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I

Anyone can pu an end o ossing abou in he slavery o wha hey don’ know—and
reusing he sop o empy words, come o daggers wih lie.
—C. Michelsaeder.

Lie is no more han a coninual search or somehing o cling o. One ges up in he morning
o find onesel in bed a mere mater o hours laer, a sad commuer beween lack o desire and
aigue. ime passes, spurring us less and less. Social obligaions no longer seem o break our
backs as we have go used o spreading he weigh. We obey wihou even aking he rouble o
say yes. Deah is expiaed by living, wroe he poe rom anoher rench.

We can live wihou passion or dreams—ha is he grea libery his sociey offers us. We can
alk endlessly, paricularly o hings we know nohing abou. We can express any opinion we like,
even he mos daring, and disappear behind he murmuring. We can voe or he candidae we
preer, demanding he righ o complain in exchange. We can change channels a any ime should
we seem o be geting dogmaic. We can enjoy ourselves a specific momens, raversing sadly
idenical environmens a increasing speed.We can appear o be young hoheads beore receiving
icy buckeuls o common sense. We can ge wed as ofen as we like, so sacred is marriage. We
can employ ourselves useully and, i we can’ wrie, become journaliss. We can do poliics in a
housand ways, even alking abou exoic guerrillas. In careers as in love, i we don’ quie make
i o giving orders we can always excel in obeying. Obedience can even make maryrs o us and
in spie o appearances, his sociey needs heroes.

Our supidiy cerainly won’ seem any worse han anyone else’s. I doesn’ mater i we can’
make up our minds, we can le ohers decide or us. Ten, we will take a stand, as hey say in
he jargon o poliics and he specacle. Tere is never any lack o jusificaion, especially in he
world o hose who aren’ ussy.

In his grea airground o roles we all have one loyal ally: money. Democraic par excellence,
i respecs no one in paricular. In is presence no commodiy or service can be denied us. I
has he whole o sociey behind i, no mater who i belongs o. O course his ally never gives
enough o isel and, moreover, does no give isel o all. Bu he hierarchy o money is a special
one, uniing wha he condiions o lie se agains each oher. When you have i, you are always
righ. When you don’, you have pleny o exenuaing circumsances.

Wih a bi o pracice we could ge hrough a whole day wihou one single idea. Daily rouine
hinks in place o us. From work o ‘ree ime’, everyhing comes abou wihin he coninuiy o
survival. We always have somehing o cling o. Te mos supeying characerisic o oday’s
sociey is he abiliy or ‘comor’ o exis a hair’s breadh rom caasrophe. Te economy and
he echnological adminisraion o he exisen are advancing wih irresponsible recklessness.
One slips rom enerainmen o large-scale massacre wih he disciplined insensiiviy o pro-
grammed gesures. Deah’s buying and selling exends over he whole o ime and space. Risk
and brave effor no longer exis; here remains only securiy or disaser, rouine or caasrophe.
Saved or submerged. Alive, never.

Wih a bi o pracice we could walk rom home o school, he office o he supermarke or he
bank o he disco, eyes closed. Now we can undersand he adage o ha old Greek sage: ‘Te
dorman also mainain he world order’.
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Te ime has come o break away rom his we, a reflex o he only communiy ha now exiss,
ha o auhoriy and commodiies.

One par o his sociey has every ineres in is coninuing o rule, he oher in everyhing
collapsing as soon as possible. Deciding which side one is on is he firs sep. Bu resignaion,
he basis o he agreemen beween he sides (improvers o he exisen and is alse criics) is
everywhere, even in our own lives—he auhenic place o he social war—in our desires and
resolueness as well as in our litle daily submissions.

I is necessary o come o daggers wih all ha, o finally come o daggers wih lie.

II

I is by doing hings ha need o be learned in order o be done, ha you learn hem.
—Arisole

Te secre is o really begin.
Te presen social organisaion is no jus delaying, i is also prevening and corruping any

pracice o reedom. Te only way o learn wha reedom is, is o experimen i, and o do so you
mus have he necessary time and space.

Te undamenal premise or ree acion is dialogue. Now, any auhenic discourse requires wo
condiions: a real ineres in he quesions brough up o be discussed (he problem o conen)
and he ree search or possible answers (he problem o mehod). Tese wo condiions should
occur at the same time, given ha he conen deermines he mehod, and vice versa. One can
only alk of reedom in reedom. Wha is he poin o asking quesions i we are no ree o
answer? Wha is he poin o answering i he quesions are always alse? Dialogue only exiss
when individuals can alk o each oher wihou mediaion, i.e. when hey relae reciprocally. I
he discourse is one-way, no communicaion is possible. I someone has he power o impose he
quesions, he conen o he later will be direcly uncional o his (and he answers will conain
subjecion). Subjecs can only be asked quesions whose answers confirm heir role as such, and
rom which he bosses will draw he quesions o he uure. Te slavery lies in coninuing o
reply.

In his sense marke research is idenical o he elecions. Te sovereigny o he elecor cor-
responds o he sovereigny o he consumer, and vice versa. V passiviy is called audience; he
legiimaion o he power o he Sae is called sovereign people. In eiher case individuals are
simply hosages in a mechanism ha gives hem he right o speak afer having deprived hem
o he faculty o doing so. Wha is he poin o dialogue i all you can do is elec one or he oher?
Wha is communicaion i all your only choice is beween idenical goods and V programmes?
Te conen o he quesions is meaningless because he mehod is alse.

‘Nohing resembles a represenaive o he bourgeoisie more han a represenaive o he pro-
learia,’ Sorel wroe in 1907. Wha made hem idenical was he ac ha hey were, precisely,
representatives. o say he same o a righ or lef wing candidae oday would be banal. Bu polii-
cians do no need o be original (adverising akes care o ha), i is sufficien or hem o know
how o administer ha banaliy. Te irony is ha he media are defined a means o communi-
cation and he voing spree is called elections (which in he rue sense o he word means ree,
conscious decision).
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Te poin is ha power does no allow or any oher kind o managemen. Even i he voers
waned i (which would already ake us ino ull ‘uopia’, o imiae he language o he realists),
nohing imporan could be asked o hem rom he momen ha he only ree ac—he only
auhenic elecion—hey could accomplish would be no o voe. Anyone who voes wants in-
consequenial quesions, as auhenic quesions deny passiviy and delegaion. We will explain
beter.

Imagine ha he aboliion o capialism were o be requesed hrough reerendum (puting
aside he ac ha such a quesion is impossible in he conex o exising social relaions). Mos
o he elecorae would voe in avour o capialism simply because, as hey ranquilly leave home,
he office or he supermarke, hey canno imagine a world oher han one wih commodiies and
money. Bu even i hey were o voe agains i nohing would change as, o be auhenic, such a
quesion would exclude he exisence o voers. A whole sociey canno be changed by decree.

Te same could be said or less radical quesions. ake he example o he housing esae.
Wha would happen i he inhabians were able (once again, we would be in ‘uopia’) o express
hemselves concerning he organisaion o heir own lives (housing, srees, squares, ec.)? Le
us say righ away ha such demands would inevitably be limied rom he sar, because housing
esaes are a consequence o he displacemen and concentration o he populaion according o
he needs o he economy and social conrol. Neverheless, we could ry o imagine some orm
o social organisaion other han such ghetos. One could saely say ha mos o he populaion
would have he same ideas as he police on he subjec. Oherwise (ha is, i even limied practice
o dialogue were o give rise o he desire or a new environmen), his would mean he explosion
o he gheto. How, under he presen social order, do you reconcile he inhabians’ desire o
breathe wih he ineress o he bosses o he moor indusry? Free circulaion o individuals
wih he ears o he luxury bouique owners? Children’s play areas wih he cemen o he car
parks, banks and shopping cenres? Te empy houses lef in he hands o he speculaors? Te
blocks o flas ha look like army barracks, ha look like schools, ha look like hospials, ha
look like asylums? o move one wall in his labyrinh o horrors would mean puting he whole
scheme in quesion. Te urher we move away rom a police-like view o he environmen, he
closer we ge o clashing wih he police.

How can you think freely in the shadow of a church? wroe an anonymous hand on he sacred
wall o he Sorbonne during May ’68.Tis impeccable quesion has wider implicaions. Anyhing
ha has been designed or economic or religious purposes canno ail o impose anyhing bu
economic or religious desires. A desecraed church coninues o be he house o God. Commodi-
ies coninue heir chater in an abandoned shopping cenre. Te parade ground o a disused
barracks still contains he marching o he soldiers. Ta is wha he who said ha he desrucion
o he Basille was an ac o applied social psychology mean. Te Basille could never have been
managed as anyhing oher han a prison, because is walls would have coninued o ell he ale
o incarceraed bodies and desires.

Subservience, obligaion and boredom espouse consumerism in endless unereal nupials.
Work reproduces he social environmen which reproduces he resignaion o work. One enjoys
evenings in ron o he V because one has spen he day in he office and he underground.
Keeping quie in he acory makes shouing in he sadia a promise o happiness. Feelings o
inadequacy a school vindicate he insensae irresponsibiliy o a Saurday nigh a he disco.
Only eyes emerging rom a McDonald’s are capable o lighing up when hey see a Club Med
billboard. E ceera.
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You need o know how o experience reedom in order o be ree. You need o ree yoursel in
order o experience reedom. Wihin he presen social order, ime and space preven experimen-
aion o reedom because hey suffocae he reedom o experimen.

III

Te ygers o wrah are wiser han he horses o insrucion.
—W. Blake

Only by upseting he imperaives o ime and social space will i be possible o imagine new
relaions and surroundings.Te old philosopher said one can only desire on he basis o wha one
knows. Desires can only change i one changes he lie ha produces hem. Le’s be clear abou
his: rebellion agains he organisaion o ime and space by power is a maerial and psychological
necessiy.

Bakunin said ha revoluions are hree quarers anasy and a quarer realiy. Te imporan
hing is realising where he anasy ha leads o he explosion o generalised rebellion originaes.
Te unleashing of all evil passions, as he Russian revoluionary said, is he irresisible orce o
ransormaion. For all ha his migh make he resigned or he cold analyss o he hisorical
movemens o capial smile, we could say—i we did no find such jargon indigesible—ha such
an idea o revoluion is exremely modern. Passions are evil, in ha hey are prisoners suffocaed
by ha gelid monser, normaliy. Bu hey are also evil because he will o live raher han shrink
under he weigh o duy and masks, ransorms isel ino quie he opposie. When resriced by
daily duies, lie denies isel o reappear in he guise o a servan. Desperaely searching or space,
i maniess isel as an oneiric presence, a physical conracion, a nervous ic, idioic, gregarious
violence. Does no he massive spread o psychoic drugs, one o he laes inervenions o he
welare Sae, denounce he unbearableness o he presen condiions o lie? Power adminisers
capiviy everywhere in order o jusiy one o is own producs: evil. Insurrecion akes care o
boh o hem.

I hey do no wish o deceive hemselves and ohers, hose sruggling or he demoliion o
he presen social edifice mus ace he ac ha subversion is a game o wild, barbarous orces.
Someone reerred o hem as Cossacks, someone else hooligans; in ac hey are individuals whose
anger has no been quelled by social peace.

Bu how do you creae a new communiy saring rom anger? Le us pu a sop o he con-
juring ricks o dialecics. Te exploied are no carriers o any posiive projec, be i even he
classless sociey (which all oo closely resembles he producive se up). Capial is heir only
communiy. Tey can only escape by desroying everyhing ha makes hem exploied: wages,
commodiies, roles and hierarchies. Capialism has no creaed he condiions o is overcoming
in communism—he amous bourgeoisie orging he arms o is own exincion—bu o a world
o horrors.

Te exploied have nohing o sel-manage bu heir own negaion as such. Ta is he only
way ha heir bosses, leaders and apologiss in various guises will disappear along wih hem. In
his ‘immense ask o urgen demoliion’ we mus find joy, immediaely.

For he Greeks he word ‘barbarian’ did no only reer o he sranger, bu also o he ‘sam-
merer’, he who did no speak he language o he polis correcly. Language and erriory are

6



inseparable. Te law fixes he borders enorced by he order o Names. Every power srucure
has is barbarians, every democraic discourse is sammerers. Te sociey o commodiies wans
o banish heir obsinae presence—wih expulsion and silence—as hough hey were nohing. I
is on his nohing ha rebellion has ounded is cause. No ideology o dialogue and paricipaion
will ever be able o mask exclusion and inernal colonies compleely. When he daily violence o
he Sae and he economy causes he evil par o explode, here is no poin in being surprised
i someone pus heir ee on he able and reuses o accep discussion. Only hen will passions
ge rid o a world o deah. Te Barbarians are jus around he corner.

IV

We mus abandon all models, and sudy our possibiliies.
—E.A. Poe

Te necessiy o insurrecion. No in he sense o ineviabiliy (an even ha must ake place
sooner or laer), bu in he sense o a concree condiion o possibiliy. Te necessiy o he pos-
sible. Money is necessary in his sociey. Ye a lie wihou money is possible. o experience his
possibiliy i is necessary o desroy his sociey. oday one only experiences wha is socially
necessary.

Curiously, hose who consider insurrecion o be a ragic error (or an unrealisic romanic
dream) alk a lo abou social acion and areas o reedom or experimenaion. One only has o
squeeze such argumens a litle, however, or all he juice o come ou o hem. As we said, in
order o ac reely i is necessary o be able o alk o each oher wihou mediaion. And abou
wha, how much, and where can one engage in dialogue a he presen ime?

In order o discuss reely one mus snach ime and space rom social obligaions. Afer all,
dialogue is inseparable rom sruggle. I is inseparable maerially (in order o alk o each oher i
is necessary or us o ake ime and seize he necessary space) and psychologically (individuals
like alking abou wha hey do because ha is how words ransorm realiy).

We orge we are all living in a gheto, even i we don’ pay ren and every day is a Sunday.
I we are no capable o desroying his gheto, he reedom o experimen will be a poor hing
indeed.

Many liberarians believe ha social change can and mus come abou gradually, wihou any
sudden rupure. For his reason, hey alk o ‘areas ree o he Sae’ in which o elaborae new
ideas and pracices. Leaving aside he decidedly comical aspecs o he quesion (where does he
Sae no exis? how do you pu i in parenheses?), you can see ha he poin o reerence or
such quesions remains he sel-managed ederalis mehods experimened by subversives a par-
icular imes in hisory (he Paris Commune, revoluionary Spain, he Budapes Commune, ec.).
Wha one omis o say, however, is ha he possibiliy o alking o one anoher and changing
realiy was aken by he rebels wih arms. In shor, a small deail is lef ou: insurrecion. You
canno remove a mehod (neighbourhood meeings, direc decision-making, horizonal linking
up, e ceera) rom he conex ha made i possible, or even draw i up agains he later (e.g.
‘here is no poin in atacking he Sae; we mus sel-organise, make uopia concree’). Beore
hinking abou wha he prolearian councils signified or example—and wha hey could signiy
oday—i is necessary o consider he condiions under which hey exised (1905 in Russia, 1918–
21 in Germany and Ialy, e ceera). Tese were insurrecional imes. Will someone please explain
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how i would be possible or he exploied o decide in firs person on quesions o any impor-
ance oday wihou breaking social normaliy by orce? Only hen will you be able o alk abou
sel-managemen or ederalism. Beore discussing wha sel-managing he presen producive
srucures ‘afer he revoluion’ means, i is necessary o be aware o one simple hing: neiher
he bosses or he police would agree o i. You canno discuss a possibiliy while omiting he
condiions required o make i concree. Any idea o reedom implies a break wih he presen
sociey.

Le us see one las example. Direc democracy is also alked abou in liberarian circles. One
could reor ha he anarchis uopia opposes isel o he mehod o majoriy decision. Righ.
Bu he poin is ha no one alks abou direc democracy in real terms. Leaving aside hose
who pass i off as quie he opposie, i.e. he consiuion o civic liss and paricipaion in he
municipal elecions, le us consider hose who imagine real ciizens’ assemblies where people
alk o each oher wihou mediaion. Wha would he so-called ciizens be able o express? How
could hey reply differenly, wihou changing he quesions? How make a disincion beween
so-called poliical reedom and he presen economic, social and echnological condiions? No
mater how you wis hings, you canno escape he problem o desrucion, unless you hink ha
a echnologically cenralised sociey could a he same ime become ederalis, or ha generalised
sel-managemen could exis in he rue prisons ha he ciies o he presen day have become.
o say ha all he changes ha are necessary could be done gradually merely conuses he issue.
Change canno even begin o ake place wihou widespread revol. Insurrecion is he whole o
social relaions opening up o he advenure o reedom once he mask o capialis specialisaion
has been orn off. Insurrecion does no come up wih he answers on is own, ha is rue. I only
sars asking quesions. So he poin is no wheher o ac gradually or advenurisically. Te
poin is wheher o ac or merely dream o acing.

Te criique o direc democracy (o sick o he same example) mus be concree. Only hen
is i possible o go beyond and hink ha he social oundaions o individual auonomy really
exis. Only hen is i possible or his going beyond o become a mehod o sruggle, here and now.
Subversives need o criicise oher people’s ideas and define hemmore precisely han hose who
swear by hem.

Te beter o sharpen heir daggers.

V

I is an axiomaic, sel-eviden ruh ha he revoluion canno be made unil here
are sufficien orces o do so. Bu i is an hisorical ruh ha he orces ha deermine
evoluion and social revoluions canno be calculaed wih he census liss.
—Malaesa

I is ou o ashion o believe ha social ransormaion is sill possible. Te ‘masses’, i is said,
are in a deep rance and ully inegraed wihin he social norms. A leas wo conclusions can
be drawn rom such a remark. Ta rebellion is impossible or ha i is only possible in small
numbers. Tis eiher becomes an openly insiuional discourse (he need or elecions, legal
conquess, ec.) or one in avour o social reorm (union sel-organisaion, sruggle or collecive
righs, ec.). Te second conclusion can become he basis o he classical vanguardis discourse
or o an ani-auhoriarian one in avour o permanen agiaion.
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Here i can be said ha hroughou hisory ideas ha were apparenly in opposiion o each
oher acually share he same roos.

ake social democracy and bolshevism or example: hey clearly boh came rom he suppo-
siion ha he masses do no have any revoluionary consciousness, so need o be led. Social
democras and Bolsheviks differed only in he mehods used—reormis pary or revoluionary
pary, parliamenary sraegy or violen conques o power—in he idenical programme o bring-
ing consciousness o he exploied rom ouside.

Le us ake he hypohesis o a ‘minoriarian’ subversive pracice ha reuses he Leninis
model. In a liberarian perspecive one eiher abandons all insurrecional discourse (in avour
o a declaredly soliary revol), or sooner or laer i becomes necessary o ace he problem o
he social implicaions o one’s ideas and pracices. I we don’ wan o resolve he quesion in
he ambi o linguisic miracles (or example by saying ha he heses we suppor are already in
he heads o he exploied, or ha one’s rebellion is already par o a wider condiion) one ac
remains: we are isolaed, which is no he same as saying we are ew.

No only does acing in small numbers no consiue a limi, i represens a oally differen
way o seeing social ransormaion. Liberarians are he only people o envisage a dimension
o collecive lie ha is no subordinaed o cenral direcion. Auhenic ederalism makes agree-
mens beween ree unions o individuals possible. Relaions o affiniy do no exis on he basis o
ideology or quaniy, bu sar off rom reciprocal knowledge, rom eeling and sharing projecual
passions. Bu projecual affiniy and auonomous individual acion are dead leters i hey canno
spread wihou being sacrificed in he name o some claimed higher necessiy. I is he horizonal
link ha concreises he pracice o liberaion: an inormal link, of fact, wihou represenaion.
A cenralised sociey canno exis wihou police conrol and a deadly echnological apparaus.
For his reason, anyone who is incapable o imagining a communiy wihou Sae auhoriy is
devoid o insrumens wih which o criicise he economy ha is desroying he plane. Anyone
who is incapable o imagining a communiy o unique individuals has nohing o pu in he place
o poliical mediaion. On he conrary, he idea o ree experimenaion in a coming ogeher o
like-minded people, wih affiniy as he basis or new relaions, makes complee social upheaval
possible. Only by abandoning he idea o centre (he conques o he Winer Palace or, o bring
hings up o dae, Sae elevision) does i become possible o build a lie wihou imposiion or
money. In such a direcion, he mehod o spreading atacks is a orm o sruggle ha carries
a differen world wihin i. o ac when everyone advises waiing, when i is no possible o
coun on grea ollowings, when you do no know beorehand wheher you will ge resuls or
no, means one is already affirming wha one is fighing or: a sociey without measure. Tis, hen,
is how acion in small groups o people wih affiniy conains he mos imporan o qualiies—i
is no mere acical conrivance, bu already conains he realisaion o one’s goal. Liquidaing
he lie o he transitional period (dicaorship beore communism, power beore reedom, wages
beore aking he lo, cerainy o he resuls beore aking acion, requess or financing beore ex-
propriaion, ‘ehical banks’ beore anarchy, ec.) means making he revol isel a differen way
o conceiving relaions. Atacking he echnological hydra righ away means imagining a lie
wihou whie-coaed policemen (i.e. wihou he economic or scienific organisaion ha makes
hem necessary); atacking he insrumens o domesicaion by he media now means creaing
relaions ha are ree rom images (i.e. ree rom he passiviy ha abricaes hem). Anyone
who sars screaming ha i is no longer—or no ye—ime or rebellion, is revealing he kind
o sociey hey wan in advance. On he oher hand, o sress he need or social insurrecion
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now—an unconainable movemen ha breaks wih hisorical ime o allow he emergence o
he possible—simply means: we wan no leaders. oday he only real ederalism is generalised
rebellion.

I we reuse cenralisaion we mus go beyond he quaniaive idea o rallying he exploied
or a ronal clash wih power. I is necessary o hink o anoher concep o srengh—burn he
census liss and change realiy.

Main rule: do no ac en masse. Carry ou acions in hree or our a he mos. Tere
should be as many small groups as possible and each o hem mus learn o atack
and disappear quickly. Te police atemp o crush a crowd o housands wih one
single group o a hundred cossacks.
I is easier o deea a hundred men han one alone, especially i hey srike suddenly
and disappear myseriously. Te police and army will be powerless i Moscow is
covered in hese small unseizable deachmens[…] Do no occupy srongholds. Te
roops will always be able o ake hem or simply desroy hem wih heir arillery.
Our orresses will be inernal couryards or any place ha i is easy o srike rom
and leave easily. I hey were o ake hem hey would never find anyone and would
lose many men. I would be impossible or hem o ake hem all because hey o do
his hey would have o fill every house wih cossacks.
—Warning o he Insurgens, Moscow, December 11 1905.

VI

…poesy, … is reerred o he Imaginaion, which may a pleasure make unlawul
maches and divorces o hings.
—F. Bacon

Tink o anoher concep o srengh. Perhaps his is he new poery. Basically, wha is social
revol i no a generalised game o illegal maching and divorcing o hings.

Revoluionary srengh is no a srengh ha is equal o and agains ha o power. I ha were
he case we would be deeaed beore we sar, because any change would be he eernal reurn
o consricion. Everyhing would be reduced o miliary conflic, a danse macabre o sandards.
Real movemens escape he quaniaive glance.

Te Sae and capial possess he mos sophisicaed sysems o conrol and repression. How
can we oppose his Moloch? Te secre lies in he ar o breaking apar and puting ogeher
again. Te movemen o inelligence is a coninual game o breaking up and esablishing corre-
spondences. Te same goes or subversive pracice. Criicising echnology, or insance, means
considering is general ramework, seeing i no simply as an assemblage o machinery, bu as
a social relaion, a system; i means undersanding ha a echnological insrumen reflecs he
sociey ha produces i and ha is inroducion changes relaions beween individuals. Criicis-
ing echnology means reusing o subordinae human aciviy o profi. Oherwise we would be
deceiving ourselves as o he implicaions o echnology, is claims o neuraliy, he reversibiliy
o is consequences. I hen becomes necessary o break i up ino is housand ramificaions, he
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concree realisaions ha are increasingly muilaing us. We need o undersand ha he spread-
ing o producion and conrol ha he new echnologies allow makes saboage easier. I would be
impossible o atack hem oherwise. Te same goes or schools, barracks, and offices. Alhough
hey are inseparable rom he whole o hierarchical and mercanile relaions, hey sill concreise
hemselves in specific people and places.

How—when we are so ew—can we make ourselves visible o sudens, workers, unemployed?
I one hinks in erms o consensus and image (making onesel visible, o be precise), he reply
can be aken or graned: unions and cunning poliicians are ar sronger han we are. Once again
wha is lacking is he capaciy o pu ogeher and break apar. Reormism acs on deail, quanti-
tatively: i mobilises vas numbers o people in order o change a ew isolaed aspecs o power.
A global criique o sociey on he oher hand allows a qualitative vision o acion o emerge.
Precisely because here are no cenres or revoluionary subjecs o subordinae one’s projecs o,
each aspec o social realiy relaes back o he whole o which i is a par. No mater wheher
i is a quesion o polluion, prison or urban planning, any really subversive discourse ends up
puting everything in quesion. oday more han ever a quaniaive projec (o assembling su-
dens, workers or unemployed in permanen organisaions wih a specific programme) can only
ac on deail, empying acions o he srengh o puting quesions ha canno be reduced o a
separaion ino caegories (sudens, workers, immigrans, homosexuals, ec.). All he more so as
reormism is less and less capable o reorming anyhing (hink o unemploymen and he way i
is alsely presened as a resolvable breakdown in economic raionaliy). Someone said ha even
he reques or nonoxic ood has become a revoluionary projec, because any atemp o sa-
isy i would involve changing he whole o social relaions. Any demand ha is addressed o a
precise inerlocuor carries is own deea wihin i, i or no oher reason han ha no auhoriy
would be capable o resolving a problem o general significance even i i waned o. o whom
does one urn o oppose air polluion?

Te workers who, during a wildca srike, carried a banner saying, ‘We are not asking for any-
thing’ undersood ha he deea is in he claim isel (‘he claim agains he enemy is eernal’).
Tere is no alernaive bu o ake everyhing. As Sirner said: ‘No mater how much you give
hem, hey will always ask or more, because wha hey wan is no less han he end o every
concession’.

And hen?Ten, even hough you are ew you can hink o acing wihou doing so in isolaion,
in he knowledge ha in explosive siuaions a ew good conacs are more useul han large
numbers. Sadly, i ofen happens ha righs-claiming social sruggles develop more ineresing
mehods han hey do objecives (or example, a group o unemployed asking or work ends
up burning down a dole office). O course one could remain aloo, saying ha work should no
be asked or, bu desroyed. Or one could ry o link a criique o he whole economy o ha
so passionaely burned office, or a criique o he unions o an ac o saboage. Each individual
objecive in he sruggle conains he violence o he whole o social relaions ready o explode.
Te banaliy o heir immediae cause, as we know, is he calling card o revols hroughou
hisory.

Wha can a group o resolue comrades do in such siuaions? No much, unless hey have
already hough (or example) abou how o give ou a leafle or a wha poins o he ciy o
widen a proes; and, wha is more, i a gay and lawless inelligence makes hem orge numbers
and grea organisaional srucures.
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Wihou waning o revive he myh ha he general srike is he unshackling o insurrecion,
i is clear enough ha he inerrupion o all social aciviy is sill decisive. Subversive acion
mus end owards he paralysis o normaliy, no mater wha originally caused he clash. I
sudens coninue o sudy, workers—hose who remain o hem—and office employees o work,
he unemployed o worry abou employmen, hen no change will be possible. Revoluionary
pracice will always be above people. Any organisaion ha is separae rom social sruggles
can neiher unleash revol nor exend and deend i. I i is rue ha he exploied end o line
up behind hose who are able o guaranee economic improvemens during he course o he
sruggle—i i is rue, in oher words, ha any sruggle o demand beter condiions is necessarily
o a reormis characer—liberarians could push hrough mehods (individual auonomy, direc
acion, permanen conflicualiy) ha go beyond making demands o denying all social ideniies
(eacher, clerk, worker, e ceera). An esablished liberarian organisaion making claims would
merely flank he sruggles (only a ew o he exploied would choose o belong o i), or would lose
is liberarian characerisics (he rades unions are he bes qualified in he field o syndicalis
sruggles). An organisaional srucure ormed by revoluionaries and exploied is only really in
conflic i i is in une wih he emporary naure o one specific sruggle, has a clear aim and is
in he perspecive o atack. In a word, i i is a criique in ac o he union and is collaboraion
wih he bosses.

We canno say ha subversives have a grea capaciy o launch social sruggles (ani-miliaris,
agains environmenal oxiciy, e ceera) a he momen. Tere remains (or all hose who do no
mainain ha ‘people are accomplice and resigned’) he hypohesis o auonomous inervenion
in sruggles—or in he airly exensive acs o rebellion—ha arise sponaneously. I we are look-
ing or a clear expression o he kind o sociey he exploied are fighing or (as one suble
heoreician claimed in he ace o a recen wave o srikes), we migh as well say a home. I we
simply limi ourselves—which is no very differen—o ‘criical suppor’, we are merely adding
our red and black flags o hose o he paries and unions. Once again criique o deail espouses
he quaniaive model. I we hink ha when he unemployed alk abou he righ o work we
should be doing he same (making he obvious disincion beween wages and ‘socially useul
aciviy’), hen he only place for action seems o be srees ull o demonsraors. As old Arisole
was aware, representation is only possible where here is uniy o ime and place.

Bu who said i is no possible o alk o he unemployed o saboage, he aboliion o righs,
or he reusal o pay ren (whils pracising i a he same ime)? Who said ha when workers
come ou ino he srees on srike, he economy canno be criicised elsewhere? o say wha he
enemy does no expec and be where hey are no waiing or us. Ta is he new poery.

VII

We are oo young, we canno wai any longer.
—A wall in Paris

Te orce o an insurrecion is social, no miliary. Generalised rebellion is no measured by he
armed clash bu by he exen o which he economy is paralysed, he places o producion and
disribuion aken over, he ree giving ha burns all calculaion and he deserion o obligaions
and social roles. In a word, i is he upseting o lie. No guerrilla group, no mater how effecive,
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can ake he place o his grandiose movemen o desrucion and ransormaion. Insurrecion
is he ligh emergence o a banaliy coming o he surace: no power can suppor isel wihou
he volunary serviude o hose i dominaes. Revol reveals beter han anyhing else ha i is
he exploied hemselves who make he murderous machinery o exploiaion uncion. Te wild,
spreading inerrupion o social aciviy suddenly ears away he blanke o ideology, revealing
he real balance o srengh. Te Sae hen shows isel in is rue colours—he poliical organi-
saion o passiviy. Ideology on one side, anasy on he oher, expose heir maerial weigh. Te
exploied simply discover he srengh hey have always had, puting an end o he illusion ha
sociey reproduces isel alone—or ha some mole is clawing away in heir place. Tey rise up
agains heir pas obedience—heir past State—and habis esablished in deence o he old world.
Te conspiracy o insurgens is he only insance when ‘colleciviy’ is no he darkness ha gives
away he fligh o he fireflies o he police, or he lie ha makes ‘common good’ o individual
ill-being. I is wha gives differences he srengh o compliciy. Capial is above all a communiy
o inormers, union ha weakens individuals, uniy ha keeps us divided. Social conscience is an
inner voice ha repeas ‘Ohers accep’. In his way he real srengh o he exploied acs agains
hem. Insurrecion is he process ha unleashes his srengh, and along wih i auonomy and
he pleasure o living; i is he momen when we hink reciprocally ha he bes hing we can do
or ohers is o ree ourselves. In his sense i is ‘a collecive movemen o individual realisaion’.

Te normaliy o work and ‘ime o’, he amily and consumerism, kills every evil passion or
reedom. (As we wrie hese words we are orcibly separaed rom our own kind, and his sepa-
raion relieves he Sae rom he burden o prohibiing us rom wriing). No change is possible
wihou a violen break wih habi. Bu revol is always he work o a minoriy. Te masses are a
hand, ready o become insrumens o power (or he slave who rebels, ‘power’ is boh he bosses’
orders and he obedience o he oher slaves) or o accep he changes aking place ou o ineria.
Te greaes general wildca srike in hisory—May ’68—involved only a fifh o he populaion
o a Sae. I does no ollow rom his ha he only objecive can be o ake over power so as o
direc he masses, or ha i is necessary o presen onesel as he consciousness o he prolearia.
Tere can be no immediae leap rom he presen sociey o reedom.Te servile, passive atiude
is no somehing ha can resolve isel in a ew days or monhs. Bu he opposie o his atiude
mus carve ou a space or isel and take its own time. Te social upheaval is merely he necessary
condiion or i o sar.

Conemp or he ‘masses’ is no qualiaive, bu ideological, ha is, i is subordinaed o he
dominan represenaion. Te ‘people’ o capial exis, cerainly, bu hey do no have any precise
orm.

I is sill rom he anonymous mass ha he unknown wih he will o live arise in muiny. o
say we are he only rebels in a sea o submission is reassuring because i pus an end o he game
in advance.We are simply saying ha we do no knowwho our accomplices are and ha we need
a social empes o discover hem. oday each o us decides o wha exen ohers canno decide (i
is he abdicaion o one’s capaciy o choose ha makes he world o auomaon uncion). During
he insurrecion choice elbows is way in, armed, and i is wih arms ha i mus be deended
because i is on he corpse o he insurrecion ha reacion is born. Alhough minoriarian (bu
in respec o wha uni o measure?) in is acive orces, he insurrecional phenomenon can ake
on exremely wide dimensions, and in his respec reveals is social naure. Te more exensive
and enhusiasic he rebellion, he less i can be measured in he miliary clash. As he armed
sel-organisaion o he exploied exends, revealing he ragiliy o he social order, one sees ha
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revol, jus like hierarchical and mercanile relaions, is everywhere. On he conrary, anyone who
sees he revoluion as a coup d’éa has a miliarisic view o he clash. An organisaion ha ses
isel up as vanguard o he exploied ends o conceal he ac ha dominaion is a social relaion,
no simply a general headquarers o be conquered; oherwise how could i jusiy is role?

Temos useul hing one can dowih arms is o render hem useless as quickly as possible. Bu
he problem o arms remains absrac unil i is linked o he relaionship beween revoluionary
and exploied, beween organisaion and real movemen.

oo ofen revoluionaries have claimed o be he exploied’s consciousness and o represen
heir level o subversive mauriy. Te ‘social movemen’ hus becomes he jusificaion or he
pary (which in he Leninis version becomes an elie o proessionals o he revoluion). Te
vicious circle is ha he more one separaes onesel rom he exploied, he more one needs o
represent an inexisen relaionship. Subversion is reduced o one’s own pracices, and represen-
aion becomes he organisaion o an ideological racke—he bureaucraic version o capialis
appropriaion. Te revoluionary movemen hen idenifies wih is ‘mos advanced’ expression,
which realises is concep. Te Hegelian dialecic o oaliy offers a perec sysem or his con-
srucion.

Bu here is also a criique o separaion and represenaion ha jusifies waiing and acceps
he role o he criic. Wih he preex o no separaing onesel rom he ‘social movemen’, one
ends up denouncing any pracice o atack as a ‘fligh orward’ or mere ‘armed propaganda’.
Once again revoluionaries are called o ‘unmask’ he real condiions o he exploied, his ime
by heir very inacion. No revol is consequenly possible oher han in a visible social movemen.
So anyonewho acs mus necessarily wan o ake he place o he prolearia.Te only parimony
o deend becomes ‘radical criique’, ‘revoluionary lucidiy’. Lie is miserable, so one canno do
anyhing bu heorise misery. ruh beore anyhing else. In his way he separaion beween
subversive and exploied is no eliminaed, only displaced. We are no longer exploied alongside
he exploied; our desires, rage and weaknesses are no longer par o he class sruggle. I’s no
as i we can ac when we eel like i: we have a mission—even i i doesn’ call isel ha—o
accomplish. Tere are hose who sacrifice hemselves o he prolearia hrough acion and hose
who do so hrough passiviy.

Tis world is poisoning us and orcing us o carry ou useless noxious aciviy; i imposes he
need or money on us and deprives us o impassioned relaionships. We are growing old among
men and women wihou dreams, srangers in a realiy which leaves no room or ouburss o
generosiy. We are no parisans o abnegaion. I’s jus ha he best his sociey can offer us (a
career, ame, a sudden win, ‘love’) simply doesn’ ineres us. Giving orders disguss us jus as
much as obedience. We are exploied like everyone else and wan o pu an end o exploiaion
righ away. For us, revol needs no oher jusificaion.

Our lives are escaping us, and any class discourse ha ails o sar rom his is simply a lie. We
do no wan o direc or suppor social movemens, bu raher o paricipae in hose ha already
exis, o he exen o which we recognise common needs in hem. In an excessive perspecive
o liberaion here are no such hings as superior orms o sruggle. Revol needs everyhing:
papers and books, arms and explosives, reflecion and swearing, poison, daggers and arson. Te
only ineresing quesion is how to combine them.
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VIII

I is easy o hi a bird flying in a sraigh line.
—B. Gracian

No only do we desire o change our lives immediaely, i is he crierion by which we are
seeking our accomplices. Te same goes or wha one migh call a need for coherency. Te will o
live one’s ideas and creae heory saring rom one’s own lie is no a search or he exemplary or
he hierarchical, paernalisic side o he same coin. I is he reusal o all ideology, including ha
o pleasure. We se ourselves apar rom hose who conen hemselves wih areas hey manage
o carve ou—and safeguard—or hemselves in his sociey even beore we begin o hink, by
he very way we palpae our exisence. Bu we eel jus as ar removed rom hose who would
like o deser daily normaliy and pu heir aih in he myhology o clandesiniy and comba
organisaions, locking hemselves up in oher cages. No role, no mater how much i pus one a
risk in erms o he law, can ake he place o he real changing o relaions. Tere is no shor-cu,
no immediae leap ino he elsewhere. Te revoluion is no a war.

In he pas he inauspicious ideology o arms ransormed he need or coherence o he ew
ino he gregariousness o he many. May arms finally urn hemselves agains ideology!

An individual wih a passion or social upheaval and a ‘personal’ vision o he class clash wans
o do somehing immediaely. I he or she analyses he ransormaion o capial and he Sae
i is in order o atack hem, cerainly no so as o be able o go o sleep wih clearer ideas. I
hey have no inrojeced he prohibiions and disincions o he prevailing law and morals, hey
draw up he rules o heir own game, using every insrumen possible. Conrary o he wrier or
he soldier or whom hese are proessional affairs so have a mercanile ideniy, he pen and he
revolver are equally arms or hem. Te subversive remains subversive even wihou pen or gun,
so long as he possesses he weapon ha conains all he ohers: his own resolueness.

‘Armed sruggle’ is a sraegy ha could be pu a he service o any projec. Te guerrilla is
sill used oday by organisaions whose programmes are subsanially social democraic; hey
simply suppor heir demands wih miliary pracice. Poliics can also be done wih arms. In any
negoiaion wih power—ha is, any relaionship ha mainains he later as inerlocuor, be
i even as adversary—he negoiaors mus presen hemselves as a represenaive orce. From
his perspecive, represening a social realiy means reducing i o one’s own organisaion. Te
armed clash mus no spread sponaneously bu be linked o he various phases o negoiaion.
Te organisaion will manage he resuls. Relaions among members o he organisaion and
beween he later and he res o he world reflec wha an auhoriarian programme is: hey
ake hierarchy and obedience seriously.

Te problem is no all ha differen or hose aiming or he violen conques o poliical power.
I is a quesion o propagandising one’s srengh as a vanguard capable o direcing he revoluion-
ary movemen. ‘Armed sruggle’ is presened as he superior orm o social sruggle. Whoever is
more miliarily represenaive—hanks o he specacular success o he acions—consiues he
auhenic armed pary. Te saged rials and people’s ribunals ha resul are acs o hose who
wan o pu hemselves in place o he Sae.

For is par, he Sae has every ineres in reducing he revoluionary hrea o a ew combaan
organisaions in order o ransorm subversion ino a clash beween wo armies: he insiuions
on he one hand, he armed pary on he oher.Wha power ears mos is anonymous, generalised
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rebellion. Te media image o he ‘erroris’ works hand in hand wih he police in he deence
o social peace. No mater wheher he ciizen applauds or is scared he is sill a ciizen, i.e., a
specaor.

Te reormis embellishmen o he exisen eeds armed myhology, producing he alse al-
ernaive beween legal and clandesine poliics. I suffices o noe how many lef democras are
sincerely moved by he figure o he guerrilla in Mexico and Lain America. Passiviy requires
advisors and specialiss. When i is disappoined by he radiional ones i lines up behind he
new.

An armed organisaion—wih a programme and a monogram—specific o revoluionaries, can
cerainly have liberarian characerisics, jus as he social revoluion desired by many anarchiss
is undoubedly also an ‘armed sruggle’. Bu is ha enough?

I we recognise he need o organise the armed deed during he insurrecional clash, i we
suppor he possibiliy o atacking he srucures and men o power rom his minue on, and
consider he horizonal linking o affiniy groups in pracices o revol o be decisive, we are cri-
icising he perspecive o hose who see armed acion as he ranscendence o he limis o social
sruggles, atribuing a superior role o one orm o sruggle. Moreover, by he use o monograms
and programmes we see he creaion o an ideniy ha separaes revoluionaries rom he res o
he exploied, making hem visible o power and puting hem in a condiion ha lends isel o
representation. In his way he armed atack is no longer jus one o he many insrumens o one’s
liberaion, bu is charged wih a symbolic value and ends o appropriae anonymous rebellion
o is own ends. Te inormal organisaion as a fact linked o he emporary aspec o sruggles
becomes a permanen and ormalised decision-making srucure. In his way wha was an occa-
sion or meeing in one’s projecs becomes a veriable projec in isel. Te organisaion begins
o desire o reproduce isel, exacly like he quaniaive reormis srucures do. Ineviably he
sad rousseau o communiques and documens appear, where one raises one’s voice and finds
onesel chasing an ideniy ha exiss only because i has been declared. Acions o atack ha
are quie similar o oher simply anonymous ones come o represen who knows wha qualiaive
leap in revoluionary pracice. Te schema o poliics reappears as one sars flying in a sraigh
line.

O course, he need o organise is somehing ha can always accompany subversives’ pracice
beyond he emporary requiremens o a sruggle. Bu in order o organise onesel here is a need
or living, concree agreemens, no an image in search o spolighs.

Te secre o he subversive game is he capaciy o smash deorming mirrors and find onesel
ace o ace wih one’s own nakedness. Organisaion is he whole o he projecs ha make his
game come alive. All he res is poliical proshesis and nohing else.

Insurrecion is ar more han ‘armed sruggle’, because during i he generalised clash is a
one wih he upseting o he social order. Te old world is upurned o he exen o which he
insurgen exploied are all armed. Only hen are arms no he separae expression o some van-
guard, he monopoly o he bosses and bureaucras o he uure, bu he concree condiion o
he revoluionary eas: he collecive possibiliy o widening and deending he ransormaion
o social relaions. Subversive pracice is even less ‘armed sruggle’ in he absence o he insur-
recional rupure, unless one wans o resric he immensiy o one’s passions o no more han
a ew insrumens. I is a quesion o conening onesel wih preesablished roles, or seeking
coherency in he mos remoe poin, lie.
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Ten, in he spreading revol we will really be able o perceive a marvellous conspiracy of egos
aimed a creaing a sociey wihou bosses or dorman. A sociey o ree and unique individuals.

IX

Don’ ask or he ormula or opening up worlds o you in some syllable like a ben
dry branch. oday, we can only ell you wha we are no, wha we don’ wan.
—E. Monale

Lie canno simply be somehing o cling o. Tis hough skims hrough everyone a leas
once. We have a possibiliy ha makes us reer han he gods: we can qui. Tis is an idea o be
savoured o he end. Nohing and no one is obliging us o live. No even deah. For ha reason
our lie is a tabula rasa, a slae on which nohing has been writen, so conains all he words
possible. Wih such reedom, we canno live as slaves. Slavery is or hose who are condemned
to live, hose consrained o eerniy, no or us. For us here is he unknown—he unknown o
spheres o be venured ino, unexplored houghs, guaranees ha explode, srangers o whom
o offer a gif o lie. Te unknown o a world where one migh finally be able o give away one’s
excess sel love. Risk oo. Te risk o brualiy and ear. Te risk o finally saring mal de vivre in
he ace. All his is encounered by anyone who decides o pu an end o he job of existing.

Our conemporaries seem o live by jobbing, desperaely juggling wih a housand obligaions
including he saddes o all o hem—enjoying hemselves. Tey cover up he incapaciy o de-
ermine heir own lives wih deailed reneic aciviy, he speed ha accompanies increasingly
passive ways o behaving. Tey are unaware o he lighness o he negaive.

We can choose no o live. Ta is he mos beauiul reason or opening onesel up o lie wih
joy. ‘Tere is always ime o pu an end o hings; one migh as well rebel and play’—is how he
maerialism o joy alks.

We can choose no o ac, and ha is he mos beauiul reason or acing. We bear wihin
ourselves he poency o all he acs we are capable o, and no boss will ever be able o deprive us
o he possibiliy o saying no. Wha we are and wha we wan begins wih a no. From i is born
he only reason or geting up in he morning. From i is born he only reason or going armed
o he assaul o an order ha is suffocaing us.

On he one hand here is he exisen, wih is habis and cerainies. And o cerainy, ha
social poison, one can die.

On he oher hand here is insurrecion, he unknown bursing ino he lie o all. Te possible
beginning o an exaggeraed pracice o reedom.
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