that it is indivisible that I could 

assign to it a term that explains that indivisible 

nature. Is it not that it is both and neither at 

once?

For some cultures, such as the Hebrew, language 

has a weight that is not metaphysical but 

ontological, and moreover, it is creative. For them, 

God created the world through language because 

it was through language that he endowed 

creatures with essence. In other words, because 

God named Adam Adam (םדא = Adam = person, 

which is a cognate of המדא = adamá which is earth, 

Adam

= the one made of earth, clay) is because he 

conferred its essence on him: that he was made of 

earth. Taking away the biblical character: because 

we name the atom as such, it is that the atom has its 

essence; we create, we determine the essence of it, 

the atom through language. And even better, we 

create language - arbitrary as it is, it carries a very 

powerful creative ontological weight. Naming 

things gives them existence, endows them with 

reality. Name' comes from the Greek �νομα, onuma, 

which means omen or destiny.

In The Question of Social Transformation, Judith 

Butler explains that who and what is considered 

real - who and what we can name - is not only a 

question of knowledge but also of power, and 

argues that this is why politics must be concerned 

not only with what is real, de facto, that which we 

can already name, but also with possibility, or 

impossibility: that which we may not yet be able to 

name or know how to name.

What are the possibilities of existence for 

queer people and why do people hate it so 

much when queer people name themselves, 

create new languages - new pronouns for 

example - and thereby create new realities or, 

if you prefer, expand reality? What about the 

difference in naming someone a mental case 

or a person with neurodivergence, and in what 

ways can this determine their existence?

If language has ontological weight and is a 

creator of the reality we inhabit, expanding 

that language to allow for the existence of 

certain people becomes a matter of political 

priority: as long as the existence of certain 

people continues to be denied through 

language - not respecting pronouns; that 

every time I arrive at a restaurant they call me 

"miss" and then correct themselves and call 

me young man or gentleman and apologise as 

if being a miss is a bad thing, or the opposite, 

they call me gentleman and then miss and 

blah blah blah blah; that there are no toilets 

and safe spaces for people whose gender 

does not conform to binarism, etc. - it is 

possible that the existence of such people is 

denied in more radical ways.

In short, it is important to be able to name 

things and people. By naming them we endow 

them with reality and respect their dignity.

But this also has poetic overtones. Soyez 

réalites, demandez l'impossible. If we demand 

and do the impossible, we place ourselves in a 

new realm of the politics of (im)possibility: it is 

an unexplored terrain that is ready to realise 

that which we cannot even conceive of yet, to 

realise that which is still impossible. A few 

years ago, I saw a school manager make a 

fellow teacher cry because she didn't wear 

enough make-up or dress feminine enough; I 

thought it would be impossible for this kind of 

issue to be dealt with openly, that it would be 

impossible to come dressed as I pleased. But 

somehow, we did the impossible. It is 

important that we continue to demand the 

impossible. That we continue to name 

ourselves with all the polysemy that this 

implies.

Stress and anxiety are the most common problems people suffer 
from nowadays, due to being connected all day long.

Taking care of our mental and emotional health in these times is fundamental, that's why we 

share with you some tips so that you can have emotional balance.

MAKE ROOM FOR YOUR NEEDS

LIVE ONE DAY ATA TIME

Your self is the most important thing: learn to defend your personal space and give yourself the 

breaks you need to face your day with more strength.

Worry about focusing on your day-to-day life and keep on prioritising. It's OK if you don't manage 

to complete everything in one day, it's not a race.
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FIND SPACES FOR DIALOGUE 

YOU CAN'T, AND DON'T NEED
TO CONTROL EVERYTHING

GET ACTIVE!

Avoiding or repressing your emotions can have 

negative consequences, so it is essential to 

have space to express them freely.

One thing that has a big impact on physical 

well-being is exercise, although not everyone 

is very keen on it.

However, it doesn't take a lot of effort to stay 

active.

It is very important to keep your body active, as 

your physical state will also influence your 

emotional and mental state. 

There are always factors that are out of your 

control, and you must learn to let go of them. 

Focus on what is in your hands. 

If you require emotional support, the ORIENTA 

PAE team is here to help you.

Contact us at  442 295 3001 or at  800 999 2233

www.orienta-me.com
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In the French May of '68, one of the most 

popular slogans was soyez réalistes, 

demandez l'impossible, let's be realistic, let's 

ask for the impossible, and years later it was 

paraphrased as let's do the impossible. Why is 

a political movement like May '68 concerned 

with (im)possibility? Haven't we learned that 

politics is concerned with what is de facto, 

rather than with possibilities? Why would a 

student movement demand the impossible, 

and why does this concern us today?

Since time immemorial there has been a 

debate about language: is it natural, and thus 

the essence of things is hidden in words, or is it 

completely arbitrary and artificial, and thus the 

correlation meaning-signifier-referent is itself 

arbitrary? If it is the first option, language has a 

metaphysical reality which, when understood, 

would allow us to understand the intrinsic 

nature of things; if I understand the word atom 

(a-particle indicating privation; tomo-parte = 

without parts, the part without parts) I 

understand the intrinsic nature of that which is 

an atom. If it is the second option, it is only 

because I understood the atom itself and 

understood that it is indivisible that I could 

assign to it a term that explains that indivisible 

nature. Is it not that it is both and neither at 

once?

For some cultures, such as the Hebrew, language 

has a weight that is not metaphysical but 

ontological, and moreover, it is creative. For them, 

God created the world through language because 

it was through language that he endowed 

creatures with essence. In other words, because 

God named Adam Adam (םדא = Adam = person, 

which is a cognate of המדא = adamá which is earth, 

Adam

= the one made of earth, clay) is because he 

conferred its essence on him: that he was made of 

earth. Taking away the biblical character: because 

we name the atom as such, it is that the atom has its 

essence; we create, we determine the essence of it, 

the atom through language. And even better, we 

create language - arbitrary as it is, it carries a very 

powerful creative ontological weight. Naming 

things gives them existence, endows them with 

reality. Name' comes from the Greek �νομα, onuma, 

which means omen or destiny.

In The Question of Social Transformation, Judith 

Butler explains that who and what is considered 

real - who and what we can name - is not only a 

question of knowledge but also of power, and 

argues that this is why politics must be concerned 

not only with what is real, de facto, that which we 

can already name, but also with possibility, or 

impossibility: that which we may not yet be able to 

name or know how to name.

What are the possibilities of existence for 

queer people and why do people hate it so 

much when queer people name themselves, 

create new languages - new pronouns for 

example - and thereby create new realities or, 

if you prefer, expand reality? What about the 

difference in naming someone a mental case 

or a person with neurodivergence, and in what 

ways can this determine their existence?

If language has ontological weight and is a 

creator of the reality we inhabit, expanding 

that language to allow for the existence of 

certain people becomes a matter of political 

priority: as long as the existence of certain 

people continues to be denied through 

language - not respecting pronouns; that 

every time I arrive at a restaurant they call me 

"miss" and then correct themselves and call 

me young man or gentleman and apologise as 

if being a miss is a bad thing, or the opposite, 

they call me gentleman and then miss and 

blah blah blah blah; that there are no toilets 

and safe spaces for people whose gender 

does not conform to binarism, etc. - it is 

possible that the existence of such people is 

denied in more radical ways.

In short, it is important to be able to name 

things and people. By naming them we endow 

them with reality and respect their dignity.

But this also has poetic overtones. Soyez 

réalites, demandez l'impossible. If we demand 

and do the impossible, we place ourselves in a 

new realm of the politics of (im)possibility: it is 

an unexplored terrain that is ready to realise 

that which we cannot even conceive of yet, to 

realise that which is still impossible. A few 

years ago, I saw a school manager make a 

fellow teacher cry because she didn't wear 

enough make-up or dress feminine enough; I 

thought it would be impossible for this kind of 

issue to be dealt with openly, that it would be 

impossible to come dressed as I pleased. But 

somehow, we did the impossible. It is 

important that we continue to demand the 

impossible. That we continue to name 

ourselves with all the polysemy that this 

implies.
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In the French May of '68, one of the most 

popular slogans was soyez réalistes, 

demandez l'impossible, let's be realistic, let's 

ask for the impossible, and years later it was 

paraphrased as let's do the impossible. Why is 

a political movement like May '68 concerned 

with (im)possibility? Haven't we learned that 

politics is concerned with what is de facto, 

rather than with possibilities? Why would a 

student movement demand the impossible, 

and why does this concern us today?

Since time immemorial there has been a 

debate about language: is it natural, and thus 

the essence of things is hidden in words, or is it 

completely arbitrary and artificial, and thus the 

correlation meaning-signifier-referent is itself 

arbitrary? If it is the first option, language has a 

metaphysical reality which, when understood, 

would allow us to understand the intrinsic 

nature of things; if I understand the word atom 

(a-particle indicating privation; tomo-parte = 

without parts, the part without parts) I 

understand the intrinsic nature of that which is 

an atom. If it is the second option, it is only 

because I understood the atom itself and 

understood that it is indivisible that I could 

assign to it a term that explains that indivisible 

nature. Is it not that it is both and neither at 

once?

For some cultures, such as the Hebrew, language 

has a weight that is not metaphysical but 

ontological, and moreover, it is creative. For them, 

God created the world through language because 

it was through language that he endowed 

creatures with essence. In other words, because 

God named Adam Adam (םדא = Adam = person, 

which is a cognate of המדא = adamá which is earth, 

Adam

= the one made of earth, clay) is because he 

conferred its essence on him: that he was made of 

earth. Taking away the biblical character: because 

we name the atom as such, it is that the atom has its 

essence; we create, we determine the essence of it, 

the atom through language. And even better, we 

create language - arbitrary as it is, it carries a very 

powerful creative ontological weight. Naming 

things gives them existence, endows them with 

reality. Name' comes from the Greek �νομα, onuma, 

which means omen or destiny.

In The Question of Social Transformation, Judith 

Butler explains that who and what is considered 

real - who and what we can name - is not only a 

question of knowledge but also of power, and 

argues that this is why politics must be concerned 

not only with what is real, de facto, that which we 

can already name, but also with possibility, or 

impossibility: that which we may not yet be able to 

name or know how to name.

What are the possibilities of existence for 

queer people and why do people hate it so 

much when queer people name themselves, 

create new languages - new pronouns for 

example - and thereby create new realities or, 

if you prefer, expand reality? What about the 

difference in naming someone a mental case 

or a person with neurodivergence, and in what 

ways can this determine their existence?

If language has ontological weight and is a 

creator of the reality we inhabit, expanding 

that language to allow for the existence of 

certain people becomes a matter of political 

priority: as long as the existence of certain 

people continues to be denied through 

language - not respecting pronouns; that 

every time I arrive at a restaurant they call me 

"miss" and then correct themselves and call 

me young man or gentleman and apologise as 

if being a miss is a bad thing, or the opposite, 

they call me gentleman and then miss and 

blah blah blah blah; that there are no toilets 

and safe spaces for people whose gender 

does not conform to binarism, etc. - it is 

possible that the existence of such people is 

denied in more radical ways.

In short, it is important to be able to name 

things and people. By naming them we endow 

them with reality and respect their dignity.

But this also has poetic overtones. Soyez 

réalites, demandez l'impossible. If we demand 

and do the impossible, we place ourselves in a 

new realm of the politics of (im)possibility: it is 

an unexplored terrain that is ready to realise 

that which we cannot even conceive of yet, to 

realise that which is still impossible. A few 

years ago, I saw a school manager make a 

fellow teacher cry because she didn't wear 

enough make-up or dress feminine enough; I 

thought it would be impossible for this kind of 

issue to be dealt with openly, that it would be 

impossible to come dressed as I pleased. But 

somehow, we did the impossible. It is 

important that we continue to demand the 

impossible. That we continue to name 

ourselves with all the polysemy that this 

implies.
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