Insurrectional anarchism emerges as a
perspective within the class struggle. This
perspective can be expressed in three key
principles:

(i) Permanent conflictuality: the struggle
should never turn into mediation, bargaining
or compromise;

(ii) Autonomy and self-activity: the struggle
should be carried out without representatives
and 'specialists’;

(iii) Organization as attack: the organization
should be used as a tool in the attack against
state and capital, and not treated as a goal in
and of itself.

What this means, in its most essential and
concrete way, is this: to seize and keep the
initiative...
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of the railway worker and can come to be a part of real wages which
are very much inferior[sic!] to the sum written on the pay slip.

e The basic perspective in which a longterm struggle could be planned
would be that of the base of the workers getting control of
management, progressively removing it from the bosses and foremen
who find themselves in secure positions with the unions’ approval. In
this way an example could be given through a series of proposals re
changes in management, and the organizational capacity of the
workers, denouncing those responsible for the present disservice at the
cost of the passengers and everyone involved.

e Capillary penetration in order to explain the mistaken position of the
trade union struggles and their need to collaborate with the company,
the impossibility of any change in this situation in the near future, and
a return to struggle at the base. Struggle against the trade union
structures and bureaucrats, not against union members.

e The final perspective is therefore that of autonomous management of
the struggle, both for wages and working conditions, as well as the
progressive taking over of management in its totality. Clearly this
autonomy of struggle can only develop through a proper evaluation of
the unions’ position of collaboration with the employers.

Conclusion
The Autonomous Workers’ Nucleus is an organism of struggle for the

defense of the railway workers who mean to affirm the principle of

autonomous struggle. For this reason it denies the validity of the trade
unions, and denounces their collusion with the system.

On the basis of the principle of autonomy, the Autonomous Workers’
Nucleus affirms the need for permanent conflict within the reality of
production, and the need to export the essential characteristics of the
struggle towards the exterior. The objectives of this communication with the
exterior are the users of the railway service and the collateral productive
sectors. The methods necessary for the realization of the defense of those
involved and therefore of the whole productive collectivity are chosen in
harmony with the principle of autonomy and permanent conflict. The
validity of the strike should be examined critically, and a great deal of
attention paid to the research for other effective forms of struggle not so
easily controllable by the company.

The perspectives of the Autonomous Workers’ Nucleus are the constant
ones of increasing wages and affecting working conditions, with the aim
of safeguarding real wages which is the basis for all concrete possibilities of
struggle by the workers.
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*  Another point against the strike is the fact that it is an intermittent
instrument which the counterpart is always warned about in advance,
enabling them to intervene (for example, reducing personnel from
goods trains and transferring them to passenger ones).

e Other means exist which can be used alongside the strike, or in the
place of it, means which attack the company’s productive output
directly and which constitute a very effective threat.

*  During a strike the technical procedure is arranged at union meetings.
Reading these rules, one is amazed by the care which is taken to avoid
any damage to the company. But, in the other direction, what does the
company do to try to reduce the exploitation of the workers? All these
precautions reduce the effectiveness of the strike as an arm in the
attack against the bosses, and the responsibility for all that is also due
to the legalism and conservatism of the unions. To hard and constant
repression, we must oppose struggle without half measures and without
warning: hard and constant struggle.

*  The choice of means to be employed in a certain struggle, and the basic
direction to be given to the information which iras[sic!] to be
constantly circulated towards the exterior, is decided upon by all those
who belong to the Autonomous Workers’ Nucleus, for which they must
meet periodically.
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*  The concrete development of the struggle must be evaluated from time
to time in the light of the objective situation, and not serve as a shield
for vague and irresolute ideological constructions.

*  Wage increase is one of the most important points of the struggle,
because it allows the worker a greater capacity for resistance and the
possibility of facing other battles which are just as important for his
existence. This is not necessarily the main point of the Autonomous
Workers’ Nucleus, but, for obvious reasons it cannot be considered of
secondary importance.

*  The struggle for a different organization of work is undoubtedly more
interesting, because it indirectly supplements real wages in a way that
cannot be taken back by the mechanism of devaluation. These indirect
supplements to wages are elements of great value during the course of
the conflict. A reduction in working hours, the refusal of mobility or
accumulation of duties, total staff coverage, the improvement of
working conditions, the modification of rules and working hours for
drivers, ticket collectors, etc., the strengthening of installations, lines,
locomotives, etc. are all elements which improve the general situation
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B) Methods

The repression put into effect by the employers with the help of their
servants is constant. It is exercised over us in many ways: diminishing
the spending power of wage increases; refusing legitimate increases;
putting pressure on the worker to avoid taking on more personnel,
increasing work risks; nullifying our struggles through the unions’
politics of recuperation. This repression must be fought with a struggle
which is also constant. Therefore: permanent repression, permanent
conflict.

The comrades making up the Autonomous Workers’ Nucleus should
have a clear idea of the direction the struggle against exploitation
should take. The employer strikes the worker as a part of a whole (the
productive collectivity), therefore when it strikes him as a railway
worker, the company adapts its exploitation to the general situation of
production. For this reason a sectoral and corporative struggle does not
make sense. The method of workers’ autonomy is based
on exporting the struggle, even if the immediate effects (economic and
work conditions) remain within the sector of production.

The method is therefore that of permanent conflict and carrying the
struggle beyond the workplace.

The objectives to be reached outside the workplace are the users of the
railway service, especially commuters who must be constantly kept up
to date with the evolution of the conflict within the company; and the
same for the other sectors of production nearest to that of the railways
(airways, road transport, postal services, telephones, etc.).

Hence the great importance of information in the autonomous
organization of the struggle. Obviously in the beginning the means
available for this method of struggle will be inadequate compared to
those of the trade union confederacy; however, even having recourse to
leafleting, what matters most is working in the right direction,
intervening constantly towards the users who must gradually be
sensitized to the struggle of the railway workers and our perspectives.
The same goes for the collateral sectors with whom it is necessary to
make contact, favoring, whenever possible, the birth of other
autonomous nuclei which can do the same kind of work.

In this perspective the strike maintains its validity as a means of
struggle, but must he seen critically, not as a means which
automatically sets conflict in motion whenever the trade union
leadership decides. The strike in that sense becomes an instrument
which puts an end to a situation of conflict, and is thus useful to the
employers and all those seeking to extinguish concrete struggle.

Foreword

THE BATKO GROUP (2005)

There is no such thing as “insurrectionalism,” if by that we mean a new
ideological package that claims to contain all the questions and answers that
the “revolutionary worker” may need. Nor is it simply a negative critique or
denunciation of the contemporary “left,” or a specific tendency or theory. If
you think that is all there is to it, you’ve missed the point. Instead,
insurrectionary anarchism should be understood as an attempt to formulate a
tendency within the revolutionary movement, based in a perspective that is
always present in the class struggle and emerges from it. This might seem
abstract and hard to grasp right now, but hopefully this will become clearer
as you read these texts.

What the insurrectionary anarchists have contributed, and what makes
them so interesting, is that they—with a point of departure in the classical
principles of anarchism (direct action, propaganda by the deed, an
undogmatic view on theory etc.), and derived from their own analysis of the
contemporary reality—have tried to cast the whole of the formal workers
movement overboard, along with all the ideological prejudice, traditions and
alienating structures this entails. In this respect, they are engaged in an
ambitious project of formulating a completely new and coherent theory of
the totality of revolutionary practice, something that actually can bring us
closer to the revolution, not just talk about it. Their aim is to formulate and
rationalize the spontaneous perspectives that constitute the driving force of
the class struggle; and they have come quite a long way.

At issue is the most ambitious anarchist attempt to draw up a
revolutionary concept of totality (where theory, practice and organizational
form forms a logical unity) since syndicalism was first formulated and put
to the test in the early 1900’s. Apart from this, the two best known and
widely spread attempts to build revolutionary concepts of totality are
Leninism and social democracy. And ever since these two gained hegemony
within the formal workers’ movement, almost every current that has
emerged and crystallized from the class struggle has been either a variant of
these, or else simply negative denunciations, without formulating any
perspectives of their own. This is, of course, also true for the different
anarchist initiatives that, instead of taking to heart the anarchist theory that
actually exists, often have been satisfied with letting principles descend into
flat dogmas, transforming theory into to ideology, without any real ambition
of change anything.
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The perspectives put forward by insurrectionary anarchism give voice to
many of the unspoken or spontaneous perspectives that, to greater or lesser
degree, served as the guiding lights of the so-called autonomous movement
and extra parliamentary left throughout the 90’s. But precisely because the
perspectives were unspoken and spontaneous, they became eclectic; picking
one bit here and one bit there, building a practice out of fragments. And at
the same time, continuing to identify with the left rather than the class, and
still trying to motivate their practice with selected scraps of ideology from
the formal leftist movement.

Because of this anti-theoretical stance and negative demarcation, some
things have been successful, while others have gone completely wrong. This
is why you could say that the insurrectionary perspective both confirms and
refutes the theory and practice of this so called “movement.” It confirms it
in so far as it actually was an expression of real tendencies within the class
struggle, and to the extent that groups within it were in the forefront and
developed this in an insurrectionary way from the housing-occupations of
the 80’s, through the environmental movement, militant anti-fascism,
women’s struggle and so on, up to the rediscovery of the class struggle, with
some sort of highpoint in the anti-globalization movement. On the other
hand, it refutes it in so far that it actually was/is a part of the activist and
alienating left, with everything this implies.

Insurrectionary anarchism is often perceived as being a theory of
activism (or even ultra-activism). Nothing could be further from the truth.
This misunderstanding is most likely a result of the fact that people who
make this interpretation (both its critics and some of its supporters) are
themselves so deeply entangled in leftist ways of thinking that they have a
hard time conceiving of an autonomous class struggle
without mediating leftist organizations. The insurrectionary perspective is
intended to offer a way out of activism. In order to understand this,
insurrectionary anarchism must be understood as a theory of class
organization, not a theory for left organization. Insurrectionary anarchism
doesn’t relate to the left; it makes the left meaningless. This simply means
that the left as a point of reference is meaningless for us as revolutionaries
(or communists, or anarchists, or whatever we chose to call ourselves).

The tendencies and currents that the insurrectionary perspective tries to
unite as a coherent theory for practice, are an expression of tendencies that
always are, and always have been, a part of the class struggle; they have
always been present, and have made themselves visible in different ways
and forms. Sometimes it has been called “the other workers movement,”
sometimes “faceless resistance,” and it expresses itself through wild cat
strikes, sabotage, riots, stealing etc.—struggles that have in common that
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The Autonomous Workers’ Nucleus organizes itself independently of
the political parties and trade unions, in order to better defend the worker as
a man. Its perspective of organization and struggle keep in mind the double
necessity of imposing the confrontation both at the level of production
(wages, contracts, etc.), and at the level of the individual worker’s life (work
risks, alienation, necessary links between living area, place of work, school,
etc.). Autonomy is therefore a re-evaluation of the man in the worker, with a
clear view of the struggle directed towards safeguarding the conditions
which render possible work and life itself.

The Autonomous Workers’ Nucleus

a) Characteristics

* Is an organization which means to distinguish itself from the trade
unions including the autonomous versions of such.

*  Its autonomy is based on an anti-bureaucratic structure.

* It is based on the elimination of the permanent delegate and the
negation of professional representatives.

*  All the workers are engaged in the struggle against the employers and
their servants.

*  This involvement in the struggle is permanent and does not limit itself
to the strike periods fixed by the trade unions.

*  Each component of the Autonomous Workers’ Nucleus considers
himself to be in continual struggle against the employers and his
servants, in the same way as the latter are continually in struggle
against the workers in their attempt to perpetuate exploitation.

*  The Autonomous Workers’ Nucleus has no link with trade union
ideology or practice, while its anti-employer position qualifies it
clearly and without doubt as an instrument which the workers have
created for their own emancipation.

*  Propaganda activity and struggles directed at obtaining precise results,
and the choice of means for the realization of these struggles, are all
elements to be clarified by the Autonomous Workers’ Nucleus.

+  To belong to an Autonomous Workers’ Nucleus is the logical step for
all those who consider they have been betrayed by the various trade
union organizations and who want to continue the struggle against the
State-employer, widening this struggle in a perspective totally different
to that of trade union power.
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These anti-worker objectives are backed up by demagoguery and a
strong condemnation of any initiative. In this way they want to get the
proposal accepted that management cannot take on wage increases, that to
keep up productivity the number of working hours must remain unaltered,
that the so-called phenomenon of absenteeism must be fought, and that to
control the worker better the process of functional skills and work mobility
will have to be re-organized.

Clearly they want to destroy all will to struggle, creating a financial
situation which is unsupportable for most, hence the recourse to overtime,
giving the bosses the arm of blackmail perfected by the use of the selective
mechanism which stops anyone who is not capable and disciplined from
getting on (in other words, whoever does not let himself be used and who
refuses absolute respect for the bosses).

The autonomous union, FISAFS, is developing a struggle in opposition
to the three central trade unions, and claims to be autonomous.

The FISAFS is trying to exploit the rage and discontent of the workers in
order to gain a mass adhesion to its corporative and reactionary line. The
trade-unionism of this so-called autonomous organization is an ulterior
element in retarding the real possibility of workers’ struggle at the base,
which is very strong at the present time. The aim of the FISAFS is therefore
that of channeling the workers into a corporative logic necessary for the
industrialists, political parties, the government and capitalism, in order to
consolidate exploitation and make it last.

The FISAFS therefore, in defending the employers’ interests, cannot
possibly employ the methods of struggle which characterize and qualify
workers’ autonomy. At the level of alliances and political decisions, it
becomes impossible for the FISAFS to differentiate itself from the other
union organizations who are in opposition to the three central majority-
holding unions (for example, the USFI-CISNAL).

True proletarian autonomy is the only possible solution for the
continuation of the struggle against the employers and their servants. To do
this it is necessary to begin to form Autonomous Workers’ Nuclei. These
nuclei, such as those we want to create among the Turin railway workers,
are born from within a precise productive reality, and should consider
themselves a constant point of reference for the reality outside in the living
areas, the land, the schools and so on, and draw them into the struggle.

Beginning from a clear conception of proletarian autonomy, two dangers
ever present in sectoral or trade union methods of struggle are eliminated:

a) the bureaucratization of the structure;

b) the tendency towards a corporate vision of the struggle.

they completely break with the bourgeois order. But obviously, no clear line
can be drawn between a “stupid left” and a “pure class struggle”—reality
isn’t that simple. Instead, the fact is that, in the same way that there is
always a striving towards insurrection present in the class struggle, groups
and initiatives are always emerging and crystallizing from these struggles
that try to formulate a new theory and/or adopt already existing theory,
confirming and developing these insurrectionary tendencies. This becomes
even clearer in revolutionary situations and in great upheavals of struggle,
but it is a constant process that goes on all the time, in one way or another.
In this sense these groups actually do become part of the left (if they weren’t
already). This isn’t really a problem in itself, because the tendency
to constitute oneself as an institution within the left is always immanent in
all class struggles and class organizations, just as the “real class struggle” is
always, in one way or another, a part of the institutional left as a whole.

The big problem has instead been that the groups and theories that in one
way or another are an expression of the insurrectionary tendency continue to
have the institutional left as their point of reference. Their theory serves
exclusively as a negative demarcation towards certain aspects of leftism, but
uncritically continues to swallow others, and seeking unity with other
groups on the basis of rejecting the formal workers” movement, even if they
don’t reject the same aspects of it, instead of uniting around a common class
struggle. This creates a confused mishmash of currents and tendencies,
usually called “the extra parliamentary left” or “the autonomous
movement,” that instead of being a tool in the class struggle becomes the
borderland, or the uniting cement in the cracks, between the old formal
workers movement and the real communist movement, and in this way
actually counteracts its own expressed purpose. A critique of activism must
always be based on a class struggle perspective. If it is based on a leftist
perspective it misses the point, and in the worst case becomes a renunciation
of the class struggle itself.

The insurrectionary perspective is nothing new to anarchism; it has been
present since the time of the very first anarchists. Its roots can be traced
back to Bakunin! and Malatesta..2 Bakunin fought against the conception
that democracy and representation (i.e. the state in all its forms) could be
used in the name of social revolution. Instead, he advocated direct and
uncompromising attack against state and capital, at the same time as he took
active part in the formation of autonomous grassroots groups all across
Europe. Bakunin was not the elitist or hypocritical authoritarian his
adversaries accused him of being. Instead Bakunin stood for a direct, non-
representative method of organization and struggle that, through the



propaganda of the deed, would push the social conflict to its peak, i.e. to
insurrection, and ultimately to social revolution: “As invisible pilots amidst
the popular tempest, we must steer it not by any open power, but by the
collective dictatorship of all the allies. A dictatorship without any insignia,
without titles, without official rights, and all the stronger for having none of
the paraphernalia of power.”?

One of Bakunin’s comrades and followers was the Italian anarcho-
communist Errico Malatesta. He criticized the platformists from an
insurrectionary perspective. What makes Malatesta’s critique relevant (as
opposed to the advocates of synthesis and the individualists) is that he has a
communist standpoint, that he advocates collective and social struggle, i.e.
class struggle. Malatesta agreed with the platformists about the need for
theoretical and tactical unity, and that the class struggle must be a social
struggle, but he criticized the organizational proposition of the Platform for
being too state-like.

In the footsteps of Malatesta, there was another Italian anarchist-
communist with central importance for insurrectionary anarchism. His name
was Luigi Galleani,# and he was contemporary of Malatesta, but in 1901 he
was forced to flee to the U.S. to avoid imprisonment for his revolutionary
ideas. Galleani criticized formal organizations of any kind, which he saw as
having a tendency to develop into hierarchical and bureaucratic institutions,
and thus lose their anarchist and revolutionary potential. He didn’t see any
contradiction between individual and collective struggle, and he advocated
spontaneity, autonomy, independence and direct action etc., while at the
same time defending anarchist communism and stressing the unity between
Kropotkin’sS “mutual aid”¢ and insurrection. His insistence that there isn’t
any contradiction between individual and social struggle, between
anarchism and communism, and his critique of formal organization, was an
important point of departure for later insurrectionary anarchists.

With the upheaval of struggle in the 60’s and 70’s, the insurrectionary
perspective was revitalized, and was deepened through the analysis of, and
participation in, the struggles of that time, especially in Italy. In Italy the
young unschooled industrial workers, the ‘“mass-workers,” revolted
violently against wage slavery, peaking during the “hot autumn” of 19609.
One of the ways that the state responded to this insurrection was with the
“strategy of tension,” bombings carried out by the state and then blamed on
the anarchists, provocations that served to justify harder repression. During
the later half of the 70’s a larger movement of students, women, youth and
unemployed was formed. This movement was in many ways different from
earlier proletarian movements: anti-hierarchical, ideologically open, and

Autonomous Movement of the Turin Railway

Workers
MOVIMENTO AUTONOMO DI BASE, FROM WORKERS AUTONOMY ('|975)1

Organization of the Autonomous Workers’ Nucleus

The present situation is characterized by an alliance between employers,
trade unions and reformist parties.

The first are using the help of the unions and so-called parties of the Left
in order to continue exploitation, finding a way to make the workers pay the
price of the economic crisis through a considerable sum of money paid to
the industrialists by the State, thereby allowing them to survive for a few
more years. To complete the picture, the parties of the Left, (with the
Communist Party in the lead) are asking the working class to make
sacrifices in order to save the employers and their servants.

The present characteristic of the unions and reformist parties is therefore
that of collaboration with the employers; their most important task is that of
extinguishing the spontaneous workers’ movement, suggesting sacrifice and
condemning the workers who are disposed to carrying on a tougher form of
struggle with the usual slanders (calling them provocateurs). Under these
conditions it does not seem to us that the trade union can be used as an
instrument of struggle.

The three main unions, the SFI, SAUFI and the SIUF are putting their
collaboration into effect by selling out the railway workers through a project
of restructuring which means a heavier workload for those employed
(increased productivity), with less money (wage blocks), and an increase in
unemployment.

1 MAB: Movimento Autonomo di Base (Autonomous Workers’ Movement), of the railway
workers in the Turin region.

sFI: Sindacato Ferrovieri Italiani (Italian Railwaymens’ Union), linked to the Communist
Party dominated CGIL.

SAUFI: Sindacato Autonomo Unitario Italiano (Autonomous Unitarian Italian

Union), linked to Christian Democrat dominated CISL.

sIUF: Sindacato Italiano Unificato Ferrovieri (Italian Unified Railwaymens’ Union), linked to
the UIL (predominantly Socialist Party).

FIsAFs: Federazione Italiana Sindacati Autonomi Ferrovieri di Stato (Italian Federation of
Autonomous State Railwaymens’ Unions), autonomous union with no direct links with the
larger confederations.
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1. Chicago 7: Seven prominent figures in the American Left in the 1960s who were
charged with conspiracy, incitement to riot and other charges related to the violent
protests that took place in Chicago, Illinois on the occasion of the 1968 Democratic
National Convention. Among those charged were Abbie Hoffman and Jerry Rubin
(see note 9). The latter describes the occasion in his autobiography “Do it!—
Scenarios of the Revolution”, Touchstone, 1970. In the beginning they were “Chicago
8,” since Bobby Seale, the founder of Black Panther Party, was also among the
charged. However, for various reasons he was transferred to a separate trial.

2. Marshall McLuhan (1911-1980): Frequently quoted communications theorist,
who foresaw internet before the first personal computers. Came out with the book
“Understanding Media” 1964. Coined slogans such as “the medium is the message”
and “the global village”.

3. Alexandra Kollontay (1872-1952): Russian Marxist and agitator who
participated in the Russian revolution 1917.

4. Alexandra Kollontay: “Workers’ Opposition”, Solidarity, Pamphlet no.7, 1961.
5. Yippies: See note 9.

6. White Panthers: A group made up of white people that supported the
revolutionary black separatist organization the Black Panther Party.

7. Jean-Paul Marat (1743—1793): Scientist, physician and leader during the French
revolution as a member of the Jacobin faction. He was a devoted advocate of the Rein

of Terror; he was later murdered in his bathtub by a royalist. A startlingly modern
personality cult was built up around him.

8. Ivan Pavlov (1849-1936): Discovered by accident that if he rang a bell before
feeding his dogs, they started to salivate whenever they heard the bell, regardless of
whether or not they were fed. This observation was central to the Behaviorist School
of Psychoanalysis.

9. Jerry Rubin (1938-1994) and his friend Abbie Hoffman (1936-1989) were
prominent figures in the big American protest movement of the late 1960s and early
1970s. Rubin’s and Hoffman’s so-called “Yippies” were the bridge between the
subversive university intellectuals known as “The new Left” and the increasingly
apolitical hippy and beatnik movements.

10. Quote from the Situationist classic, “On the Poverty of Student Life.”

11. SDS. Students for a Democratic Society: a prominent organization in the student
and grassroots movement that protested against the Vietnam War in USA in the 60s.
Many of the charged in Chicago 7 was leaders in SDS (see note 1).

12. Mao Tse-tung: “Oppose Book Worship”, 1930.

loosely-organized. In 1977 a radical student was murdered by a fascist, and
the “movement of 77" exploded all over Italy.

It was in this context that Alfredo Bonanno? and other Italian anarchists
laid the foundation for a modern insurrectionary standpoint. Their critique
of the struggles of the 70’s focused on the way in which the organizational
forms affect the content of the struggles, leading to a deeper critique of
formal organization. The insurrectionalists were most notably involved in
the anti-nuclear and peace movement, for example in their resistance to the
military base in Comiso in Sicily. From this, they derived three basic
principles for insurrectionary struggle: 1) permanent conflictuality—the
struggle should never turn to mediation, bargaining or compromise; 2)
autonomy and self-activity—the struggle should be carried out without
representatives and “specialists”; and 3) organization as an attack—the
organization should be used as a tool in the attack against state and capital,
and not be a goal in itself. In this way, activity becomes primary, and the
struggle doesn’t transform itself into organizational fetishism.

Insurrectionary perspectives have, of course, also been developed outside of
the anarchist tradition. A Marxist variant was the Johnson-Forest-
faction8 that started to research ordinary workers’ everyday life in America.
They published writings that were composed by workers themselves, who
analyzed their own situation. They focused on the workers’ self-activity, and
criticized the left’s view of class consciousness. Their inquiries into how
production is formed and politically met by the workers had parallels to the
studies of Socialisme ou Barbaries® in France in the 50’s, and the inquiries
of the Operaists!0 in Italy.

Those who probably have been of most importance for us in The Batko
Group are the French “ultra-left,” with Gilles Dauvé!! and Jacques
Camatte!? in the forefront. Dauvé’s communist perspective allows him to
see beyond false dichotomies, like democracy/dictatorship. Instead he
correctly understands the state, in all its forms, as an enemy. It is the self-
activity and autonomous antagonism of the working class this is primary,
and the organizational form does not become a fetish, but rather something
that has to be adapted accordingly to the content of the class struggle. This
is put in relation to the real subsumption of labor under capital. This means
that labor isn’t only formally subsumed by capital (that capitalists own the
means of production) but that capital has colonized the entire social body, so
to speak. The labor-process has been totally subsumed to the logic of
capital; all social activity has become commodities on the market. From this
was derived a critique of all forms of synthetic organization, as they serve to
reproduce the social relationship between human beings dictated by capital.



Real subsumption requires a deeper critique of synthesis. For example,
things like democracy and self-management now become something we
need to relate to critically.

In other words, there are ties between different theoretical currents that
bridge ideological boundaries and complement one and other. This is why
it’s important point out that the insurrectionary perspective isn’t some new
ideological package deal, and that you make it much easier on yourself if
you take the old anarchist principle of an undogmatic approach towards
theory seriously.

The content of this issue is divided into three sections. The first two sections
represent two different generations of insurrectionary anarchism. The first
section contains texts from the first era of modern insurrectionary anarchism
in the *70's and ’80’s, with Bonanno in the forefront, and texts from the
British magazine Insurrection influenced by the struggles of that time. The
second section contains texts from the group around the American
magazine Killing King Abacus that was a part of, and clearly has its point of
reference in, the so called anti-globalization movement in the 2000’s. The
third section consists of texts that are a bit older again, from the *70’s, that
are not explicitly anarchist, but none the less are very important for an
understanding of the insurrectional perspective. They complement the first
two sections, and perhaps should even be read first. All footnotes in this
issue are written by us unless stated otherwise.

The two texts by Alfredo Bonanno introduce insurrectionary anarchism
and the insurrectional approach to organization. The shorter articles from
Insurrection Vol. 4 (May 1988) offer a brief presentation of some central
terminology, such as affinity group, autonomous base nuclei, structure of
synthesis, and so on, and constitute the conceptual foundation on which the
texts in the second section are based.

The second section also begins with two introductory texts. “13 Notes on
Class Struggle” was first published as non-editorial in Green Anarchy issue
18, which was devoted to class struggle, and “Some Notes on
Insurrectionary Anarchism” is taken from the second issue of Killing King
Abacus. These are followed by “The Insurrectionary Act and the Self-
Organization of Struggle,” first published in issue 2 of Aporia Journal. “The
Anarchist Ethic in the Age of the Globalization Movement” was also taken
from the second issue of Killing King Abacus. In the latter, the authors
explain their understanding of anarchism, and put forward their
insurrectional view on how anarchists should act in the present time, that is
in the “age of globalization.” This text goes deeper, and is more difficult
than many of the other texts, and it can in many ways be seen as an attempt
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significant differences among the oppressors. These have the effect of
weakening them. Under certain circumstances these splits may provide a
margin of maneuverability which may be strategic for us. The main thing is
not to view the enemy monolithically. Monolithic thinking condemns you to
one way of acting.

There is a tendency to see the most degenerate forms of reaction as the
primary enemy. The corporations are consciously pandering to such ideas
through films like Easy Rider which also attempts to identify with young
males. The function of analysis is to break down and specify the different
forces within the enemy camp.

The spaces created by these splits are of crucial importance to the
preparation of a long range strategy. It will be increasingly difficult to
survive with the visibility that we are accustomed to. The lifestyles which
declare our opposition are also the ones which make us easy targets. We
must not mistake the level of appearances for new cultures. The whole point
is not to make a fetish of our lifestyles. In the psychedelic atmosphere of
repression, square is cool.

Always keep part of your strategy underground. Just as analysis helps to
differentiate the enemy so it should provide you with different levels of
attack. Mao says: “flexibility is a concrete expression of initiative.”

Going underground should not mean dropping heroically out of sight.
There will be few places to hide in the electronic environment of the future.
The most dangerous kind of underground will be one that is like an Iceberg.
The roles created to replace our identities in everyday life must become the
disguise of the underground.

An underground strategy puts the impulse of confrontation into
perspective. We must fight against the planned obsolescence of
confrontations which lock us into the time-span of instant revolution. Going
underground means having a long range strategy—something which plans
for 2004. The Iceberg strategy keeps us cool. It trains us to control our
reflexes and calculate our responses.

The underground strategy is also necessary to maintain autonomy.
Autonomy preserves the organizational form of the collective, which is
critical to the sharpening of its politics. Nothing will be achieved by
submerging ourselves in a chaos of revolutionary fronts. The principle
strategy of the counterfeit Left will be to smear over differences with
appeals to a class unity that no longer exists. An underground strategy
without a revolutionary form of organization can only emerge as a new class
society. To destroy the system of oppression is not enough. We must create
the organization of a free society. When the underground emerges, the
collective will be that society.
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creating space for ourselves. The tendency now is toward two-sidedness
which is embedded in every aspect of our lives. Our language poses
questions by making us choose between opposites. The imperialist creates
the anti-imperialist. Before ‘cool’ there was hot and cold. ‘Cool” was the
first attempt to break out of two sidedness. Two-sidedness always minimizes
the dimensions of struggle by narrowly defining the situation. We end up
with a one dimensional view of the enemy and of ourselves.

Learn to be shrewd. Our first impulse is always to define our position.
Why do we feel the need to tell them? We create space by not appearing to
be what we really are.

Shrewdness is not simply a defensive tactic. The essence of shrewdness
is learning to take advantage of the enemy’s weaknesses. Otherwise you can
never win. The rule is: be honest among yourselves, but deceive the enemy.

There are at least three ways of dealing with a situation. You can
neutralize, activate, or destroy. Neutralize is to create space. Activate is to
gain support. Destroy is to win. What’s more, it is essential to learn how to
use all three simultaneously.

Struggle on many levels begins with the activation of all the senses. We
must be able to conceive of more than one mode of acting for a given
situation. The response, i.e. method of struggle, should contain three
elements: (1) A means of survival; (2) a method of exploiting splits in the
enemy camp; (3) an underground strategy.

The fundamental tendency of corporate liberalism is to identify with
social change while trying to contain it. Wouldn’t it be ironic (and even a
relief) if we could turn the threat of co-option into a means of survival?

The fear of co-option often leads people to shun the challenge of
corporate liberals. Some of the purest revolutionaries prefer not to think
about using the co-opter for their own purposes. Too often the mentality of
the ‘job’ obscures the potential for subversion.

The existence of corporate liberalism demands that we not be sloppy in
our own thinking and response. The strength of the position is that it forces
us to acknowledge our own weaknesses—even before we engage in struggle
against it. The worst mistake is to pretend that this enemy does not exist.

Urban struggle requires a subversive strategy. Concretely, working
‘within the system’ should become for us a source of money, information,
and anonymity. This is what Mao means when he says, “Move at night.”
The routine of daily life is night-time for the enemy—when he cannot see
us. The process of co-option should become an increasingly disquieting
exercise for them.

Exploiting splits within the enemy camp does not mean helping one
segment defeat another. The basic aim is to maintain the splits. There are

to unite, further develop and go beyond the other texts in this issue.
Together with Anti-Mass: Methods of Organization for Collectives, in the
third and last section, it constitutes one of the cornerstones in this issue
of Dissident. Ending this section, is an excerpt from our ongoing
conversation with Sasha, one of the editors of Killing King Abacus.

Section three begins with the two situationist classics, “The
Revolutionary Pleasure of Thinking for Yourself” and "Anti-Mass: Methods
of Organization for Collectives.” Neither of these are explicitly anarchist,
but are still central both for an understanding of where insurrectional
anarchism is coming from, and of a revolutionary way of thinking in
general. The first of these two gives a short and pedagogic explanation of
the difference between a so-called revolutionary self-theory with its base in
the class struggle, and the ideology that is enforced upon us from the outside
to keep us down. The second text tries to highlight the difference between a
synthetic organization (referred to as “mass organization” in the text) and a
class organization. In parts, it can be pretty hard to grasp and sometimes the
authors use their own concepts and definitions, drawing their inspiration
from many different and diverse sources, from Mao to American
situationists, and has sometimes been called “anarcho-Maoist”). All things
considered, it is still highly relevant for revolutionaries today, and it is
written anti-ideologically and should be read “openly” with undogmatic
eyes. The text focuses on self-activity, collectivity, class struggle, innovative
thinking and the need for analysis, long term strategies and initiative. The
third text, “Autonomous Movement of the Turin Railway Workers,” was
written by a group of militant workers during the Italian struggles of the
70s. They were a part in the development of the autonomous forms of
struggle from which the modern insurrectional current in many ways can be
said to descend. They emphasize the need for organization outside of the
unions in autonomous base nuclei, and the need for permanent
conflictuality. If you have a hard time picturing “real life insurrectional
organization,” you have a great example in the Turin railway-workers.
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1. Michail Aleksandrovitj Bakunin (1814—1876). Russian revolutionary and agitator.
One of the prominent figures of anarchism.

2. Errico Malatesta (1853—1932). Revolutionary and agitator and one of the most
influential anarchists in Italy and the rest of the Latin World. Was one of the first to
advocate “anarchist communism” (1876), and is looked upon as the father of
insurrectional anarchism.

3. Bakunin, in a letter to Albert Richard.

4. Luigi Galleani (1861-1931). Italian anarchist. He was the founder and editor

of Cronaca Sovversiva, a major Italian anarchist periodical which was issued about
15 years in Vermont, before being shut down by the American government.

5. Petr Kropotkin (1842-1921). Scientist, revolutionary and anarchist.

6. Peter Krapotkin, “Mutual aid”. Freedom Press, 1987.

7. Alfredo M Bonanno: Italian anarchist. Editor of the Italian journal Anarchismo
Editions. Got the nickname “the anarchist godfather” from the prosecutors during the
“Marini Trails”, where he 2003 was sentenced to six years in prison.

8. Johnson-Forest Tendency: The Johnston-Forest tendency was initially a subgroup
of the Workers Party, the official Trotskyist party in the USA at the time, in the

1940s . The founders of the group were C.L.R. James (Johnson) and Raya
Dunayevskaya (Forest).

9. Socialisme ou Barbarie: French socialist group that was founded 1949 and
discontinued 1965. Like the Johnson-Forest Tendency it origins is in the Trotskyist
movement. Influenced the Situationists and their magazine (which also had the

name Socialisme ou Barbarie) was read a lot during the students’ and workers’
rebellion in May-June 1968 in Paris. The most prominent intellectuals were Cornelius
Castoriadis and Claude Lefort.

10. The Operaists: In the 60s a strong left movement emerged around the world and
in Italy where the movement was very strong, if not the strongest. The main conflicts
circulated around the FIAT factory in Torino. Prominent intellectuals in this
movement were Mario Tronti, Raniero Panzieri and Antonio Negri.

11. Gilles Dauvé: French communist. Further reading: “Eclipse and Re-Emergence of
the Communist Movement”. Antagonism Press, 1997.

12. Jacques Camatte: French communist. Known for, among others, his strong
condemnation of the Leninist and Social democratic view of the party, which he—
from his reading of Marx—said opposed the view of the party that Marx himself had.
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realm of history. It prevents the construction of collectivity and self-activity.
The issue of how to transform work into self-activity is central to the
elimination of class and the reorganization of society.

Self-activity is the reconstruction of the consciousness (wholeness) of
one’s individual life activity. The collective is what makes the
reconstruction possible because it defines individuality not as a private
experience but as a social relation. What is important to see is that work is
the creating of conscious activity within the structure of the collective.

One of the best ways to discover and correct anti-work attitudes is
through self-criticism. This provides an objective framework which allows
people the space to be criticized and to be critical. Self-criticism is the
opposite of self-consciousness because its aim is not to isolate you but to
free repressed abilities. Self-criticism is a method for dealing with piggish
behavior and developing consciousness.

To root out the society within us and to redefine our work relations a
collective must develop a sense of its own history. One of the hardest things
to do is to see the closest relations—those within the collective—in political
terms. The tendency is to be sloppy, or what Mao calls “liberal”, about
relations between friends. Rules can no longer be the framework of
discipline. It must be based on political understanding. One of the functions
of analysis is that it be applied internally.

Preparation is another part of the process which creates continuity
between meetings and insures that our own thinking does not become a part-
time activity. It also combats the tendency to talk off the top of one’s head
and pick ideas out of the air. Whenever meetings tend to be abstract and
random it means the ideas put forward are not connected by thought (i.e.
analysis). There is seldom serious investigation behind what is said.

What does it mean to prepare for a meeting? It means not coming empty-
handed or empty-headed. Mao says, “No investigation, no right to
speak.”12 Assuming a group has decided what it wants to do, the first step is
for everyone to investigate. This means taking the time to actually look into
the matter, sort out the relevant materials and be able to make them
accessible to everyone in the collective. The motive underlying all the
preparation should be the construction of a coherent analysis. “We must
substitute the sweat of self-criticism for the tears of crocodiles”, according
to a new Chinese proverb.

10. Struggle on Many Levels

Struggle has many faces. But no two faces look alike. Like the Cubists, we
must look at things from many sides. The problem is to find ways of
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Because people see themselves essentially as objects and not as subjects,
political activity is defined as an event outside them and in the future. No
one sees themselves making the revolution and, therefore, they don’t
understand how it will be accomplished.

The short span of attention is one tell tale symptom of instant politics.
The emphasis on responding to crisis seems to contract the span of attention
—in fact there is often no time dimension at all. This timelessness is
experienced as the syncopation of over-commitment. Many people say they
will do things without really thinking out carefully whether they have the
time to do them. Having time ultimately means defining what you really
want to do. Over-commitment is when you want to do everything but end up
doing nothing.

The numerous other symptoms of casual politics—lack of preparation,
being late, getting bored at difficult moments, etc. are all signs of a political
attitude which is destructive to the collective. The important thing is
recognizing the existence of these problems and knowing what causes them.
They are not personal problems but historically determined attitudes.

Many people confuse the revolt against alienated labor in its specific
historical form with work activity itself. This revolt is expressed in an anti-
work attitude.

Attitudes toward work are shaped by our relations to production, i.e.
class. Class is a product of hierarchic divisions of labor (including forms
other than wage labor). There are three basic relations which can produce
anti-work attitudes. The working class expressed its anti-work attitude as a
rebellion against routinized labor. For the middle class, the anti-work
attitude comes out of the ideology of consumer society and revolves around
leisure. The stereotype of the “lazy native” or “physically weak woman” is a
third anti-work attitude which is applied to those excluded from wage labor.

The dream of automation (i.e. no work) reinforces class prejudice. The
middle class is the one that has the dream since it seeks to expand its
leisure-oriented activities. To the working class, automation means a loss of
their job, preoccupation with unemployment, which is the opposite of
leisure. For the excluded, automation doesn’t mean anything because it will
not be applied to their forms of work.

The automation of the working class has become the ideology of post-
scarcity radicals—from the anarchists at Anarcho’s to SDS’s!! new working
class. Technological change has rescued them from the dilemma of a class
analysis they were never able to make. With the elimination of working
class struggle by automation (the automation of the working class) the
radicals have become advocates of leisure society and touristic lifestyles.
This anti-work attitude leads to a utopian outlook and removes us from the

Postscript

THE BATKO GROUP (2007)

More than a year has passed since we finished the second issue of our
journal Dissident, which introduced insurrectional anarchism in Sweden.
We chose to introduce the insurrectional perspective because we think it
brings us valuable insights and experiences. Some critics, mostly
syndicalists, unfortunately interpreted the insurrectional perspective in
absolute terms. This text aims to answer those concerns and move the
discussion forward.

Following Killing King Abacus and others, we formulated the
insurrectional perspective on the basis of three central principles: 1)
permanent conflictuality—the struggle should never turn to mediation,
bargaining or compromise; 2) autonomy and self-activity—the struggle
should be carried out without representatives and “specialists”; 3)
organization as attack—the organization should be used as a tool in the
attack against state and capital, and not treated as a goal in and of itself.
What this means in its most essential and concrete way is this: to take and
keep the initiative. That’s the insurrectional perspective in the class struggle.

This perspective must be put into context. The starting point of the
insurrectional perspective has always been the active minority, as opposed
to the mass. This is because the “relationship with the mass cannot be
structured as something that must endure the passage of time, i.e., be based
on growth to infinity and resistance against the attack of the exploiters. It
must have a more reduced specific dimension, one that is decidedly that of
attack and not a rearguard relationship.” (Bonanno) The exploitation and
subsumption of our daily lives is a power-relation in constant flux—both on
the grassroots level, and in general social structures. It is a power-relation
based on speed, which means that those who have the initiative, are also in
control. Therefore, our emancipation must constantly be re-conquered, by
the taking and keeping of initiative. This permanent conflictuality means
that we must be prepared to make quick decisions and not be tied up by
rigid structures. The self-organization then, has to take on an informal
character, because it can’t be dependent on outside forces; to wait for others
to represent you ensures that the initiative gets lost. We use the concept of
the affinity-group to refer to this initiative-based, flexible, and often
completely informal and invisible association of determined and active
persons. In practice the affinity-group is based on discussion, personal
bonds, mutual understanding, and revolutionary, practical solidarity. The
affinity-group cannot be applied in a normative way, because it must always
be based on initiative and not on impersonal structures. It’s not an
organizational form, but a strategic perspective to be practiced.!
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The insurrectional perspective aims for the generalization of
uncontrollable class struggle, that is: communization. Communization put
into practice simply means that people take control of their own lives. This
is the production of communism; simultaneous but heterogeneous processes
that strive to move beyond capital by dissolving its logic and making its
forms of communion, interaction and meaning obsolete. However, we can
see that communization has two levels or dimensions: one internal, and one
external.2 The internal movement refers to all the ways we refuse work,
control, and discipline. This could manifest itself in everything from
loitering, sabotage, strikes, and riots, to migration, uprisings and
revolutions. The external dimension, on the other hand, creates the spaces
where relations other than those of capital are produced, i.e. “outsides” of
the capitalistic totality. “They are the rooms and outsides that give human
beings access to future communities and coming worlds.” (Marcel). The
relation between these two levels is complex, and they interact and relate in
dynamic ways. Communization is neither a simple movement towards
communism through the mediating actions of “revolutionaries” and
organizations, nor a strict division between struggles, in which all forms of
activity unrelated to the production of “outsides” would find itself
condemned. These problems are best understood by the sober analysis of
concrete occurrences and by continued theoretical practice; in other words,
by asking ourselves, “where are we going?”

The question of how we move from insurrection to revolution is not then,
from this perspective, about how we get more supporters, how we organize
bigger demonstrations, fight for more rights and higher pay, administrate
more of the field of social production, win more seats in parliament, expand
democracy, and so on. The realization of communism through an
irreversible communizing process has more to do with the possibility
of simultaneousness. This means that different struggles are in phase with,
and strengthen, each other. The conscious participation in this communizing
process, the active call for a potential outside, is what we, following the
insurrectional anarchists, call projectuality. We want to continue to develop
this perspective on class struggle, capital and communism by giving
concepts such as communization, simultaneousness, the outside, and
projectuality central places in our theoretical practice...

1 See “Proletarian Management” by Kdmpa Tillsammans!

2 We take this typology of communization from Marcel’s “Communism of Attack,
Communism of Withdrawal”, riff-raff; Vol. 7. See also "Attack/Withdrawal", in riff-
raff Vol. 8.
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There is no getting around it—we need new formats, entirely new
formats. Otherwise we will never sharpen our wits. To break out of the spell
of print requires a conscious effort to think a new language. We should no
longer be immobilized by other people’s words. Don’t wait for the news to
tell you what is happening. Make your headlines with presstype. Cut up
your favorite magazine and put it together again. Cut big words in half and
make little words out of then—Ilike ENVIRON MENTAL CRISIS. All you
need is a good pair of scissors and rubber cement. Abuse the enemy’s
images. Turn the Man from Glad into a Frankenstein. Making comic strips
out of great art.

Don’t let anything interfere with your pleasure.

Don’t read any more books—at least not straight through. As G.B. Kay
from Blackpool once said (quoting somebody else), “Reading rots the
mind.” Pamphlets are so much more fun. Read randomly, write on the
margins and go back to comics. You might try the Silver Surfer for a start.

9. Self-Activity

Bad work habits and sloppy behavior undermine any attempt to construct
collectively. Casual, sloppy behavior means that we don’t care deeply about
what we are doing or who we are doing it with. This may come as a surprise
to a lot of people. The fact remains: we talk revolution but act reactionary at
elementary levels.

There are two basic things underlying these unfortunate circumstances:

* People’s idea of how something (like revolution) will happen shapes

our work habits.

* Their class background gives them a casual view of politics.

There is no doubt that the Pepsi generation is more politically alive. But
this new energy is being channeled by organizers into boring meetings
which reproduce the hierarchy of mass society. After a while, critical
thinking is eroded and people lose their curiosity. Meetings become a
routine like everything else in life.

A lot of problems which collectives will have can be traced to the work
habits acquired in the (mass) movement. People perpetuate the passive roles
they have become accustomed to in large meetings. The emphasis on mass
participation means that all you have to do is show up. Rarely, do people
prepare themselves for a meeting, nor do they feel the need to. Often this
situation does not become evident precisely because the few people who do
work (those who run the meeting) create the illusion of group achievement.
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when you began. This is the pleasure of analysis. To investigate a problem is
to begin to solve it.

8. The Need for New Formats

The need for new formats grows out of the oppressiveness of print. We must
learn the techniques of advertisement. They consist of short, clear, non
rhetorical statements. The ad words. The ad represents a break with the
college education and the diarrhea of words. The ad is a concentrated
formula for communication. Its information power has already outmoded
the school system. The secret is to gain as much pleasure in creating the
form as in expressing the idea.

How do we defend adopting the style of advertising when its function is
so oppressive? As a medium we think it represents a revolutionary mode of
production. Rejecting it has resulted in the stagnation of our minds and a
crude romanticism in political culture. Those who turn up their noses at ads
think in a language that is decrepit. Using the ad technique transforms the
person who does it. It makes writing a pleasure for anyone because it strives
in orality in print.

What we mean by the use of ad technique is to physically use it. Most of
the time we are unconscious of ads and, if we do become conscious, we
don’t act upon them—don’t subvert them. Ads are based on repetition. If
you affect one of them, you affect all of them. Know the environment of the
ad. The most effective way to subvert an ad is to make the contradiction in it
visible. Advertise it. The vulnerability of ads lies in the possibility of turning
them against the exploiters.

Jerry Rubin® says you should use the media all the time. At least he goes
all the way. This is better than the toe-dipping approach that seems so
common these days. Of course, there are groups who say don’t use it at all.
And they don’t. They will probably outlast Jerry since the basic technique of
mass media is over-exposure. That is why Jerry has already written his
memoirs. The Situationists say: “The revolt is contained by over-exposure.
We are given it to contemplate so that we shall forget to participate.”10

We are not talking about the packaging of politics. Ramparts is the
Playboy of the Left. On the other hand, the underground press is
pornographic and redundant. Newsreel’s projector is running backwards.
And why in the era of Cosmopolitan magazine must we suffer the
stodginess of Leviathan? We much prefer reading Fortune—the magazine
for “the men in charge of change”—for our analysis of capitalism.

Anarchists and Action
ALFREDO BONANNO, FROM INSURRECTION (1989)

Anarchists are not slaves to numbers but continue to act against power even
when the class clash is at a low level in the mass. Anarchist action should
not therefore aim at organizing and defending the whole of the class of the
exploited in one vast organization to see the struggle from beginning to end,
but should identify single aspects of the struggle and carry them through to
their conclusion of attack. An anarchist’s revolutionary work is never
exclusively aimed at mass mobilization, therefore, otherwise the use of
certain methods would become subject to the conditions present within the
latter at a given time. The active anarchist minority is not a mere slave to
numbers but acts on reality using its own ideas and actions. There is
obviously a relationship between ideas and the growth of organization, but
the one does not come about as a direct result of the other. The relationship
with the mass cannot be structured as something that must endure the
passage of time, i.e. be based on a growth to infinity and resistance against
the attack of the exploiters. It must have a more reduced specific dimension,
one that is decidedly that of attack and not a rearguard relationship.

The organizational structures we can offer are limited in time and space.
They are simple associative forms to be reached in the short term. In other
words, their aim is not that of organizing and defending the whole of the
exploited class in one vast organization to take them through the struggle
from beginning to end. They must have a more reduced dimension,
identifying one aspect of the struggle and carrying it through to its
conclusion of attack. They should not be weighed down by ideology but
contain basic elements that can be shared by all: self-management of the
struggle, permanent conflictuality and attack on the class enemy.

At least two factors point to this road for the relationship between the
anarchist minority and the mass: first, the class sectionalism produced by
capital; second, the spreading feeling of impotence that the individual gets
from certain forms of collective struggle. There exists a strong desire to
struggle against exploitation, and there are still spaces where this struggle
can be expressed concretely. Models of action are being worked out in
practice, and there is still a lot to be done in this direction.

Small actions are always criticized for being insignificant and ridiculous
against such an immense structure as that of capitalist power. But it would
be a mistake to attempt to remedy this by opposing to them a relationship
based entirely on quantity, rather than extending these small actions, which
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are easy for others to repeat. The clash is significant precisely because of the
enemy’s great complexity which it modifies constantly in order to maintain
consensus. This consensus depends on a fine network of social relations
functioning at all levels. The smallest disturbance damages it far beyond the
limits of the action itself. It damages its image, its program, the mechanisms
that produce social peace and the unstable equilibrium of politics.

Every tiny action that comes from even a very small number of comrades
is in fact a great act of subversion. It goes far beyond the often microscopic
dimensions of what took place, becoming not so much a symbol as a point
of reference. This is the sense in which we have often spoken of
insurrection. We can start building our struggle in such a way that
conditions of revolt can emerge and latent conflict can develop and be
brought to the fore. In this way a contact is established between the
anarchist minority and the specific situation where the struggle can be
developed. We know that many comrades do not share these ideas. Some
accuse us of being analytically out of date, others of not seeing that
circumscribed struggle only serves the aims of power, arguing that,
especially now in the electronic era, it is no longer possible to talk of revolt.
But we are stubborn. We believe it is still possible to rebel today, even in the
computer era. It is still possible to penetrate the monster with a pinprick.
But we must move away from the stereotypical images of the great mass
struggles, and the concept of the infinite growth of a movement that is to
dominate and control everything. We must develop a more precise and
detailed way of thinking. We must consider reality for what it is, not what
we imagine it to be. When faced with a situation we must have a clear idea
of the reality that surrounds us, the class clash that such a reality reflects,
and provide ourselves with the necessary means in order to act upon it.

As anarchists we have models of intervention and ideas that are of great
importance and revolutionary significance, but they do not speak for
themselves. They are not immediately comprehensible, so we must put them
into action, it is not enough to simply explain them. The very effort of
providing ourselves with the means required for the struggle should help to
clarify our ideas, both for ourselves and for those who come into contact
with us. A reduced idea of these means, one that limits itself to simply
counter-information, dissent and declarations of principle, is clearly
inadequate. We must go beyond that, and work in three directions: (i)
contact with the mass (with clarity, and circumscribed to the precise
requirements of the struggle); (ii) action within the revolutionary movement
(in the subjective sense already mentioned); (iii) construction of specific
organizations, allowing us to both work within the mass, while also
facilitating actions within the revolutionary movement.
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is partly because they have never had the opportunity to do it before and,
therefore, don’t know they are capable of it. On the other hand, many
activists put down analysis as being “intellectual”—which is more a
commentary on their own kind of thinking than anything else. Finally, there
are those who feel no need to think and become very uncomfortable when
somebody does want to. This often reflects their class disposition. The
general constipation of the movement is a product of all these forces.

One reason for this sad state of affairs is that analysis gives so little
satisfaction. This is another way of saying that it is not practical. What has
happened to all thinking can best be seen in the degeneration of class
analysis into stereotyped, obese definitions. There is little difference
between the theory mongers of high abstraction and the sloganeers of crude
abstraction. Theory is becoming the dialect of robots, and slogans the mass
production of the mind. But just because ideas have become so mechanical
does not mean we should abandon thought.

Most people are willing to face the fact that they are living in a society
that has yet to be explained. Any attempt to probe those areas which are
unfamiliar is met with a general hostility of fear. People seem afraid to look
at themselves analytically. Part of the problem of not knowing what to do
reveals itself in our not knowing who we are. The motivation to look at
yourself critically and to explain society comes from the desire to change
both. The heart of the problem is that we do not concretely imagine
winning, except perhaps, by accident.

Analysis is the arming of the brain. We’re being stifled by those who tell
us analysis is intellectual when in reality it is the tool of the imagination.
Just as you can’t tolerate intellectualism, so you cannot act from raw anger
—not if you want to win. You must teach your stomach how to think and
your brain how to feel. Analysis should help us to express anger
intelligently. Learning how to think, i.e. analysis, is the first step toward
conscious activity.

No doubt you feel yourself tightening up because you think it sounds
heavy. Really, the problem is that you think much bigger than you act. Be
modest. Start with what you already know and want to know more about.
Analysis begins with what interests you. Political thinking should be part of
everyday life, not a class privilege. To be practical, analysis must give you
an understanding of what to do and how to do it.

Thinking should help to distinguish between what is important and what
is not. It should break down complex forces so that we can understand them.
Break everything down. In the process of analyzing something you will
discover that there are different ways of acting which were not apparent
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defensively to the charge of elitism and, thus, have avoided dealing with the
issue head on. That in itself is a class reaction.

The internal is the mirror of the external. The best way to avoid behaving
like an elite is to prevent the formation of elitism within the collective itself.
Often when charges of elitism are true, they reflect the same class relations
internally.

The ways of undermining the autonomy of a collective are many and
insidious. The call for unity can no longer be responded to automatically.
The time has come to question the motives and effectiveness of such actions
—and to feel good (i.e. correct) in doing so, Jargon is pigeon talk and is
meant to make us feel stupid and powerless. Because collective action is not
organized as a mass, it does not have to rely on the call of unity in order to
act.

“Does ‘one divide into two’ or ‘two fuse into one’?” This question is a
subject of debate In China and now here. This debate is a struggle between
two conceptions of the world. One believes in struggle, the other in unity.
The two sides have drawn a clear line between them and their arguments are
diametrically opposed. Thus, you can see why one divides into two.” (Free
translation from the Red Flag, Peking, September 21, 1964).

7. The Function of Analysis

Not only can there be no revolution without revolutionary theory, there can
be no strategy without analysis. Strategy is knowing ahead of time what you
are going to do. This is what analysis makes possible. When you begin, you
may not know anything. The purpose of analysis is not to know everything,
but to know what you do know and know it good—that is collectively. The
heart of thinking analytically is to learn over and over again that the process
is as important as the product. Developing an analysis requires new ways of
thinking. Without new ways of thinking we are doomed to old ways of
acting.

The question of what we are going to do is the hardest to answer and the
one that ultimately will determine whether a collective will continue to
exist. The difficulty of the question makes analysis all the more necessary.
We can no longer afford to be propelled by the crudest forms of
advertisement—slogans and rhetoric. The function of analysis is to reveal a
plan of action.

Why is there relatively little practical analysis of what is happening
today? Some people refuse to analyze anything which they cannot
immediately comprehend. Basically they have a feeling of inadequacy. This

The Insurrectional Project

ALFREDO BONANNO (2000)

An anarchist insurrectional project requires a method that reflects the world
we desire and the reality of the world we seek to destroy. Acting in small
groups based on affinity fits both of these requirements. Power in the
present world no longer has a real center, but spreads itself throughout the
social terrain. Acting in small groups allows projects of attack to spread
across the terrain as well. But more significantly, this method brings one’s
aim into one’s method—revolt itself becomes a different way of conceiving
relations. Anarchists always talk of refusing vanguardism—but such a
refusal means refusing evangelism, the quantitative myth that seeks to win
converts to an ideology of anarchism. Acting in small groups to attack the
state and capital puts anarchy into practice as the self-organization of one’s
own projects, in relations based on affinity—real knowledge of and trust in
each other—rather than adherence to a belief system. Furthermore, this sort
of action, liberated from the quantitative, does not wait until “conditions are
right”, until one is guaranteed a large following or until one is certain of the
results—it is action without measure. Thus, it carries within it the world we
desire—a world of relations without measure.

Once one has decided not to put up with being ruled or exploited and
therefore to attack the social order based on domination and exploitation,
the question of how to go about this arises. Since those of us who rise up in
rebellion cannot let themselves be organized by others without falling under
a new form of domination, we need to develop the capacity to organize our
own projects and activities—to put the elements together that are necessary
for acting projectually in a coherent manner.

Thus, organization, as I’m using the term here, means bringing together
the means and relations that allow us to act for ourselves in the world. This
starts with the decision to act, the decision that our thirst to have all of our
life as our own requires us to fight against the state, capital and all of the
structures and institutions through which they maintain control over the
conditions of our existence. Such a decision puts one in the position of
needing to develop the specific tools that make intelligent action possible.
First a thorough analysis of the present conditions of exploitation is
necessary. Based on this analysis, we choose specific objectives to aim for
and means for achieving these objectives based upon our desires and the
ideas that move us. These means, these tools for action must first and
foremost include ways of making our objectives, desires and ideas known to
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others in order to find affinities, others with whom we can create projects of
action. Thus, we look to create occasions for encounters and discussion in
which similarities and differences are clarified, in which the refusal of false
unities allow the real affinities—real knowledge of whether and how we can
work together—can develop. These tools allow the projectuality of
individuals in revolt to become a force in movement, an element propelling
toward the insurrectional break. Since affinity is the basis for the relations
we are aiming to use in action, informality is essential—only here can its
forms be expressions of real needs and desires.

So our desire to create insurrection moves us to reject all formal
organization—all structures based on membership and the attempt to
synthesize the various struggles under one formal leadership—that of the
organization. These structures for synthesis share some common traits. They
have a formal theoretical basis, a series of doctrine to which all members are
expected to adhere. Because such groups are seeking numbers this basis
tends to be on the lowest common denominator—a set of simplistic
statements with no depth of analysis and with a dogmatic tendency that
militates against deep analysis. They also have a formal practical orientation
—a specific mode of acting by which the group as a whole determines what
they will do. The necessity such groups feel to synthesize the various
struggles under their direction—to the extent they succeed—Ieads to a
formalization and ritualization of the struggles undermining creativity and
imagination and turning the various struggles into mere tools for the
promotion of the organization. From all of this it becomes clear, that
whatever claims such an organization may make about its desire for
insurrection and revolution, in fact its first aim is to increase membership.

It is important to realize that this problem can exist even when no
structures have been created. When anarchism promotes itself in an
evangelistic manner, it is clear that a formal theoretical basis has imposed its
rigidity on the fluidity of ideas necessary for developing real analyses. In
such a situation, the practical orientation—the modes of action also become
formalized—one need only look at the ritualized confrontations by which so
many anarchists strive to get their message across. The only purpose that
this apparently informal formalization serves is to try to convince the
various people in struggle that they should call themselves anarchists—that
is, to synthesize the struggles under the leadership of the black flag. In other
words to gain numbers of members for this formal non-organization.
Dealing with the media to explain who anarchists are seems to enforce this
way of interacting with the other exploited in struggle, because it reinforces
the separation of anarchists from the rest of those exploited by this society
and leaves the impression that the anarchists have some special
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The first principle of local action is to de-nationalize your thinking. Take
the country out of Salem. Get out of Marlboro country. Become conscious
of how your life is managed from the national centres. Lifestyles are roles
designed to give you the illusion of movement while keeping you in your
place. “Style is mass chasing class, and class escaping mass.” (W.
Rauschenbush, “The Idiot God Fashion,” Woman’s Coming of Age, eds
Schmalhausen and Calvert, 1931).

Local action gives you the initiative by enabling you to define the
situation. That is the practice of knowing you are the subject. Marat’ says:
“The most important thing is to pull yourself up by your own hair, to turn
yourself inside out and see the whole world with fresh eyes.” The collective
turns itself inside out and sees reality.

6. The Dream of Unity

The principle of unity is based on the proposition that everyone is a unit (a
fragment). Unity means one multiplied by itself. We are not going to say it
straight—in so far as unity has suppressed real political differences—class,
racial, sexual—it is a form of tyranny. The dream of unity is in reality a
nightmare of compromise and suppressed desires. We are not equal and
unity perpetuates inequality.

The collective will be subject constantly to pressure from outside groups
demanding support in one form or another. Everyone is always in a crisis.
Given these circumstances, a group can have the illusion of being
permanently mobilized and active without having polities of its own. Calls
for unity channel the political energies of collectives into support politics.
So, as a precaution, the collective must take time to work out its own
politics and plan of action. Above all, it should try to foresee crisis
situations and their “rent-a-crowd” militancy.

You will be accused of factionalism. Don’t waste time thinking about this
age old problem. A collective is not a faction. Responding to Pavlov’s bell
puts you in the position of a salivating dog.8 There will be no end to your
hunger when who you are is determined by someone else.

You will also be accused of elitism. This is a risky business and should
not be dismissed lightly. A collective must first know what is meant by
elitism. Instead of wondering whether it refers to leadership or personalities,
you should first anchor the issue in a class context. Know where your ideas
come from and what their relation is to the dominant ideology. You should
ask the same questions about those who make the accusations. What is their
class background and class interest? So far many people have reacted
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any program, is what is intolerable to all the Xerox radicals trying to
reproduce their own images

The collective is the hindquarters of the revolution. It makes no pretense
whatsoever in regard to the role of the vanguard. Expect nothing from them.
They are not your leaders. Leave them alone. The collective knows it will be
the last to enter the new world.

The doubts people have about local action reveal how dependent they are
on the glamour of mass politics. Everyone wants to project themselves on
the screen of revolution—as Yippies® or White Pantherst. Having
internalized the mass, they ask themselves questions whose answers seem
logical in its context. How can we accomplish anything without mass
action? If we don’t go to meetings and demonstrations. Will we be
forgotten? Who will take us seriously if we don’t join the rank and file?

Slowly you realize that you have become a spectator, an object. Your
politics take place on a stage and your social relations consist of sitting in an
audience or marching in a crowd. The fragmentation of your everyday
experience contrasts with the spectacular unity of the mass.

By contrast, the priority of local action is an attempt to unify everyday
life and fragment the mass. This level of consciousness is a result of
rejecting the laws of mass behavior based on Leninism and TV ideology. It
makes possible an enema of the brain which everyone so desperately needs.
You will be relieved to discover that you can create a situation by localizing
your struggle.

How can we prevent local action from becoming provincial? Whether or
not it does so depends on our overall strategy. Provincialism is simply the
consequences or not knowing what is happening. A commune, for example,
is provincial because its strategy is based on petty farming and glorification
of the extended family. What they have is astrology, not a strategy.

Local action should be based on the global structure of modern society.
There can be no collective action without collectives. But the creation of a
collective should not be mistaken for victory nor should it become an end in
itself. The great danger the collective faces historically is that of being cut
off (or cutting itself off) from the outside world. The issue ultimately will be
what action to take and when. Whether collectives become a social force
depends on their analysis of history and their course of action.

In fact, the “provinces” today are moving ahead of the centres in political
consciousness and motivation. From Minnesota to the Mekong Delta, the
revolt is gaining coherence. The centres are trying to decipher what is
happening, to catch up and contain it. For this purpose they must create
centralized forms of organization—or “co-ordination”—as the modernists
call it.
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understanding of things that makes them the de facto vanguard of the
revolution.

So for the purpose of creating our insurrectional project we want to
organize informally: without a formal theoretical basis so that ideas and
analyses can be developed fluidly in a way that allows to understand the
present and act against it and without a formal practical orientation so that
we can act with an intelligent projectual spontaneity and creativity. A
significant aspect of this informal organization would be a network of like-
minded people. This network would base itself on a reciprocal knowledge of
each other which requires honest, straightforward discussions of ideas,
analyses and aims. Complete agreement would not be necessary, but a real
understanding of differences would. The aim of this network would not be
the recruitment of members—it would not be a membership organization—
but rather developing methods for intervening in various struggles in an
insurrectional manner, and coordinating such intervention. The basis for
participation would be affinity—meaning the capacity to act together. This
capacity stems from knowing where to find each other and studying and
analyzing the social situation together in order to move to action together. .
Since there is no formal organization to join, this network would only grow
on the basis of real affinity of ideas and practice. This informal network
would consist of the tools we develop for the discussion of social analyses
and the methods for intervening in struggles that we create.

This network is basically a way for individuals and small groups to
coordinate their struggles. The real point of action is the affinity group. An
affinity group is an informal, temporary group based on affinity—that is real
knowledge of each other—that comes together to accomplish a specific aim.
Affinity develops through a deepening knowledge of each other: knowledge
of how the other thinks about social problems and of the methods of
intervention they consider appropriate. Real affinity cannot be based on a
lowest common denominator, but must include a real understanding of
differences as well as similarities between those involved, because it is in
the knowledge of our difference that we can discover haw we can really act
together. Since the affinity group comes together for a specific
circumscribed aim, it is a temporary formation—one that ceases to exist
once the aim is accomplished. Thus it remains informal, without
membership.

With this informal basis, once we recognize that our own freedom will
remain impoverished as long as the masters continue to control the
conditions under which most people exist, depriving them of the ability to
freely determine their own lives, we recognize that our own liberation
depends on intervention in the struggles of the exploited classes as a whole.
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Our involvement is not one of evangelism—the propagandistic method
would place us on the same level as political movements, and we are not
politicians or activists, but individuals who want our lives back and
therefore take action for ourselves with others. Thus, we do not propose any
specific anarchist organization for the exploited to join, nor a doctrine to put
faith in. Rather we seek to link our specific struggle as anarchists to that of
the rest of the exploited by encouraging self-organization, self-
determination, the refusal of delegation and of any sort of negotiation,
accommodation or compromise with power, and a practice based on direct
action and the necessity of attack against the structures of power and
control. The point is to encourage and participate in specific attacks against
specific aspects of the state, capital and the various structures and
apparatuses of control.

Since our purpose is to struggle against our own exploitation with other
exploited people, certainly with the aim of projecting toward insurrection,
there can be no guaranteeing of any results—with no organization striving
to gain members, we can’t look for an increase in numbers. There is no way
to know the end. But though we have no guarantees, no certainty of
accomplishing our aim, success is not the primary reason for our struggle.
The primary reason is that not to act is the guaranteed defeat of an empty
and meaningless existence. To act to take our life back is to already regain it
on the terrain of struggle, to already become the creator of one’s own
existence, even if in constant battle with a monstrous order determined to
crush us. Why we are insurrectionary anarchists:

* Because we are struggling along with the excluded to alleviate and

ultimately abolish the conditions of exploitation imposed by the included.

* Because we consider it possible to contribute to the development of
struggles that are appearing spontaneously everywhere, turning them into
mass insurrections, that is to say, actual revolutions.

* Because we want to destroy the capitalist order of the world which,
thanks to computer science restructuring has become technologically
useful to no one but the managers of class domination.

* Because we are for the immediate, destructive attack against the
structures, individuals and organizations of Capital and the State.

* Because we constructively criticize all those who are in situations of
comprise with power in their belief that the revolutionary struggle is
impossible at the present time.

* Because rather than wait, we have decided to proceed to action, even if
the time is not ripe.

* Because we want to put an end to this state of affairs right away rather
than wait until conditions make its transformation possible.
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meetings, etc.—that passes for communication. It is time we gave more
thought to what we say and how we say it.

What exactly do we mean by contact? We want to begin by taking the
bureaucracy out of communication. The idea is to begin modestly. Contact
is a touching on all sides. The essential thing is about its directness and
reliability. Eyeball to eyeball.

Other forms of communication—telephone, letters, documents, etc.—
should never be used as substitutes for direct contact. In fact, they should
serve primarily to prepare contacts.

Why is it so important to have direct contact? Because it is the simplest
form of communication. Moreover, it is physical and Involves all the senses
—most of all the sense of smell. For this reason, it is reliable. It also takes
account of the real need for security. Those who talk about repression
continue to pass around sheets of paper asking for names, addresses, and
telephone numbers.

There are already a number of gatherings which appear to involve
contact but in reality are grotesque facsimiles. The worst of these and the
one most people flock to is the conference. This is a hotel of the mind which
turns us all into tourists and spectators. A lower form of existence is the
endless meeting—the one held every night. Not to mention the committees
formed expressly to arrange meetings.

The basic principle of contact between collectives is: you only meet
when you have something to say to each other. This means two things. First,
that you have a concrete idea what it is you want to say. Secondly, that you
must prepare it in advance. These principles help to ensure that
communication does not become an administrative problem.

The new forms of contact have yet to be created. We can think of single
examples. A member of one collective can attend the meeting of another
collective or there may be a joint meeting of the groups as a whole. The first
of these appears to be the more practical, however, the drawback is that not
everyone is involved. There are undoubtedly other forms of contact which
are likely to develop. The main thing is to invent them.

5. Priority of Local Action

The collective gives priority to local action. It rejects the mass politics of
the white nationalists with their national committees, organizers, and the
superstars. Definitely, the collective is out of the mainstream and what is
more it feels no regrets. The aim of the collective is to feel new thoughts
and act new ideas—in a word to create its own space. And that, more than
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it will be harder to destroy a multitude of collectives than the largest
organizations with centralized control.

Size is a key to security. But its real importance lies in the fact that the
collective reproduces new social relations—the advantage being that the
process can begin now.

The limitation on size raises a difficult problem. What do you say to
someone who asks, “Can I join your collective?” This question is ultimately
at the root of much hostility (often unconscious) toward the collective form
of organization. You can’t separate size from the collective because it must
be small In order to exist. The collective has a right to exclude individuals
because it offers them the alternative of starting a new collective, i.e.
sharing the responsibility for organization. This is the basic answer to the
question above.

Of course, people will put down the collective as being exclusive. That is
not the point. The size of a collective is essentially a limitation on its
authority.

By contrast, large organizations, while having open membership, are
exclusive in terms of who shapes the politics and actively participates in the
structuring of activities. The choice is between joining the mass or creating
the class. The revolutionary project is to do it yourself. Remember,
Alexandra Kollontai® warned in 1920, “The essence of bureaucracy is when
some third person decides your fate.”*

4. Contact Between Collectives

The collective does not communicate with the mass. It makes contact with
other collectives. What if other collectives do not exist? Well, it should talk
to itself until the day they do. Yes. By all means, the collective also
communicates with other people, but it never views them as a mass—as a
constituency or audience. The collective communicates with individuals in
order to encourage self-organization. It assumes that people are capable of
self-organization, and given that alternative, they will choose it over mass
participation. The collective knows that it takes time to create new forms of
organization. It simply seeks to hasten the crumbling of the mass.

Much of the problem of “communication” these days is that people think
they have got to communicate all the time. You find people setting up
administrative functions to deal with information flows before they have
any idea what they want to say. The collective is not obsessed with
“communicating” or “relating” to the movement. What concerns it is the
amount of noise—incessant phone calls, form letters, announcements of

Insurrectionary Organization
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Beyond the Structure of Synthesis

Instead of an anarchist organization of synthesis we propose an informal
anarchist organization based on struggle and the analyses that emerge from
it.

Anarchists of all tendencies refuse the model of hierarchical and
authoritarian organization. They refuse parties and vertical structures that
impose directives from above in a more or less obvious way. In positing the
liberatory revolution as the only social solution possible, anarchists consider
that the means used in bringing about this transformation will condition the
ends that are achieved. And authoritarian organizations are certainly not
instruments that lead to liberation.

At the same time it is not enough to agree with this in words alone. It is
also necessary to put it into practice. In our opinion an anarchist structure
such as a structure of synthesis presents not a few dangers. When this kind
of organization develops to full strength as it did in Spain in ‘36 it begins to
resemble a party. Synthesis becomes control. Certainly in quiet periods this
is barely visible, so what we are saying now might seem like blasphemy.

This kind of structure is based on groups or individuals who are in more
or less constant contact with each other, and has its culminating moment in
periodic congresses. In these congresses the basic analysis is discussed, a
program is drawn up and tasks are divided covering the whole range of
social intervention. It is an organization of synthesis because it sets itself up
as a point of reference capable of synthesizing the struggles taking place
within the class clash. Various groups intervene in the struggles, give their
contribution, but do not lose sight of the theoretical and practical orientation
that the organization as a whole decided upon during the congress.

Now, in our opinion, an organization structured in this way runs the risk
of being behind in respect of the effective level of the struggle, as its main
aim is that of folding the struggle into its project of synthesis, not of pushing
it towards its insurrectionary realization. One of its main objectives is
quantitative growth in membership. It therefore tends to draw the struggle to
the lowest common denominator by proposing caution aimed at putting a
brake on any flight forwards or any choice of objectives that are too
exposed or risky.
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Of course that does not mean that all the groups belonging to the
organization of synthesis automatically act in this way: often comrades are
autonomous enough to choose the most effective proposals and objectives in
a given situation of struggle. It is a mechanism intrinsic to the organization
of synthesis, however, that leads it to making decisions that are not adequate
to the situation, as the main aim of the organization is to grow to develop as
wide a front of struggle as possible. It tends not to take a clear and neat
position on issues, but finds a way, a political road that displeases the fewest
and is digestible to most.

The reactions we get when making criticisms such as this are often
dictated by fear and prejudice. The main fear is that of the unknown which
pushes us towards organizational schemas and formalism among comrades.
This safeguards us from the search hinged on the risk of finding ourselves
involved in unknown experiences. This is quite obvious when we see the
great need some comrades have for a formal organization that obeys the
requirements of constancy, stability and work that is programmed in
advance. In reality these elements serve us in our need for certainty and not
for revolutionary necessity.

On the contrary we think that the informal organization can supply valid
starting points for getting out of this uncertainty. This different type of
organization seems to us to be capable of developing—contrary to an
organization of synthesis—more concrete and productive relationships as
they are based on affinity and reciprocal knowledge. Moreover, the moment
where it reaches its true potential is when it participates in concrete
situations of struggle, not when drawing up theoretical or practical
platforms, statutes or associative rules.

An organization structured informally is not built on the basis of a
program fixed in a congress. The project is realized by the comrades
themselves in the course of the struggle and during the development of the
struggle itself. This organization has no privileged instrument of theoretical
and practical elaboration, nor does it have problems of synthesis. Its basic
project is that of intervening in a struggle with an insurrectionary objective.

However great the limitations of the comrades involved in the informal
kind of anarchist organization might be, and what the latter’s defects might
be, the method still seems valid to us and we consider a theoretical and
practical exploration of it to be worthwhile.

The Affinity Group

Contrary to what is often believed, affinity between comrades does not
depend on sympathy or sentiment. To have affinity means to have
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The form of the collective is its practice. The collective is opposed to the
mass. It contradicts the structure of the mass. The collective is anti-mass.

3. Size of the Collective

The aim of any organization is to make it as simple as possible, or as
Marshall McLuhan? puts it, “high in participation, low in definition.” The
tendency is just the opposite. Our reflex is to create administrative structures
to deal with political problems.

Most people cannot discuss intelligently the subject of size. There is an
unspoken feeling either that the problem should not exist or that it is
beneath us to talk about it. Let’s get it out in the open. Size is a question of
politics and social relations, not administration. Do you wonder why the
subject is shunted aside at large meetings? Because it fundamentally
challenges the repressive nature of large organizations. Small groups that
function as appendages to larger bodies will never feel like small groups.

The collective should not be larger than a band—no orchestras or
chamber music please. The basic idea is to reproduce the collective, not
expand it. The strength of a collective lies in its social organization, not its
numbers. Once you think in terms of recruiting, you might as well join the
Army. The difference between expansion and reproduction is the difference
between adding and multiplying. The first based its strength on numbers and
the second on relationships between people.

Why should there be a limit to size? Because we are neither supermen
nor slaves. Beyond a certain point, the group becomes a meeting and before
you know it you have to raise your hand to speak. The collective is a
recognition of the practical limits of conversation. This simple fact is the
basis for a new social experience.

Relations of inequality can be seen more clearly within a collective and
dealt with more effectively. “Whatever the nature of authority in the large
organization, it is inherent in the simple organization unit.” (Chester
Barnard, The Function of Executives, 1938). A small group with a “leader”
is the nucleus of a class society. Small size restricts the area which any
single individual can dominate. This is true both internally and in relation to
other groups.

Today, the mode of struggle requires a durable and resilient form of
organization which will enable us to cope both with the attrition of daily life
and the likelihood of repression. Unless we can begin to solve problems at
this level collectively, we are certainly not fit to create a new society.
Contrary to what people are led to think, i.e. united we stand, united we fall,
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Why should the collective be the primary focus of organization? The
collective is an alternative to the existing structure of society. Changing
social relations is a process rather than a product of revolution. In other
words, you make the revolution by actually changing social relations. You
must consciously create the contradictions in history.

Concretely, this means: organize yourselves, not somebody else. The
collective is the organizational nucleus of a classless society. As a formal
organization, it negates all forms of hierarchy. The answer to alienation is to
make yourself the subject, not the object, of history.

One of the crucial obstacles to the formation of collectives is the
transitional period—when the collective must survive side by side with a
disintegrating movement and a mass society. The disintegration of the
movement is not an isolated phenomenon but reflects the weakening of the
major institutions in American society responsible for our alienation. Many
people are demoralized by this process and find it bewildering because they
actually depend subconsciously on the continued existence of these
institutions. We are witnessing the break-up and transformation of an
institution integral to society—the mass market. The mass market is
corporate structure which few people are sufficiently aware of to realize
how it affects our political life. We really depend on our “leaders” whether
they be the Chicago 7! or 7up. Our understanding of the collective form of
organization based on a critique of the mass and the dictatorship of the
product.

These contradictions make it imperative that any people who decide to
create a collective know exactly who they are and what they are doing. That
is why you must consider your collective as primary. Because, if you don’t
believe in the legitimacy of this form of organization, you can’t have a
practical analysis of what is happening. Don’t kid yourself. The struggle for
the creation and survival of collectives at this moment in history is going to
be very difficult.

The dominant issue will be how collectives can become part of history—
how they can become a social force. There is no guarantee and we should
promise no easy victories. The uniqueness of developing collectives is their
definitive break with all hierarchic forms of organization and the
reconstructing of a classless society.

The thinking of radical organizers is frozen in the concept of the mass
movement. This form of struggle, no matter how radical its demands, never
threatens the basic structure—the mass itself.

Under these circumstances it takes great effort to imagine new forms of
existence. Space must be created before we can think of these things and be
able to establish the legitimacy of acting upon them.
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knowledge of the other, to know how they think on social issues, and how
they think they can intervene in the social clash. This deepening of
knowledge between comrades is an aspect that is often neglected, impeding
effective action.

One of the most difficult problems anarchists have had to face
throughout their history is what form of organization to adopt in the
struggle. At the two ends of the spectrum we find on the one hand the
individualists who refuse any kind of stable relationship; on the other those
who support a permanent organization which acts on a program established
at the moment of its constitution. Both of the forms sketched out here have
characteristics that are criticizable from an insurrectional point of view.

In fact, when individualists single out and strike the class enemy they are
sometimes far ahead of the most combative of the class components of the
time, and their action is not understood. On the contrary, those who support
the need for a permanent organization often wait until there is already a
considerable number of exploited indicating how and when to strike the
class enemy. The former carry out actions that turn out to be too far ahead of
the level of the struggle, the latter too far behind.

One of the reasons for this deficiency is, in our opinion, a lack of
perspective. Clearly no one has a sure recipe that contains no defects; we
can, however, point out the limitations we see in certain kinds of
organization, and indicate possible alternatives. One of these is known
as affinity groups.

The term requires an explanation. Affinity is often confused with
sentiment. Although not distinctly separate, the two terms should not be
considered synonymous. There could be comrades with whom we consider
we have an affinity, but whom we do not find sympathetic, and vice versa.

Basically, to have an affinity with a comrade means to know them, to
have deepened one’s knowledge of them. As that knowledge grows, the
affinity can increase to the point of making an action together possible, but
it can also diminish to the point of making it practically impossible.

Knowledge of another is an infinite process which can stop at any level
according to the circumstances and objectives one wants to reach together.
One could therefore have an affinity for doing some things, but not others. It
becomes obvious that when we speak of knowledge, this does not mean it is
necessary to discuss one’s personal problems, although these can become
important when they interfere with the process of deepening knowledge of
one another.

In this sense having knowledge of the other does not necessarily mean
having an intimate relationship. What it is necessary to know is how the
comrade thinks concerning the social problems which the class struggle
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confronts him with, how he thinks he can intervene, what methods he thinks
should be used in given situations, etc.

The first step in the deepening of knowledge between comrades is
discussion. It is preferable to have a clarifying premise, such as something
written, so the various problems can be gone into thoroughly.

Once the essentials are clarified, the affinity group or groups are
practically formed. The deepening of knowledge between comrades
continues in relation to their action as a group and the latter’s encounter
with reality as a whole. While this process is taking place, their knowledge
often widens and strong bonds between comrades often emerge. This,
however, is a consequence of the affinity, not its primal aim.

It often happens that comrades go about things the other way around,
beginning some kind of activity and only proceeding to the necessary
clarifications later, without ever having assessed the level of affinity
required to do anything together. Things are left to chance, as though some
kind of clarity were automatically to emerge from the group simply by its
formation. Of course this does not happen: the group either stagnates
because there is no clear road for it to take, or it follows the tendency of the
comrade or comrades who have the clearest ideas as to what they want to
do, while others allow themselves to be pulled along, often with little
enthusiasm or real engagement.

The affinity group on the other hand finds it has great potential and is
immediately addressed towards action, basing itself not on the quantity of
its adherents, but on the qualitative strength of a number of individuals
working together in a projectuality that they develop together as they go
along. From being a specific structure of the anarchist movement, and the
whole arc of activity that this presents—propaganda, direct action, perhaps
producing a paper, working within an informal organization—it can also
look outwards to forming a base nucleus or some other mass structure and
thus intervene more effectively in the social clash.

Autonomous Base Nuclei

Mass structures, autonomous base nuclei, are the element linking the
specific informal anarchist organization to social struggles. The autonomous
base nucleus is not an entirely new form of struggle. Attempts have been
made to develop these structures in Italy over the past ten years. The most
notable of these was the Autonomous Movement of the Turin Railway
Workers?, and the self-managed leagues against the cruise missile base in
Comiso3.
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socially apart. Their lives are privatized and depraved. Coca-Cola and
loneliness. The social existence of the mass—its rules and regulations, the
structuring of its status, roles and leadership—are organized through
consumption (the mass market). They are all products of a specific social
organization. Ours.

Of course, no one sees themselves as part of the mass. It’s always others
who are the masses. The trouble is that it is not only the corporations which
organize us into the mass. The “movement” itself behaves as a mass and its
organizers reproduce the hierarchy of the mass.

Really, how do you fight fire? With water, of course. The same goes for
revolution. We don’t fight the mass (market) with a mass (movement). We
fight mass with class. Our aim should be not to create a mass movement but
a class force.

What is a class? A class is a consciously organized social force. For
example, the ruling class is conscious and acts collectively to organize not
only itself, but also the people (mass) that it rules. The corporation is the
self conscious collective power of the ruling class. We are not saying that
class relations do not exist in the rest of society. But they remain passive so
long they are shaped solely by objective conditions (i.e. work situations).
What is necessary is the active (subjective) participation of the class itself.
Class prejudice is not class consciousness. The class is conscious of its
social existence because it seeks to organize itself. The mass is unconscious
of its social existence because it is organized by Coca-Cola and IBM. The
moral of the story is: the mass is a mass because it is organized as a mass.
Don’t be fooled by the brand name. Mass is thinking with your ass.

2. Primacy of the Collective

The small group is the coming together of people who feel the need for
collectivity. Its function is often to break out of the mass—specifically from
the isolation of daily life and the mass structure of the movement. The
problem is that frequently the group cannot create an independent existence
and an identity of its own because it continues to define itself negatively, i.e.
in opposition. So long as its point of reference lies outside of it, the group’s
politics tend to be superimposed on it by events and crises.

The small group can be a stage in the development of the collective, if it
develops a critique of the frustrations stemming from its external
orientation. The formation of a collective begins when people not only have
the same politics, but agree on the method of struggle.



Anti-Mass: Methods of Organization for
Collectives

THE RED SUNSHINE GANG (1970)

Introduction

The writers of this pamphlet were a part of the counterculture in Berkeley,
California which began with troops returning from World War II and
evolved in the late 1960s and early 1970s after the Free Speech Movement
and as a reaction to the Viet Nam War, the Civil Rights Movement, the
Women’s Movement and a general rebellion against “The Establishment”.
They quote counter-culture writers and Mao Zedong, but are specifically
critical of both Leninism and Liberalism. They criticize mass society, TV
ideology and following leaders and urge people to organize themselves. The
Anti-Mass is reflective of Michael Bakunin’s “Secret Brotherhood” and the
Affinity Groups formed to organize Anarchist resistance in Spain prior to
the 1936 Spanish Civil War. It has become the organizing model of choice
for Do-It-Yourself organizers in the Anarchist and anti-racist movements in
Mexico and the United States. Included in this edition are editorial notes to
clarify and expand upon points of the original authors based upon our
experiences using this model in Southern California.

-Insurgency Culture Collective, Los Angeles, 1999.

1. The Difference Between Mass and Class

Why is it important to know the difference between mass and class? The
chances are that there can be no conscious revolutionary practice without
making this distinction. We are not playing around with words. Look. We
are living in a mass society. We didn’t get that way by accident. The mass is
a specific form of organization. The reason is clear. Consumption is
organized by the corporations. Their products define the mass. The mass is
not a cliché—*“the masses”—but a routine which dominates your daily life.
Understanding the structure of the mass market is the first step toward
understanding what happened to the class struggle.

What is the mass? Most people think of the mass in terms of numbers—
like a crowded street or stadium. But it is actually structure which
determines its character. The mass is an aggregate of couples who are
separate, detached and anonymous. They live in cities physically close yet
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We believe the revolutionary struggle is without doubt a mass struggle.
We therefore see the need to build structures capable of organizing as many
groups of the exploited as possible. We have always been critical of the
syndicalist perspective, both because of its limitations as an instrument, and
because of its tragic historical involution that no anarchist lick of paint can
cover up. So we reached the hypothesis of building autonomous base nuclei
lacking the characteristics of mini-syndicalist structures, having other aims
and organizational relations.

Through these structures, an attempt has been made to link the specific
anarchist movement to social struggles. A considerable barrier of reticence
and incomprehension has been met among comrades and this has been an
obstacle in realizing this organizational method. It is in moments of action
that differences emerge among comrades who all agree in principle with
anarchist propaganda, the struggle against the State, self-management and
direct action. When we move into an organizational phase, however, we
must develop a project that is in touch with the present level of the clash
between classes.

We believe that due to profound social transformations, it is unthinkable
for one single structure to try to contain all social and economic struggles
within it. In any case, why should the exploited have to enter and become
part of a specific anarchist organization in order to carry out their struggle?

A radical change in the way society—exploitation—is being run can only
be achieved by a revolution. That is why we are trying to intervene with an
insurrectional project. Struggles of tomorrow will only have a positive
outcome if the relationship between informal specific anarchist structure
and the mass structure of autonomous base nuclei is clarified and put into
effect.

The main aim of the nucleus is not to abolish the State or Capital, which
are practicably unattackable so long as they remain a general concept. The
objective of the nucleus is to fight and attack this expression of the State and
this formation of Capital in their smaller and more reachable structures, by
means of an insurrectional method.

The autonomous base groups are mass structures and constitute the point
of encounter between the informal anarchist organization and social
struggles. Organization within a nucleus distinguishes itself by the
following characteristics:

* Autonomy from any political, trade union or syndical force;

* Permanent conflictuality (a constant and effective struggle towards the

aims that are decided upon, not sporadic occasional interventions);

* Attack (the refusal of compromise, mediation or accommodation that

questions the attack on the chosen objective).


0_0
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As far as aims are concerned, these are decided upon and realized
through attacks upon the repressive, military and productive structures, etc.
The importance of permanent conflictuality and attack is fundamental.

These attacks are organized by the nuclei in collaboration with specific
anarchist structures which provide practical and theoretical support,
developing the search for the means required for the action by pointing out
the structures and individuals responsible for repression, and offering a
minimal form of defense against attempts at political or
ideological recuperation by power, and against repression more generally.

At first sight, the relationship between specific anarchist organization
and autonomous base nucleus might seem contradictory. The specific
structure follows an insurrectional perspective, while the base nuclei seem
to move in quite another dimension, that of intermediate struggle. But this
struggle only remains such at the beginning. If the analysis on which the
project is based coincides with the interests of the exploited in the situation
in which they find themselves, then an insurrectional outcome to the
struggle is possible. Of course this outcome is not certain. That cannot be
guaranteed by anyone.

This method has been accused of being incomplete and of not taking into
account the fact that an attack against one or more structures always ends up
increasing repression. Comrades can reflect on these accusations. We think
it is never possible to see the outcome of a struggle in advance. Even a
limited struggle can have unexpected consequences. In any case, the leap
from the various insurrections—Ilimited and circumscribed—to revolution
can never be guaranteed in advance by any procedure. We move forward by
trial and error, and to whoever has a better method, we say ‘carry on’.

Beyond Workerism—Beyond Syndicalism

The end of syndicalism corresponds to the end of workerism. For us it is
also the end of the quantitive illusion of the party and the specific
‘organization of synthesis’. The revolts of tomorrow must seek out new
roads. Trade unionism is in its decline. For good and for evil, this structural
form of struggle that defined an era is disappearing. It was a model and a
future world seen in terms of an improved and corrected reproduction of the
old one. Meanwhile, we are moving towards new and profound
transformations. In the productive structure, in the social structure. Methods
of struggle, perspectives, even short term projects are also transforming.

In an expanding industrial society, the trade union tends to shift from
being an instrument of struggle to an instrument supporting the productive
structure itself. Revolutionary syndicalism has also played its part: pushing
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rat race for survival, etc.). In other words, we need a critique of the totality
of daily existence from the perspective of the totality of our desires.

Opposed to this project are all the politicians and bureaucrats, preachers
and gurus, city planners and policemen, reformers and Leninists, central
committees and censors, corporate managers and union honchos, male
supremacists and feminist ideologues, landlords and eco-capitalists who
work to subordinate individual desires to that hideous abstraction, “the
common good,” of which they are the supposed guardians. They are all
forces of the old world-bosses, priests, and other creeps who have
something to lose if people extend the game of seizing back their minds into
seizing back their lives.

Revolutionary theory and abstraction-based ideologies are enemies, and
every politically conscious person knows it.

10. By now it should be obvious that self-demystification and the creation
of our own revolutionary theory do not eradicate our alienation; “the
world,” with its capitalist economic relations permeating every aspect of
life, goes on and is reproduced every day with the acquiescence and
assistance of billions of people.

Although this text has the creation of self-theory as its focus, we do not
mean to imply that revolutionary theory can exist separately from
revolutionary practice. In order to be consequential, to effectively
reconstruct the world, practice must be based in theory, and theory must be
realized in practice. The revolutionary project of ending alienation and
transforming social relations requires that one’s theory be nothing other than
a theory of practice, realized in what we do and how we live. Otherwise
theory will degenerate into an impotent contemplation of the world, and
ultimately into a survival mechanism—an intellectual armor that acts as a
buffer between the daily world and oneself. And if revolutionary practice is
not the practice of revolutionary theory, it degenerates into, at best, altruistic
militantism—“revolutionary” activity as one’s social duty or role. At worst,
it degenerates into pure gangsterism.

We don’t strive for a coherent theory purely as an end in itself. For us,
the value of coherency is that it makes it easier to think critically and
effectively. For example, it’s easier to understand future developments in
social control if you have a coherent understanding of present-day social
control ideologies and techniques.

Having a coherent theory makes it easier to put into practice your
strategy for realizing your desires.
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choices and to hide from us the fact that the material preconditions for
social revolution already exist.

7. Any journey toward self-demystification must avoid the twin quagmires
of absolutism and cynicism.

Absolutism is the total acceptance or rejection of all components of
particular ideologies, or indeed, of any set of ideas or concepts. An
absolutist cannot see any choice other than complete acceptance or complete
rejection; s/he sees things purely as good or bad, black or white. The
absolutist wanders along the shelves of the ideological supermarket looking
for the ideal commodity, and then buys it lock, stock and barrel. But the
ideological supermarket—Iike any supermarket—is fit only for looting. It is
of more practical use to us to move along the shelves, rip open the packets,
take out what looks authentic and useful, and dump the rest.

Cynicism is a reaction to a world dominated by ideology and “morality.”
Faced with conflicting ideologies, the cynic says, “A plague on both your
houses.” The cynic is as much a consumer as the absolutist, but one who has
given up hope of finding the ideal commodity.

8. The process of constructive thinking is a process of continually adding to
and modifying one’s current body of self-theory as well as resolving
contradictions between one’s new thoughts and perceptions and one’s
previous beliefs. The resulting synthesis is thus more than the sum of its
parts.

This synthetic method of constructing a theory is counter to the eclectic
method in which one collects a rag bag of favorite bits from favorite
ideologies without ever confronting the resulting contradictions. Modern
examples include “anarcho-capitalism,” “christian marxism,” and liberalism
in general.

If we are continually conscious of how we want to live, we can critically
appropriate from anything: ideologies, culture critics, technocratic experts,
sociological studies, even mystics (though the pickings will probably be
slim). All the rubbish of the old world can be scavenged for useful material
by those who want to reconstruct it.

9. The nature of modern society, unified globally through its capitalist
economic system, makes necessary a self-theory which criticizes all areas in
which socio-economic domination exists (i.e., both the corporate capitalism
of the “free” world and the state capitalism of the “communist” world) as
well as all forms of alienation (sexual poverty, enforced participation in the
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the most combative workers forward but, at the same time, pushing them
backwards in terms of their capacity to see the future society or the creative
needs of the revolution. Everything remained parceled up within the
dimension of the factory. Workerism is not just common to authoritarian
communism. Singling out privileged areas of the class clash is still today
among the most deep-rooted habits, one difficult to shake.

The end of trade-unionism, therefore. We have been saying so for fifteen
years now. At one time, this caused criticism and amazement, especially
when we included anarcho-syndicalism in our critique. We are more easily
accepted today. Basically, who does not criticize the trade unions today? No
one, or almost no one. But the connection is overlooked. Our criticism of
trade unionism was also a criticism of the “quantitive” method that has all
the characteristics of the party in embryo. It was also a critique of the
specific organizations of synthesis. Finally, it was a critique of a certain kind
of class respectability politics, one inherited from the bourgeoisie and
filtered through the clichés of so-called ‘proletarian morals’. All this cannot
be ignored. If many comrades agree with us today in our now-traditional
critique of trade-unionism, those who share a view of all the consequences
that it gives rise to are still but a few.

We can only intervene in the world of production using means that do not
place themselves in a quantitive perspective. They cannot therefore claim to
have specific anarchist organizations behind them working on the
hypothesis of revolutionary synthesis. This leads us to a different method of
intervention, that of building factory “nuclei” or zonal “nuclei” which limit
themselves to keeping in contact with a specific anarchist structures, and are
exclusively based on affinity. It is from the relationship between the base
nucleus and specific anarchist structure that a new model of revolutionary
struggle emerges to attack the structures of capital and the State through
recourse to insurrectional methods.

This allows for a better following of the profound transformations that
are taking place in the productive structures. The factory is about to
disappear, new productive organizations are taking its place, based mainly
on automation. The workers of yesterday will become partially integrated
into a supporting situation or simply into a situation of social security in the
short-term, and survival in the long run. New forms of work will appear on
the horizon. Already the classical workers’ front no longer exists. The same
goes for the trade union. At least, it no longer exists in the form in which it
was previously known. It has become an enterprise like any other.

A network of increasingly different relations, all under the banner of
participation, pluralism, democracy, etc., will spread over society bridling
almost all the forces of subversion. The extreme aspects of the revolutionary
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project will be systematically criminalized. But the struggle will take new
roads, will filter towards a thousand new subterranean channels emerging in
a hundred thousand explosions of rage and destruction with new and
incomprehensible symbology.

As anarchists we must be careful—as carriers of an often heavy
mortgage from the past—not to remain distanced from a phenomenon that
we end up not understanding, and whose violence could one fine day even
scare us, and in the first case we must be careful to develop our analysis in
full.

Breaking out of the Ghetto

The struggles taking place in the inner city ghettos are often misunderstood
as mindless violence. The youth struggling against exclusion and boredom
are advanced elements of the class clash. The ghetto walls must be broken
down, not enclosed.

The young Palestinians throwing stones at the Israeli army rightly have
the sympathy and solidarity of comrades who see them in their just struggle
for freedom from their colonial oppressors. When we see the youth of
Belfast throwing stones at British soldiers, we have no doubt about their
rebellion against the occupying army whose tanks and barbed wire enclose
their ghettos.

There is an area of young people today however who find themselves in
just as hard a battle against their oppressors, who find themselves constantly
marginalized and criminalized. These young people do not find themselves
fighting a liberation struggle against an external invader, but are immersed
in an internal class struggle that is so mystified that its horizons are unclear
even to themselves. This war is taking place within what have come to be
known as the “inner cities” of Britain, areas that are now recognized by the
class enemy—the capitalists, with the monarchy leading, and the State in all
its forms—as the most fragile part of the class society, one that could open
up the most gigantic crack and give way to unprecedented violence.

The youth struggling for survival from exclusion and boredom in the
deadly atmosphere of the ghettos of the eighties are in fact among the most
advanced elements in the struggle in Britain. As such they find themselves
surrounded by a sea of hostility and incomprehension, even by those who, in
terms of their official class positions, should in principle be their comrades.
No trade union or left-wing party has anything to say about their struggle.
They are among the first to criminalize it, relegating its protagonists to the
realm of social deviance, perhaps with the distinguishing variable that,
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people, in fact, to the immense majority of the world’s population. They
produce your life, and you help to produce theirs. In this light, all artificial
group identities and special group interests fade into insignificance. Imagine
the potential enrichment of your life that at present is locked up in the
frustrated creativity of these millions of workers, held back by obsolete and
exhausting methods of production, strangled by lack of control over their
own productivity, warped by the insane rationale of capital-accumulation
which pits one against all and makes life a mad scramble for economic
survival. Here we begin to discover a real social identity—in people all over
the world who are fighting to win control over their own lives we find
ourselves.

Those who have a vested interested in the political and economic status
quo continually present us with false choices, that is, with choices which
preserve their power (“Vote Democratic!” / “Vote Republican!”—“But
Vote!”). We are constantly being asked to choose sides in false conflicts.
Governments, corporations, political parties, and propagandists of all kinds
constantly present us with “choices” that are no choice at all. We are given
the illusion of choice, but as long as those in power control what our
“choices” will be (“choices” which we perceive as the only alternatives
available to us), they will also control the outcome of our “decisions.”

The new moralists love to tell those of us in the rich West how we will
“have to make sacrifices,” how we “exploit the starving children of the
Third World.” The choice we are given is between sacrificial altruism or
narrow individualism. (Charities cash in on the resulting guilt.) Yes, by
living in the rich, wasteful West we do exploit the poor of the Third World
—but not personally, not deliberately. We can make some changes in our
lives, boycott, make sacrifices, but the effects are marginal. We become
aware of the false conflict with which we’ve been presented when we
realize that under the global socio-economic system we, as individuals, are
locked into our roles as “exploiters” just as others are locked into their
global roles as the exploited. We have a role, but little power to change it—
at least individually. Therefore, we reject the false choice of “sacrifice or
selfishness” by calling for the destruction of the global social system whose
existence forces that decision upon us. Tinkering with the system, or
offering token sacrifices, or calling for “a little less selfishness,” simply
won’t do. Charities and reformers never go beyond such false choices as
“sacrifice” or “selfishness”—but if any true social progress is to be made,
the rest of us must do so.

Those in power continually use such falsifications to divert and
disempower us. By spreading myths like, “If we shared it all there wouldn’t
be enough to go around,” they attempt to deny the existence of any real
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over both what they produce and how they produce it. And, of course, what
they produce in both East and West is then sold back to them as
commodities.

In the West, the surplus value, or the value produced over and above the
value of the workers’ wages, is the property of the corporate management
and stockholders, who keep up a show of domestic competition. In the East,
the surplus value is the property of the state bureaucracy, which does not
permit domestic competition. Big difference.

Like the false issues and false conflicts cited above, false questions are
used to distract us from living in the present, from seeing the totality of
existence. One example is the stupid conversational question, “What’s your
philosophy of life?” It poses an abstract concept of “life” that has nothing to
do with real life because it ignores the fact that “living” is exactly what we
are doing at the present moment, and our “philosophy of life” is clearly
revealed by our actions.

False identities are perhaps an even more potent form of mystification. In
the absence of real community, people cling to all kinds of phony social
identities—they contemplate and attempt to emulate a huge variety of roles
presented to them in school, church, and, especially, the “entertainment”
media. These social identities can be ethnic (“Italian-American”), residential
(“New Yorker”), nationalistic (“patriot”), sexual (“gay”), cultural (“Giants
fan”), and so on; but all are rooted in a common desire for affiliation, for
belonging.

Obviously being “black” is a much more real identification than being a
“Giants fan,” but beyond a certain point, such an identification only serves
to mask one’s real position in society; and in order to recognize that real
position, you have to reject the false identities, false conflicts, and false
dichotomies, and begin with yourself as the center. From there you can
examine the material basis of your life, stripped of mystification.

An example: Suppose that you want a cup of coffee from the vending
machine at work. First, there is the cup of coffee itself: that involves the
workers on the coffee plantation, the ones on the sugar plantation and in the
refineries, the ones in the paper mill, and so on. Then you have the workers
who made the different parts of the vending machine and the ones who
assembled it. Then the ones who extracted the iron ore and bauxite, smelted
the steel, and work for the electric utility which supplies power to the
machine. Then all the workers who transported the coffee, cups, and
machine. Then the clerks, typists, and communication workers who
coordinated the productio