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1

Break. We want to break.

We want to create a different world.
Now. Nothing more common, nothing
more obvious. Nothing more simple.
Nothing more difficult.

Break. We want to break. We want to break the world as it
is. A world of injustice, of war, of violence, of discrimination,
of Gaza and Guantanamo. A world of billionaires and a
billion people who live and die in hunger. A world in which
humanity is annihilating itself, massacring non-human forms
of life, destroying the conditions of its own existence. A world
ruled by money, ruled by capital. A world of frustration, of
wasted potential.

We want to create a different world. We protest, of course
we protest. We protest against the war, we protest against the
growing use of torture in the world, we protest against the
turning of all life into a commodity to be bought and sold, we
protest against the inhuman treatment of migrants, we protest
against the destruction of the world in the interests of profit.

We protest and we do more. We do and we must. If we only
protest, we allow the powerful to set the agenda. If all we do
is oppose what they are trying to do, then we simply follow
in their footsteps. Breaking means that we do more than that,
that we seize the initiative, that we set the agenda. We negate,
but out of our negation grows a creation, an other-doing, an
activity that is not determined by money, an activity that is not
shaped by the rules of power. Often the alternative doing grows
out of necessity: the functioning of the capitalist market does
not allow us to survive and we need to find other ways to live,
forms of solidarity and cooperation. Often too it comes from
choice: we refuse to submit our lives to the rule of money, we
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dedicate ourselves to what we consider necessary or desirable.
ither way, we live the world we want to create.

Now. There is an urgency in all this. Enough! ;Ya basta!
We have had enough of living in, and creating, a world of
exploitation, violence and starvation. And now there is a new
urgency, the urgency of time itself. It has become clear that
we humans are destroying the natural conditions of our own
cxistence, and it seems unlikely that a society in which the
determining force is the pursuit of profit can reverse this trend.
The temporal dimensions of radical and revolutionary thought
have changed. We place a skull on our desks, like the monks of
old, not to glorify death, but to focus on the impending danger
and intensify the struggle for life. It no longer makes sense to
speak of patience as a revolutionary virtue or to talk of the
‘future revolution’. What future? We need revolution now, here
and now. So absurd, so necessary. So obvious.

Nothing more common, nothing more obvious. There is
nothing special about being an anti-capitalist revolutionary. This
is the story of many, many people, of millions, perhaps billions.

It is the story of the composer in London who expresses his
anger and his dream of a better society through the music he
composes. It is the story of the gardener in Cholula who creates
a garden to struggle against the destruction of nature. Of the
car worker in Birmingham who goes in the evenings to his
garden allotment so that he has some activity that has meaning
and pleasure for him. Of the indigenous peasants in Oventic,
Chiapas, who create an autonomous space of self-government
and defend it every day against the paramilitaries who harass
them. Of the university professor in Athens who creates a
seminar outside the university framework for the promotion
of critical thought. Of the book publisher in Barcelona who
centres his activity on publishing books against capitalism. Of
the friends in Porto Alegre who form a choir, just because they
enjoy singing. Of the teachers in Puebla who confront police
oppression to fight for a different type of school, a different type
ol education. Of the theatre director in Vienna who decides she
will use her skills to open a different world to those who see
her plays. Of the call centre worker in Sydney who fills all his
vacant moments thinking of how to fight for a better society.
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Of the people of Cochabamba who come together and fight
a battle against the government and the army so that wate
should not be privatised but subject to their own control. Ol
the nurse in Seoul who does everything possible o help hei
patients. Of the workers in Neuquén who occupy the tactory
and make it theirs. Of the student in New York who decides that
university is a time for questioning the world. Of the community
worker in Dalkeith who looks for cracks in the framework of
rules that constrain him so that he can open another world. Of
the young man in Mexico City, who, incensed by the brutality
of capitalism, goes to the jungle to organise armed struggle o
change the world. Of the retired teacher in Berlin who devores
her life to the struggle against capitalist globalisation. Of the
government worker in Nairobi who gives all her free time to the
struggle against AIDS. Of the university teacher in Leeds who
uses the space that still exists in some universities to set up a
course on activism and social change. Of the old man living in
an ugly block of flats on the outskirts of Beirut who cultivates
plants on his windowsill as a revolt against the concrete that
surrounds him. Of the young woman in Ljubljana, the young
man in Florence, who, like so many others throughout the world,
throw their lives into inventing new forms of struggle for a
better world. Of the peasant in Huejotzingo who refuses to allow
his small orchard to be annexed to a massive park of unsold
cars. Of the group of homeless friends in Rome who occupy
a vacant house and refuse to pay rent. Of the enthusiast in
Buenos Aires who devotes all his great energies to opening new
perspectives for a different world. Of the girl in Tokyo who says
she will not go to work today and goes to sit in the park with
her book, this book or some other. Of the young man in France
who devotes himself to building dry toilets as a contribution to
radically altering the relation between humans and nature. Of
the telephone engineer in Jalapa who leaves his job to spend
more time with his children. Of the woman in Edinburgh who,
in everything she does, expresses her rage through the creation
of a world of love and mutual support.

This is the story of ordinary people, some of whom I know,
some of whom I have heard of, some of whom I have invented.
Ordinary people: rebels, revolutionaries perhaps. “We are quite
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ordinary women and men, children and old people, that is,
rebels, non-conformists, misfits, dreamers’, say the Zapatistas
in their most profound and difficult challenge of all.!

I'he ‘ordinary people’ in our list are very different from one
another. It may seem strange to place the car worker who goes to
his allotment in the evening next to the young man who goes to
the jungle to devote his life to organising armed struggle against
capitalism. And yet there is a continuity. What both have in
common is that they share in a movement of refusal-and-other-
creation: they are rebels, not victims; subjects, not objects. In
the case of the car worker, it is individual and just evenings and
weekends; in the case of the young man in the jungle, it is a very
perilous commitment to a life of rebellion. Very different and yet
with a line of affinity that it would be very wrong to overlook.

Nothing more simple. The sixteenth-century French theorist
LaBoétie expressed the simplicity of revolution with great clarity
in his Discourse on Voluntary Servitude (1546/2002: 139-40):

You sow your crops in order that he [the lord] may ravage them, you
install and furnish your homes to give him goods to pillage; you rear your
daughters that he may gratify his lust; you bring up your children in order
that he may confer upon them the greatest privilege he knows - to be led
into his battles, to be delivered to butchery, to be made the servants of his
greed and the instruments of his vengeance; you yield your bodies unto
hard labour in order that he may indulge in his delights and wallow in his
filthy pleasures; you weaken yourselves in order to make him the stronger
and the mightier to hold you in check. From all these indignities, such as
the very beasts of the field would not endure, you can deliver yourselves
if you try, not by taking action, but merely by willing to be free. Resolve
to serve no more, and you are at once freed. | do not ask that you place
hands upon the tyrant to topple him over, but simply that you support
him no longer; then you will behold him, like a great Colossus whose
pedestal has been pulled away, fall of his own weight and break in pieces.

liverything that the tyrant has comes from us and from his
exploitation of us: we have only to stop working for him and
he will cease to be a tyrant because the material basis of his
tyranny will have disappeared. We make the tyrant; in order
to be free, we must stop making the tyrant. The key to our
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emancipation, the key to becoming fully human is simple: refuse,
disobey. Resolve to serve no more, and you are al once freed.

Nothing more difficult, however. We can refuse to perform
the work that creates the tyrant. We can devote ourselves to a
different type of activity. Instead of yielding our *hodies unto
hard labour in order that he may indulge in his delights ond
wallow in his filthy pleasures’, we can do something that we
consider important or desirable. Nothing more commaon, nothing,
more obvious. And yet, we know that it is not so simple. If we
do not devote our lives to the labour that creates capital, we
face poverty, even starvation, and often physical repression, Just
down the road from where I write, the people of Oaxaca asserted
their control over the city during a period of five months, against
a corrupt and brutal governor. Finally, their peaceful rebellion
was repressed with violence and many were tortured, sexually
abused, threatcned with being thrown from helicopters, their
fingers broken, some simply disappeared. For me, Oaxaca is just
down the road. But for you, gentle reader, it is not much farther,
and there are many other ‘just down the roads’ where atrocities
are being committed in your name. Abu Ghraib, Guantanamo
—and there are many, many more to choose from.

Often it seems hopeless. So many failed revolutions. So
many exciting experiments in anti-capitalism that have ended
in frustration and recrimination. It has been said that ‘today it is
easier to imagine the end of the world thanthe end of capitalism’
(Turbulence 2008: 3). We have reached a stage where it is easier
to think of the total annihilation of humanity than to imagine a
change in the organisation of a manifestly unjust and destructive
society. What can we do?



2
Our method is the method of the crack.

‘The image that keeps coming to my mind is a nightmarish one
inspired by Edgar Allen Poe.! Weare all in a room with four walls,
a floor, a ceiling and no windows or door. The room is furnished
and some of us are sitting comfortably, others most definitely
are not. The walls are advancing inwards gradually, sometimes
slower, sometimes faster, making us all more uncomfortable,
advancing all the time, threatening to crush us all to death.

There are discussions within the room, but they are mostly
about how to arrange the furniture. People do not seem to see
the walls advancing. From time to time there are elections about
how to place the furniture. These elections are not unimportant:
they make some people more comfortable, others less so; they
may even affect the speed at which the walls are moving, but
they do nothing to stop their relentless advance.

As the walls grow closer, people react in different ways.
Some refuse absolutely to see the advance of the walls, shutting
themselves tightly into a world of Disney and defending with
determination the chairs on which they are sitting. Some see and
denounce the movement of the walls, build a party with a radical
programme and look forward to a day in the future when there
will be no walls. Others (and among these I include myself) run
to the walls and try desperately to find cracks, or faults beneath
the surface, or to createcracks by banging the walls. This looking
for (and creation of) cracks is a practical-theoretical activity, a
throwing ourselves against the walls but also a standing back to
try and see cracks or faults in the surface. The two activities are
complementary: theory makes little sense unlessitis understood
as part of the desperate effort to find a way out, to create cracks
that defy the apparently unstoppable advance of capital, of the
walls that are pushing us to our destruction.

We are mad, of course. From the point of view of those who
defend their armcehairs and discuss the arrangement of the

8



furniture in the run-up to the next election, we are undoubtedly
mad, we who run about seeing cracks that are invisible to the
eyes of those who sit in the armchairs (or which appear to them,
if at all, as changes in the pattern of the wallpaper, to which
they give the name of ‘new social movements’). The worst of it
is that they may be right: perhaps we are mad, perhaps therc is
no way out, perhaps the cracks we see exist only in our fantasy.
The old revolutionary certainty can no longer stand. There is
absolutely no guarantee of a happy ending.

The opening of cracks is the opening of a world that presents
itself as closed. It is the opening of categories that on the surface
negate the power of human doing, in order to discover at their
core the doing that they deny and incarcerate.? In Marx’s terms,
it is critique ad hominem, the attempt to break through the
appearances of a world of things and uncontrollable forces
and to understand the world in terms of the power of human
doing.* The method of the crack is dialectical, not in the sense
of presenting a neat flow of thesis, antithesis and synthesis, but
in the sense of a negative dialectics, a dialectic of misfitting.*
Quite simply, we think the world from our misfitting.

The method of the crack is the method of crisis: we wish to
understand the wall not from its solidity but from its cracks; we
wish to understand capitalism not as domination, but from the
perspective of its crisis, its contradictions, its weaknesses, and we
want to understand how we ourselves are those contradictions.
This is crisis theory, critical theory. Critical/crisis theory is the
theory of our own misfitting. Humanity (in all its senses) jars
increasingly with capitalism. It becomes harder and harder to fit
as capital demands more and more. Ever more people simply do
not fit in to the system, or, if we do manage to squeeze ourselves
on to capital’s ever-tightening Procrustean bed, we do so at the
cost of leaving fragments of ourselves behind, to haunt. That
is the basis of our cracks and of the growing importance of a
dialectic of misfitting.

We want to understand the force of our misfitting, we want
to know how banging our head against the wall over and over
again will bring the wall crumbling down.



3
It is time to learn the
new language of a new struggle.

There is a great anguish in all of this. It is the anguish of ‘what
can we dog” We see and feel the injustices of capitalism all around
us: the people sleeping in the streets even in the richest cities,’
the millions who live on the brink of starvation until then they
dic of it. We see the effects of our social system on the natural
world: the colossal accumulation of rubbish, the global warming
for which there may be no remedy. We see the powerful on the
television and want to scream at them. And all the time: what
can we do, what can we do, what can we do??

This book is the daughter of another. Change the World
without taking Power (Holloway 2002/2005) argued that the
need for radical social change (revolution) is more pressing and
more obvious than ever, but we do not know how to bring it
about. We know, from experience and from reflection, that we
cannot do it by taking state power. But then how? The echo
comes back over and over again: but then how, then how, how,
how, how? In one meeting after another: Yes, we do not want to
et involved in the smug, false, destructive world of state politics,
but then how, what do we do? We created a great experiment in
Oaxaca where the people took control of the city for five months,
but then we were brutally repressed, so now how, where do we
po?" Now, with the manifest crisis of capitalism, the question
comes more and more urgent: but then how? what do we do?

The claughter is quite independent of the mother: there is no
need to have read Change the World in order to understand the
arpanent here. Yet the concern is the same: how can we think of
changing the world radically when it seems to be so impossible?
What can we do?
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This book offers a simple answer: crack capitalisin. Break it
in as many ways as we can and try to expand and multiply the
cracks and promote their confluence.

The answer is not the invention of this book. Rather, this
book, like all books, is part of a historical moment, part of the
flow of struggle. The answer it offers reflects a movement that is
underway already. In this world in which radical change seems
so unthinkable, there are already a million experiments in radical
change, in doing things in a quite different way. This is not new:
experimental projections towards a different world arc probably
as old as capitalism itself. But there has been a surge in recent
years, a growing perception that we cannot wait for the great
revolution, that we have to start to create something different
here and now. These experiments are possibly the embryos of a
new world, the interstitial movements from which a new society
could grow.

The argument, then, is that the only possible way of conceiving
revolution is as an interstitial process. It is often argued that the
transition from capitalism to a post-capitalist society, unlike that
from feudalism to capitalism, cannot be an interstitial movement.
This view has been restated very recently by Hillel Ticktin: “The
move from capitalism to socialism is qualitatively different from
that of feudalism to capitalism, in that socialism cannot come
into being in the interstices of capitalism. The new society
can only come into being when the world capitalist system is
overthrown.”® The argument here is that, on the contrary, the
revolutionary replacement of one system by another is both
impossible and undesirable. The only way to think of changing
the world radically is as a multiplicity of interstitial movements
running from the particular.

It is in the interstices that the ‘ordinary people’ who are
the heroes of this book are to be found. The objections to the
ordinariness of our people come thick and fast: the car worker
who goes to the allotment, the girl who reads her book in
the park, the friends who come together to form a choir, the
engineer who gives up his work to look after his children —
how can they possibly be considered as the protagonists of an
anti-capitalist revolution? And yet the answer is simple once we
think of revolutionary change as being necessarily interstitial:
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who brought about the social transformation from feudalism
to capitalism? Was it Danton and Robespierre, or was it the
thousands of unsung and possibly boring burghers who simply
started to produce in a different way and to live their lives
according to different criteria and different values? In other
words, social change is not produced by activists, however
important activism may (or may not) be in the process. Social
change is rather the outcome of the barely visible transforma-
tion of the daily activities of millions of people.* We must look
beyond activism, then, to the millions and millions of refusals
and other-doings, the millions and millions of cracks that
constitute the material base of possible radical change.

But we must be clear that the answer offered by the book
— crack capitalism - may be an answer-no-answer. Perhaps it
is like a hologram that seems so solid that you want to reach
out and touch it and you stretch out your hand and it is not
there. Can we really crack capitalism? What does it mean? Is
capitalism really a hard surface that we can crack, or is it just a
slimy sludge that, when we try to crack it, just oozes back into
place, as nasty and complete as ever?

Or again, is there perhaps something that our tired eyes do
not see? Could it be that our attempted cracks are creating
something beautiful that is emerging from the depths of the
slime? Something that our eyes have difficulty in seeing, our
cars in hearing? Something that speaks with a voice that we do
not understand?

If both mother and daughter stutter and mumble incoherently,
perhaps it is because they are straining to see, to hear, to speak
a new language of an emerging constellation of struggle. There
are times when patterns of conflict change, outward signs
ol underlying structural faults, manifestations of crisis. The
problem is that each significant shift in pattern brings problems
ol understanding, because our minds are used to the old pattern.
But if we apply the old concepts, there is a danger that, whatever
our intentions, however militant our commitment to communism
(o whatever), our thinking becomes an obstacle to the new
torms of struggle. Our task is to learn the new language of
strupprle and, by learning, to participate in its formation. Possibly
what has already been said in these opening pages is a faltering
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step in the learning and formation of this language: that is my
highest ambition, that is the wager of this book.

The learning of a new language is a hesitant process, an
asking-we-walk, an attempt to create open question-concepts
rather than to lay down a paradigm for the understanding of the
present stage of capitalism.’ This book is arranged in theses, cach
one being a question framed as a challenge, a provocation. These
theses can be seen as a series of dares, in which I challenge you,
gentle reader, to follow me to the next point in the argument.
Attimes I feel the book is a train journey in which I do my best
to push readers off at each stop: if all the steps in the argument
are accepted, then perhaps I shall not have pushed hard enough.

In all this there is an anxiety, a doubt, a danger: when we
strain to see something we barely see, to hear something we
can scarcely discern, it may be that we are sharpening our eyes
and our ears, or it may be simply that we are fantasising, that
that which we can scarcely see and hear really does not exist,
that it is simply the product of our wishful thinking. Perhaps,
but we need to act, to do something, to break the terror of
our headlong rush towards destruction. Asking we walk, but
walking, not standing still, is how we develop our questions.
Better to step out in what may be the wrong direction and to
go creating the path, rather than stay and pore over a map that
does not exist. So let us hold our fears and doubts in one hand
and look at the source of hope, the million attempts to break
with the logic of destruction.
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Part Il
Cracks: The Anti-Politics of Dignity






4
The cracks begin with a No,
from which there grows a dignity,
a negation-and-creation.

Imagine a sheet of ice covering a dark lake of possibility. We
scream ‘NO’ so loud that the ice begins to crack. What is it that is
uncovered? What is that dark liquid that (sometimes, not always)
slowly or quickly bubbles up through the crack? We shall call
it dignity. The crack in the ice moves, unpredictable, sometimes
racing, sometimes slowing, sometimes widening, sometimes
narrowing, sometimes freezing over again and disappearing,
sometimes reappearing. All around the lake there are people
doing the same thing as we are, screaming ‘NO’ as loud as
they can, creating cracks that move just as cracks in ice do,
unpredictably, spreading, racing to join up with other cracks,
some being frozen over again. The stronger the flow of dignity
within them, the greater the force of the cracks.

Serve no more, La Boétie tells us, and we shall at once be
free. The break begins with refusal, with No. No, we shall not
tend your sheep, plough your fields, make your car, do your
examinations. The truth of the relation of power is revealed: the
powerful depend on the powerless. The lord depends on his serfs,
the capitalist depends on the workers who create his capital.

But the real force of the serve no more comes when we do
something else instead. Serve no more, and then what? If we just
fold our arms and do nothing at all, we soon face the problem
of starvation. The serve no more, if it does not lead to an
other-doing, an alternative activity, can easily become converted
into a negotiation of the terms of servitude. The workers who say
‘no’” and cross their arms, or go on strike, are implicitly saying
‘no, we shall not carry out this command’, or ‘we shall not carry
on working under these conditions.” This does not exclude the
continuation of servitude (of the relationship of employment)
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under other conditions. The ‘serve no more’ becomes a step in
the negotiation of new conditions of servitude.

It is a clifferent matter when the negation becomes a negation-
and-creation.! This is a more serious challenge. The workers say
‘no’ and they take over the factory. They declare that they do
not nced a boss and begin to call for a world without bosses.?

Think of the sad story of Mr Peel, who, Marx tells us

... took with him to Swan River, West Australia, means of subsistence
and of production to the amount of 50,000 pounds. Mr. Peel had the
foresight to bring with him, besides, 3,000 persons of the working-class,
men, women and children. Once arrived at his destination, ‘Mr. Peel was
left without a servant to make his bed or fetch him water from the river.
Unhappy Mr. Peel whoprovidedfor everything except the export of English
modes of production to Swan River. (1867/1965: 766; 1867/1990: 933)

What happened was that land was still freely available in Swan
River, so that the 3,000 persons of the working class went off
and cultivated their own land. One can imagine the scene as the
unhappy Mr. Peel’s initial anger, when the workers refused to
carry out his orders, turned to despair when he saw them going
off to develop an alternative life free of masters. The availability
of land made it possible for them to convert their refusal into a
decisive rupture and to develop an activity quite different from
that planned for them by Mr. Peel.

Think of the exciting story of the teachers in Puebla.’> When
the government announced in 2008 the creation of a new
scheme to improve the quality of education by imposing greater
individualism, stronger competition between students, stricter
mecasurement of the output of teachers, and so on, the teachers
said ‘No, we will not accept it.” When the government refused to
listen, the dissident teachers moved beyond mere refusal and, in
consultation with thousands of students and parents, elaborated
their own proposal for improving the quality of education by
promoting greater cooperation between students, more emphasis
on critical thinking, preparation for cooperative work not
directly subordinate to capital, and began to explore ways of
implementing their scheme in opposition to the state guidelines,
by taking control of the schools.* Here too the initial refusal
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begins to open towards something else, towards an ecducational
activity that not only resists but breaks with the logic of capital.

In both of these cases, the No is backed by an other-doing. T'his
is the dignity that can fill the cracks created by the refusal. The
original No is then not a closure, but an opening to a different
activity, the threshold of a counter-world with a different logic
and a different language.’ The No opens to a time-space in which
we try to live as subjects rather than objects. These are times or
spaces in which we assert our capacity to decide for oursclves
what we should do — whether it be chatting with our friends,
playing with our children, cultivating the land in a different way,
developing and implementing projects for a critical education.
These are times or spaces in which we take control of our own
lives, assume the responsibility of our own humanity.

Dignity is the unfolding of the power of No. Our refusal
confronts us with the opportunity, necessity and responsibility
of developing our own capacities. The women and men who
left Mr. Peel in the lurch were confronted with the opportunity
and necessity of developing abilities suppressed by their
previous condition of servitude. The teachers who reject the
state textbooks are forced to develop another education. The
assumption of responsibility for our own lives is in itself a break
with the logic of domination. This does not mean that everything
will turn out to be perfect. The dignity is a breaking, a negating,
a moving, an exploring. We must be careful not to convert it
into a positive concept that might give it a deadening fixity. The
women and men who deserted Mr. Peel may well have turned
into small landholders who defended their property against all
newcomers. The teachers who take their schools to create a
critical education may possibly reproduce authoritarian practices
as bad as those which they are rejecting. It is the moving that
is important, the moving against-and-beyond: the negating and
creating of those who abandoned Mr. Peel, more than the new
spaces that they created; the taking of the schools by the teachers,
more than the schools that they have taken. It is the assuming
of our own responsibility that is important, though the results
may well be contradictory.®

Dignity, the movement of negating-and-creating, of taking
control of our own lives, is not a simple matter: it is, we said,
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a dark liquid bubbling up from a lake of possibility. To give
a positive solidity to what can only be a moving of refusing
and creating and exploring can easily lead to disillusion.
A pro-Zapatista collective, or a social centre, or a group of
priqueteros ends in conflict and disarray and we conclude that
it was all an illusion, instead of seeing that such dignities are
inevitably contradictory and experimental. The cracks are
always questions, not answers.

It is important not to romanticise the cracks, or give them a
positive force that they do not possess. And yet, this is where
we start: from the cracks, the fissures, the rents, the spaces of
rebellious negation-and-creation. We start from the particular,
not from the totality. We start from the world of misfitting, from
the multiplicity of particular rebellions, dignities, cracks, not
from the great unified Struggle that simply does not exist, nor
from the system of domination. We start from being angry and
lost and trying to create something else, because that is where we
live, that is where we are. Perhaps it is a strange place to start,
but we are looking for a strange thing. We are looking for hope
in a dark night.” We are trying to theorise hope-against-hope.
This is surely the only subject matter of theory that is left.
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5
A crack is the perfectly ordinary creation
of a space or moment in which we assert
a different type of doing.

‘No, in this space, in this moment, we are not going to do what
capitalist society expects of us. We are going to do whatever
we consider necessary or desirable.” We take the moment or
space into our own hands and try to make it a place of self-
determination, refusing to let money (or any other alien force)
determine what we do.

This is surely what all the ‘ordinary people’ mentioned at the
beginning of the book have in common: the refusal to let the
logic of money shape their activity, the determination to take
a space or moment into their own hands and shape their lives
according to their own decisions.! In some cases, this is direct
and un-theorised: the friends who form a choir because they like
to sing, the nurse who really tries to help her patients, the car
worker who spends as much time as possible on his allotment.
In other cases, it is part of an understanding that the rule of
money is the centre of a whole system of social organisation, a
system of domination that we call capitalism: in that case, the
refusal to let money determine our activity is part of a conscious
rejection of capitalism and understood as part of the struggle
against capitalism: the theatre director in Vienna, the people of
Cochabamba who fought against the privatisation of water, the
peasants in Chiapas who struggle to change their communities,
and so on. It is not that there is any clear division between those
who are ‘class conscious’ and those who are not: there is rather
a constantly shifting spectrum of awareness of the resonances
and implications of what they are doing, an awareness that
may be only indirectly connected to the impact of the actions
themselves. The car worker who goes to the allotment in the
evening may well have read Capital and be meditating on the
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evils of capitalism and the urgent necessity of a radical change
in the relation between humans and other forms of life as he
walers his plants, while the woman who clashes with the army
to prevent the privatisation of water may be thinking simply
of how to feed her family rather than of the global struggle
against the commodification of basic necessities. There is a
dynamic in all of this. The point about cracks is that they run,
and they may move fast and unpredictably. That is why it does
not help to make sharp distinctions. The car worker is watering
his plants on the allotment today, but he may be out on the
streets fighting Monsanto tomorrow. The woman who fights
for water today may start reflecting tomorrow on the way in
which capitalism is destroying the world. The movement of the
cracks is a movement of experience, very often a learning-in-
struggle,? although it would be wrong to think of the movement
as unidirectional: it also happens that people get tired and the
crack freezes over again.

All of these people reject, in one way or another, the
determination of their activity by money and oppose to that logic
another concept of doing, an other-doing, which they seek to
determine themselves, individually or collectively. They try to do
what they themselves consider desirable or necessary. Of course
this is not pure self-determination, because what we consider
desirable or necessary is affected by the society in which we
live and because we do not control the environment in which
we act, but it is a drive towards social self-determination, it is
a push not only against but also beyond the determination of
our lives by capital.

Thecrack does not stand on its own. Very often it is an excess,
an overflowing from a more limited struggle. The teachers in
Puebla fight against the neo-liberal restructuring of education
that the government seeks to impose; when the government
refuses to accept their proposal, they draw up their own
alternative plan for improving the educational system.® A factory
closure is announced and workers start to negotiate the terms of
redundancy; when they do not get what they want, they decide
to occupy the factory and run it as a cooperative, and then they
start to call for a world without bosses. Students protest against
the introduction of fees, and, when there is no response, they
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take their desks and chairs out on to the streets and bepin to
implement a different sort of education. In each of these cases,
the cracks, the spaces or moments in which we reject external
authority and assert that ‘here and now we rule’, are outgrowths
of more limited struggles. We come up against the limits of the
system, and the anger that is inherent in any conflict drives us
beyond those limitsto assert a different logic, a logic (or perhaps
anti-logic) of self-determination. The logic of demands gives way
to the simple assertion of our own rule.

The cracks are not always a direct spill-over from more limited
struggles. Sometimes they arise from a conscious decision of
group of people to reject the constraints of capitalism. It may he

a group of students who decide that they do not want to subject
their lives to the requirements of capital and will find a way of
living against and beyond the system in so far as they can; or
various groups coming together to found a social centre, both as
a centre for anti-capitalist activity and as a space for developing,
other social relations; or a group of friends who decide that the
best way to stop the destruction of nature is to live on the land
and produce their own food bio-intensively. Often such activities
are part-time:* the people in the social centre, say, devote as
much time as possible to anti-capitalist struggle, but they also
take jobs at least occasionally in order to survive; or the friends
who decide to live by cultivating their own food create their
ideal community using the pensions they have already earned
by working. There is no purity here, but there is a common
rejection of the cohesive logic of capitalism, and an attempt to
create something else.

The cracks may result, then, from a conscious opting-out,
but they may also result from a forced expulsion from capitalisi
social relations. More and more people are being pushed out
of employment or finding that they have no way of becoming,
employed, or, if at all, then only on a very casual and precarions
basis. They are obliged to make their lives in other ways. T'he
state systems of unemployment benefits and social assistance
(where they exist) are designed to extend the discipline of

employment even to the unemployed, to make sure that the
unemployed really function as an industrial reserve army
But most of the unemployed in the world fall outside these
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systems and have to find a way of surviving on the basis of
some combination of occasional employment, petty trading or
services (selling chewing gum or cleaning car windscreens at
traffic lights, for example), and of developing forms of solidarity
among, family members, friends or neighbours. The power of
money and of the commodity remains enormous in such cases,
yet the forms of social solidarity often generate ways of living
and organising that run counter to the logic of capital. If a large
part of the world’s population survives on less than a dollar a
day, it is usually because they have constructed forms of mutual
solidarity and support that generally do not exist in the more
‘advanced’ parts of the world.’ In many parts of the world, the
construction of alternative social relations is simply a necessity:
capitalist employment is irrelevant and the capitalist state does
not function even as police or constructor of roads. For the state
and for capital, these are no-go areas, not necessarily because of
any political revolt, but simply because the police are afraid to
go in. Simple survival requires that people come together and
take over the running of their neighbourhood or town, and in
the process radical relations of solidarity are often constructed.
An important example of this is El Alto, the indigenous city
that grew up on the outskirts of La Paz in Bolivia and became
the centre of the movements of rebellion in recent years. Raul
Zibechi argues that these slums, which have spread with great
rapidity as a result of the neo-liberal destruction of agriculture,
have created cracks in capitalist domination and in state control,
and that these cracks have been at the centre of the outbreaks
of revolt in Latin America in the last twenty years.®

Are we to say, then, that any construction of other forms of
organisation outside the mainstream of capitalist social relations
should be seen as a crack in capitalist domination? Not if we
think of a crack as a space or moment of negation-and-creation,
ol refusal and other doing. Being unemployed or living in a
slum in Mumbai does not necessarily involve any refusal of
capitalism. It is rather that the relations of mutual support that
are created in such situations can easily become the material
basis for a sort of flip-over, a real détournement in which victims
suddenly emerge as rebels, and the structures of suffering are
suddenly transformed into anticipations of a better world. This
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has happened, for example, with the piguetero movement, the
movement of the unemployed workers in Argentina, where some
groups (such as the MTD de Solano)” moved radically from
demanding employment to saying that they did not want to
be employed, that they did not want to be exploited, that they
wanted to devote their lives to meaningful activity chosen by
them. A similar shift can be seen on a smaller scale with the
German Gliickliche Arbeitslose (happy unemployed) movement.*
The example already mentioned of El Alto is another important
case: the structures of mutual support developed to deal with
grinding poverty and government neglect (not remnants of 1rural
communities but developed to meet the demands of city lil¢)”
were turned around to become the basis of one of the most
important movements of rebellion in recent years. Something,
similar has happened with the black, the gay and the indigenous
movements: that which was previously seen as a mark of shame
suddenly becomes turned around into a badge of pride. In all
of these cases, there is an exclusion from the mainstream which
is reversed when those who are excluded declare that they do
not want to be included, that they prefer to go their own way.
Exclusion becomes refusal, and the patterns of alternative social
relations constructed to deal with the exclusion become real
cracks, powerful spaces of refusal-and-creation. The world is
turned upside down.

Certainly there are differences between the cracks created by
a conscious opting out (such as a group of friends who decide
to form a social centre) and those that arise from the turning
around of an exclusion (as in the case of the piquetero groups).
However, the differences should not be exaggerated. It is often
difficult to distinguish choice from necessity: a decision by
computer programmers not to work for the arms industry but
to devote their time to the creation of software to be shared
freely may well be a response to what they experience as an
existential necessity. What is important is not to draw dividing
lines but to see the lines of continuity. The enormously successful
anti-poll tax campaign in Britain in the early 1990s was built
around the slogan ‘can’t pay, won’t pay’, indicating the unity
of those who could not pay the tax and those who chose not 1o
pay a tax they considered uniust. In the.same way, we should




perhaps think of these refusals of capitalism as a fast-moving
lenleidoscope of insubordination in which it makes little sense
1o establish dear distinctions.

T'he central issue is the counterposing of a distinctly different
logic here and now to the logic of capitalism. There is nothing
unusual in this: it is part of everyday life. It is the anti-logic of
what we think of as humanity, of decency, of dignity; even in the
most harmless-looking examples, there is always an underlying
insubordination or non-subordination. Dignity will not wait:
the crack is a here-and-now insubordination, not a project
lor the future. It is not ‘after the revolution, our lives will not
be subordinated to capital’, but ‘here and now, we refuse to
subordinate our activity to the rule of capital: we can and will
and are doing something else.” There is a shift in the temporality
of rebellion. In all sorts of ways, the urgency of the situation of
humanity imprints itself on the way that people struggle. The
old notion of planning for the future revolution sounds hollow
when we know that there may be only a very limited future.
Communism (or whatever we choose to call it)!° becomes an
immediate necessity, not a future stage of development.
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6
Cracks break dimensions,
break dimensionality.

Perhaps the most obvious way of thinking of cracks is in spatial
terms: ‘Here in the Lacandon Jungle (or in Oaxaca, or in Ll Alto,
or in this Social Centre, or in this occupied factory, or in this
autonomous municipality) we shall not accept the rule of capital
or the state, we shall determine our own activity.’

It is sometimes argued that territoriality is crucial to the
development of the new movements of rebellion in the last
twenty years or so. Thus Zibechi:

Establishing a territorial base is the path taken by the Sem Terra [the
landless peasants of Brazil], through the creation of an infinite number of
little self-governed islands; by the indigenous of Ecuador who expanded
their communities to reconstruct their ancestral ‘ethnic territories’ and by
the Indians in Chiapas who colonised the LacandonJungle ... This strategy,
which originated in a rural context, began to establish itself among the
fringes of the urban unemployed: the excluded created settlements on
the edges of the big cities by taking and occupying land. In the whole
continent, several million hectares have been recovered and conquered by
the poor, causing a crisis of the instituted territorialities and re-modelling
the physical spaces of resistance. From their territories, the new actors
develop long-term projects, central to which are the capacity to produce
and reproduce life ... . (2008: 25)

The latter point is crucial, because it provides a material base
for the movement towards autonomy (ibid.: 135).

There is no doubt that the creation of a territorial base for
developing different social relations, whether this base be the
Lacandon Jungle, the settlements of the landless peasants in
Brazil, or a social centre in Milan, can give a particular strength
to movements of negation-and-creation. There is, however, a
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problem in giving exclusive emphasis to territoriality simply
becnuse it may have the effect of excluding the many, many
people who are ardent rebels but who do not have any strong
links with a territory that is on the brink of rebellion. Rebel-
liousness then can easily become diverted into solidarity: since
Munich or Edinburgh or New York or wherever I happen to
live is not about to declare itself an autonomous, anti-capitalist
city, | shall go and give my support to those territories where
exciting things are happening, I shall go and spend three months
in a Zapatista community. This may well be a real help to the
Zapatistas and may help to construct an international movement,
but it evades the central question of how we assume, wherever
we live, the responsibility of breaking with capital here and now.

There is no reason, however, why we should think of cracks
only in terms of spatial ruptures. The struggle to de-commodify
a certain type of activity and subject it to popular control can be
thought of in similar terms: here too there is a struggle to remove
an area of activity from the workings of capitalism and organise
it along different lines. Thus, for example, the Coordinadora
de Defensa del Agua y de la Vida (Coordinator of the Defence
of Water and Life) which fought to stop the privatisation of
water in Cochabamba claimed that they had opened ‘a crack
in the neoliberal model ruling in Latin America and the world”
(Cecefia 2004: 19). There are important struggles going on all
over the world to remove areas such as water, natural resources,
cducation, health care, communication, software? and music
from the workings of capitalism. All of these can be seen as
altempts to create no-go areas, to cut off an area and put up
signs all around it saying ‘capital, keep out!’® These struggles
arisc in many forms: as popular revolts against the privatisation
of warter (as in Cochabamba), as student strikes against the
introduction of fees or the privatisation of universities (as in
Gireece, Mexico City, Buenos Aires), as the organisation of
alternative radio stations which seek to establish a different
type ol communication (crucial in the uprising in Oaxaca, but
of growing importance all over the world), as the creation of
schools as centres for learning dignity and rebellion (by the MST
1 Brazil or the Zapatistas in Chiapas), as the installation of
people’s kitchens (ollas populares) in the streets of Buenos Aires,
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as the simple assumption by millions and millions of people every
day that the laws of intellectual property should not be taken
seriously (the downloading of music, videos and software, ot
the copying of books, for example).

Sometimes it is the simple No! that is most evident in such
struggles, but there is often (or perhaps always) an other-doing,
implicit in the No. When the people of Atenco rose up against
the building of a new airport for Mexico City on their [and
(and won), they were implicitly saying ‘we refuse to accept the
logic of money, we shall continue to do what we know and like,
cultivating our land.” The same is true of the No-TAV strugples
in Northern Italy: the emphasis is the Noto the high-speed train,
but implicit in that is the defence of an other-doing, living with
a different rhythm. But sometimes the other-doingis very much
to the fore, as in alternative schools, where the rebels say very
clearly that they are creating another type of education to replace
the authoritarian or alien education provided by the state.

This sort of activity- or resource-related crack is sometimes scen
in terms of the defence or creation of ‘commons’ or a ‘common’.
Capitalism, ever since its beginning, has been a movement of
enclosure, a movement of converting that which is enjoyed
in common into private property. The most obvious example
from early capitalism is the enclosure of the land, but any form
of private property involves an enclosure, an appropriation, a
separating of something from common enjoyment or use. The
neo-liberal phase of capitalism has seen an acceleration of this
process of enclosure and has engendered a huge number of
struggles to defend or extend that which is held in common.
Dyer-Witheford suggests that it is helpful to think of three types
of commons other than land: ‘today commons also names the
possibility of collective, rather than private ownership in other
domains: an ecological commons (of water, atmosphere, fisheries
and forests); a social commons (of public provisions for welfare,
health, education and so on); a networked commons (of access
to the means of communication)’ (2007: 28). The commons
can be seen as the embryonic form of a new society: ‘If the
cell form of capitalism is the commodity, the cellular form of a
society beyond capital is the common’ (ibid.). These common
areas, at least to the extent that there is genuine social control
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and not just state ownership, can be seen as so many cracks in
the domination of capital, so many no-go areas where the writ
of capital does not run, gashes in the weave of domination. Or
rather: if capital is a movement of enclosing, the commons are
a disjointed common-ing, a moving in the opposite direction, a
refusing of enclosure, at least in particular areas.

A third dimension for thinking about cracks is that of time.
This is a crucial dimension of struggle. For those of us who
live in the cities, it is often very difficult to think of cracks in
spatial terms, at least in the short term. To declare our city or
our locality an autonomous zone is for many of us a far-off
dream. In many city spaces, there does not exist the sense of
community that would make that realistic in the short term.
Certainly there are plenty of spatial cracks in the cities: social
centres, squats, community gardens, publicly enjoyed spaces,
but often our communities are formed on a temporal basis.* We
come together and share a project of some sort, in an event, a
meeting, a series of meetings; or we go down into the streets in
a moment of celebration or anger. Later, perhaps, we disperse
and go our different ways, but while we are together, our project,
celebration or rage may create an otherness, a different way of
doing or relating. The argentinazo of 19/20 December 2001 in
the cities of Argentina was not just a spatial crack, it was also a
temporal crack, a moment of rage and celebration when people
descended to the streets with their pots and pans to declare
that they had had enough, that all the politicians should go
(jque se vayan todos!) and that there must be a radical change.®
A social energy was released, different ways of relating were
created. This was a temporal crack in the patterns of domination.
The same could be said of any other uprising or explosion of
popular discontent — the great world event that we usually refer
to as ‘1968’, for example. Often such explosions are seen as
[ailures because they do not lead to permanent change, but this
is wrong: they have a validity of their own, independent of
their long-term consequences. Like a flash of lightning, they
illuminate a different world, a world created perhaps for a few
short hours, but the impression which remains on our brain
and in our senses is that of an image of the world we can (and
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did) create. The world that does not yet exist displays itself as
a world that exists not-yet.®

Carnival, at least in the medieval world, can be seen as
such a temporal crack in the patterns of domination, a time in
which the normal relations of hierarchy are not just reversed
but abolished. This is not just a letting-off of steam that is
functional for the reproduction of domination, but something
much deeper. Tischler, quoting Bakhtin, says the carnival ‘was
the triumph of a sort of transitional liberation” which supposed
‘the provisional abolition of hierarchical relations, privileges,
rules, taboos. It was opposed to all perpetuation, all perfection
and regulation, pointed to a future still incomplete’ (Tischler
2008a: 22). A crack, then: a moment in which relations of
domination were broken and other relations created. This is a
time too in which laughter breaks through the seriousness of the
business of domination and submission, notindividual laughter
but a collective laughter that opens towards another world: ‘the
laughter of carnival is the vehicle of a concrete humanisation,
in the real and simultaneously utopian time of the carnival;
it is the language of life that does not allow the separation
of subject and object, and throws off abstraction as a tool of
power and submission’ (ibid.: 24).” This idea of ‘laughter as a
revolutionary principle’ (ibid.: 17) is taken up by many recent
struggles, such as the ‘J-18 Carnival against Capital’ in London
and the Clandestine Insurgent Rebel Clown Army which has
played an important part in recent protests in Europe.* Cafassi
speaks of the uprising in Argentina as an explosion ol ‘joyous
rage’ (2002: 79). Rebellion has never been far from carnival, but
this has become more explicit in recent years: ‘Since the 1960s,
uprisings have become more explicitly carnivalesque, perhaps
in part because revolt now is not just against the enclosure of
the economic and physical commons, but the cultural and social
commons’ (Solnit 2005: 17).

Disasters, strangely perhaps, provide another example of
cracks. Disasters (such as earthquakes, hurricanes, tsunamis,
wars and so on) can bring not just human suffering but also
a breakdown of social relations and the sudden emergence of
quite different relations between people, relations of support
and solidarity. Rebecca Solnit quotes one of the people who
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sultered the effects of Hurricane Juan in Halifax, Nova Scotia:
‘A lot of the boundaries of alienation, the routines of our daily
life, media, property were lifted, and there was a sense of relief
about that® (2005: 1). She comments:

Disasters suspend ordinary time and with it our ordinary roles and fates.
Limits fallaway. The storyline crashes. We wake up to other possibilities
of what we might do, who we might speak to, where our lives might be
going, even who we might be (and the intimations of mortality often
intensify the pleasures of being alive). Everyday anxieties and desires no
longer matter ... There is something exhilarating about the possibilities,
for the joy of these occasions is as much what may come as what is, an
unrecognized pleasure in uncertainty. The aftermath of disaster is often
peculiarly hopeful. (2005: 5)

All our expectations about time and how things work are
suddenly torn apart, the state is often hopelessly incompetent (or
just a corrupt obstacle) and people help one another, developing
alternative forms of social organisation to deal with the situation
of suffering. The world is turned upside down just as surely as it
is in a carnival: not just the physical but the social world as well.?
That is why natural disasters often pose a threat to governments:
through and beyond the suffering, they open a window onto
the possibility of another world and lay bare the miseries of the
existing one. Solnit, building on Henri Lefebvre’s account of the
Paris Commune, points to the close relation between disasters,
carnivals and uprisings:

Henri Lefebvre writes of the Paris Commune of 1871, ‘A fundamental
spontaneity ... sets aside secular layers of sediment: the State,
bureaucracy, institutions, dead culture. It transforms itself in one leap
into a community, a communion in whose midst work, joy, pleasure,
the achievement of needs—and first of all social needs, and the need for
sociability—will never be separated.’ ... Layers of sediment areset aside. A
dam cracks, a flood rushes forth carrying all along: disaster and revolution
serve as each other’s metaphors. (Solnit 2005: 8)'

T'he notion of a temporal crack in domination is something
akin to the idea of the ‘temporary autonomous zone’ or
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TAZ, coined by Hakim Bey (1985). His argument is that we
cannot wait for a future revolution,'" that indeed the idea of
a future revolution has become the enemy of emancipation,
We can however create now ‘free enclaves’ or ‘temporary
autonomous zones, moments of “uprising”’: ‘an uprising is like
a “peak experience” as opposed to the standard of “ordinary™
consciousness and experience ... such moments of intensity give
shape and meaning to the entirety of a life’ (ibid.). Such uprisings
are temporary and do not even seek permanence: “I'he TAZ is
like an uprising which does not engage directly with the State,
a guerrilla operation which liberates an area (of land, ol time,
of imagination) and then dissolves itself to re-form elsewhere/
elsewhen, before the State can crush it’ (ibid.). The pursuit of
autonomy involves a nomadic moving between or creating of
these transient zones of freedom and intensity of experience. I'he¢
link between these zones is provided by the Web, ‘the alternate
horizontal open structure of info-exchange, the non-hierarchic
network’ (ibid.) The examples Bey offers cover a wide spectrum:

The dinner party is already ‘the seed of the new society taking shape
within the shell of the old’ (IWW Preamble). The sixties-style ‘tribal
gathering’, the forest conclave of eco-saboteurs, the idyllic Beltane of
the neo-pagans, anarchist conferences, gay faery circles ... Harlem rent
parties of the twenties, nightclubs, banquets, old-time libertarian picnics
- we should realize that all these are already ‘liberated zones’ of a sort,
or at least potential TAZs. (ibid.)

The notion of the TAZ is sometimes linked to the rave movement
of the 1980s and 1990s (Gibson 1997, for example), but, lor
those of us more peaceably inclined, presumably it could be
applied to a day in the park or a quiet afternoon reading a
good book or chatting to friends, not to mention a theatre
performance or a concert.'?

Perhaps we can even go a step further and, following a
suggestion by Horkheimer, say that just doing something for
its own sake can be seen as an anti-capitalist crack, simply
because it breaks the instrumental chain of reasoning, typical of
capitalism, whereby everything has to be justified as a means
to an end:
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[ess and less Is anything done for its own sake. A hike that takes a man out
ol the city to the banks of a river or a mountain top would be irrational
and Idiotic, judged by utilitarian standards; he is devoting himself to a
sllly or destructive pastime. In the view of formalised reason, an activity
Is reasonable only if it serves another purpose, e.g. health or relaxation,
which helps to replenish his working power. (Horkheimer 1946/2004: 25)

Is going for a hike, or sitting down and reading a good book,
or going out for a wild all-night party to be seen as an act of
rebellion to be placed beside the Zapatista revolt or the uprising
of December 2001 in Argentina? This is a crucial question that
recurs repeatedly. It is clear that spending a quiet afternoon
reading a good book does not have the same impact on society
as organising the occupation of several towns by thousands of
indigenous peasants, and yet we ignore the lines of continuity at
our peril. Subcomandante Marcos makes a related point when
he says:

Marcos is gay in San Francisco, a black person in South Africa, Asian in
Europe, a Chicano in San Isidro, ananarchistin Spain, a Palestinian in Israel,
an Indigenous person in the streets of San Cristdbal, a gang-member in
Neza, a rocker on campus, a Jew in Germany, an ombudsman in the
Department of Defence, a feminist in a political party, a communist in
the post-Cold War period, a prisoner in Cintalapa, a pacifist in Bosnia, a
Mapuche in the Andes, a teacher in the National Union of Educational
Workers, an artist without a gallery or a portfolio, a housewife in any
neighbourhood in any city in any part of Mexico on a Saturday night, a
guerrilla in Mexico at the end of the twentieth century, a striker in the
CTM, a sexist in the feminist movement, a woman alone in a Metro
station at 10 p.m., a retired person standing around in the Zécalo, a
peasant without land, an underground editor, an unemployed worker,
a doctor with no office, a non-conformist student, a dissident against
neo-liberalism, a writer without books or readers, and a Zapatista in
the Mexican Southeast. In other words, Marcos is a human being in this
world. Marcos is every untolerated, oppressed, exploited minority that
is resisting and saying ‘Enough!’

And yet the practice of the left is repeatedly to commit suicide
by ignoring, denying or destroying these lines of continuity:
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by condemning reformism, by using language that only the
initiated understand, by the use of violence in a way that
alienates many people.!* Rather than creating sharp divisions
(between the guerrilla leader and the housewife alone on a
Saturday night, for example), we need to find ways of making
visible and strengthening these lines of continuity that are
often so submerged. This is the point of talking of cracks: to
understand our multiple rebellions and alternative creations as
being connected by invisible or almost-invisible (and rapidly
shifting) fault lines in society.

The notion of the crack, unlike Bey’s idea of the TAZ, keeps
alive the perspective of a total transformation of society. While
each rebellion has its own validity and requires no justification
in terms of its contribution to the future Revolution, it remains
true that the existence of capitalism is a constant attack on
the possibility of determining our own lives. Although a crack
should not be seen as a means to an end, there is always an
insufficiency about it, an incompleteness, a restlessness. A crack
is not a step on the path to Revolution, but it is an opening
outwards. Itis a lighthouse of dignity shining into a dark night,
a radio transmitter broadcasting rebellion to who knows whom.
It is never entirely closed, even when it is violently suppressed.
The Paris Commune lives on, despite the slaughter of so many
of its participants: an inspiration, an unredeemed debt. 1968
lives on too, a taste of freedom that becomes a craving. So many
past struggles that are not past, but hang in the air, vibrations
of unfulfilled hopes, promises of a possible future. So many
unfinished experiments in what the world could be.

There is a drive outwards from these cracks. They are centres
of transgression, radiating waves of rebellion, not according, to
some pre-determined model (for these do not work) but always
experimentally, creatively. Our cracks are not self-contained
spaces but rebellions that recognise one another, feel affinitics,
reach out for each other. The need to get rid of capitalism, the
need for a lasting and radical transformation of socicty is more
urgent than ever, but the only way of achieving this is through
the recognition, creation, expansion and multiplication here
and now of all sorts of cracks in the structure of domination.
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The torce of the cracks breaks dimensionality. Here we have
mentioned three dimensions: spatial, activity- or resource-
centred, and temporal. The aim, however, is not to establish a
typology or a classification: what is important is rather to see
the manifold forms of rebellion in everyday life. We live in a
capitalist society, we are dominated by capital, and yet, all the
time and in a million different ways, we try to break the logic
of capital. To list different dimensions may help us to think of
the many different ways in which we do this, but perhaps to
revolt against capital is to revolt against dimensionality itself."
In this sense, surrealism is an aspect of the cracks: the breaking
of dimensionality and projection into a different world, a world
beyond capitalism.'® There is a beautiful passage by John Berger
in which he suggests the other-dimensionality of cracks:

Yet it can happen suddenly, unexpectedly, and most frequently in the
half-light-of-glimpses, that we catchsight of another visible order which
intersects with ours and has nothing to do with it. The speed of a cinema
film is 25 frames per second. God knows how many frames per second
flicker pastin our daily perception. But it is asif, at the brief moments I'm
talking about, suddenly and disconcertingly we see between frames. We
come upon a part of the visible which wasn’t destined for us. Perhaps it
was destined for night-birds, reindeer, ferrets, eels, whales ... . (2001: 4-5)

| am not suggesting that anti-capitalist cracks are destined only
for ferrets and whales, but that often their existence can be
detected only by a special sensibility and that they take usinto a
world that breaks with the ordinary dimensions of life. Perhaps
to rebel against capital is like walking through a looking glass
and beginning to live in a world that does not yet exist (and
therefore exists not-yet), a world with a quite different dimen-
sionality, a world we are only beginning to understand.

To struggle not just against but against-and-beyond is always
to cross a threshold into a beyond, a sort of counter-world,” that
is both an experiment and a gamble, a beyond that is surreal
in the sense that it projects us beyond existing reality. The Free
Association express this point clearly:
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By envisaging a different world, by acting in a different world we actually
call forth that world. it is only because we have, at least partially, moved
out of what makes ‘sense’ in the old world that another world can start to
make its own sense. Take the example of Rosa Parks who simply refused
to move to the back of the bus. She wasn’t making a demand, she wasn't
even in opposition, she was simply acting in a different world. (2007: 26)

That action, which sparked off the civil rights movement in
the United States, now strikes us as the simple assertion of a
human right, but in its moment it was a daring and experimental
gamble, a crossing of a threshold into a world that might or
might not come into existence.'® That is in the nature of our
cracks: they are the acting-out of a world that does not exist, in
the hope that by acting it out, we may really breathe it into life;
or rather, in the knowledge that this is the only way in which
we can bring it into life.
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7
Cracks are explorations in
an anti-politics of dignity.

Cracks arc explorations-creations of a world that does not yet
exist. We walk over the threshold into a counter-world in which
exploration is indistinguishable from creation: the only paths
arc those which we make by walking.!

What is important in the crack or counter-world is not the
what but the how: ‘no, we shall do not what money bids us
do, we shall do what we consider necessary or desirable.” The
‘what” in both cases is without content, the important thing
is the way in which the decision is taken, whether as external
imposition or constraint, or as the attempt to decide for ourselves
what we should do. The crack is simply a push towards self-
determination. This obviously precludes a pre-determination
ol the contents of the cracks, since the whole point is that the
people involved determine the contents. The detailed description
ol utopias may be stimulating, but, if taken seriously as a model
for how society should be organised, they immediately become
oppressive.? Perhaps the most that we can say about the contents
ol the cracks is what can be gleaned from the struggles that
alreadly exist and, as we have seen, these struggles cover a huge
ranpe of different activities.

Rather than talk of the contents of the cracks, we should focus
on the how. In general terms, the content is simply an empty
content to be filled in a certain way: by self-determination. But
what does sclf-determination mean and how is it organised?

Some ol the examples mentioned (reading a book in the park,
potng (o parden in the allotment) point us towards individual

selt-determination (‘freedom’ in a liberal sense). This experience
ol mdividual choice should not be dismissed lightly, but it is
clear that ic does not take us very far, simply because whatever

we do s part of a social flow of doing in which it is difficult (or
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impossible) to separate the doing of one person from the doing,
of others. If the movement of this social flow of doing is not
consciously shaped, then it will always appear as an external
constraint: an external constraint, usually expressed in the form
of money, that makes a mockery of our “free self-cletermination’,
The only real self-determination would be the social control ol
the social flow of doing and, since the social How of doing is
a global flow, this necessarily means world communism, that
is, a form of organisation in which the people of the world
would actively determine the flow of doing in the world. For the
moment, this is hard even to imagine. It is a question now not olf
complete self-determination but a constant drive towards scll

determination, a self-determination that can only be understood
as a social process.

To speak of the cracks as pushes towards self-determination
would make little sense if that were not reflected in their internal
organisation. The crack is in the first place a break with capitalist
social relations. There is no model to be applied, but there is
a fundamental principle of asymmetry in relation to capitalist
social relations. If capital is the negation of self-determination,
then the push towards self-determination or autonomy must
be fundamentally different in its forms of organisation. If our
struggle is not asymmetrical to capital in its forms, then it simply
reproduces capitalist social relations, whatever its content.?

Cracks, then, are explorations in asymmetry, explorations in
the anti-politics of dignity.* Dignity is the immediate affirmation
of negated subjectivity, the assertion, against a world that treats
us as objects and denies our capacity to determine our own
lives, that we are subjects capable and worthy of deciding for
ourselves. Dignity in this sense means not only the assertion ol
our own dignity but also implies the recognition of the dignity of
others. Central to the crack is the idea that mutual recognition
does not have to wait till the end of history, but that we can
already make a start on it now, by combating constantly the
negation of our mutual recognition as persons. Where capitalism
treats people as means toan end, oras abstractions, or as groups
which can be labelled, the push towards mutual recognition
means the refusal to accept sexism, racism, ageism and all
those other practices which treat people not as people but as
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the embodiment of labels, definitions, classifications. Although
not always observed in practice, the rejection of these forms
ol labelling has become a universal principle in anti-capitalist
movements throughout the world. The creation of social relations
based on mutual recognition and respect is at the core of the
*other politics’ which the Zapatista movement and so many other
movements throughout the world are struggling to develop. The
‘other politics’ means treating ourselves and others as doers, as
subjects rather than objects, and finding appropriate forms of
organisation to express this. In a world that constantly negates
our dignity, this inevitably means a process of ever-renewed
exploration and creation of organisational forms.

This ever-renewed creation of organisational forms builds,
however, upon a long tradition. The idea that our forms
of organisation are radically different from their forms of
organisation is profoundly rooted in the whole history of anti-
capitalism. Capitalist organisations are marked by hierarchy and
the pursuit of efficiency. The anti-capitalist tradition of which
we speak is characterised by respect for all those involved,
the promotion of active participation, direct democracy and
comradeship. Thisis the tradition of the commune, council, soviet,
or assembly. This is a form of organisation celebrated in Marx’s
discussion of the Paris Commune in The Civil War in France,
and one that recurs, with variations, in all the major uprisings
against capitalism: in the soviets of the Russian revolution, the
workers’ councils of Italy and Germany, in the Spanish Civil
War, recently in the communal councils of the Zapatistas, the
cabildos in Bolivia, the asambleas barriales in Argentina and
the forms of horizontal (or anti-vertical) organisation adopted
by groups all over the world. These are non-instrumental forms
of organisation that focus on the articulation of the opinions
of all those involved in the struggles, working outwards from
there rather than backwards from the goal to be achieved. The
council, then, is quite different from the party, which is a form of
organisation conceived as a means to an end, the end of winning
state power. In the council, what is important is the effective
articulation of collective self-determination; in the party, the
important thing is to achieve a pre-determined goal.
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'I'he council is not only something that arises in revolutionary
situations. The sort of relationship that it is at the base of the
council is profoundly rooted in everyday struggle, that is (o say,
in everyday life. We go out for a meal with a group of friends
and we take the decision on where to go through a discussion
thataims to respect everyone’s preferences. This sort of decision
making is just an integral part of ordinary life. We thinl of it as
friendship or comradeship. Comradeship is of course a concept
with deep and strong roots in the whole communist, socialist,
anarchist and anti-capitalist tradition: a pivotal concept, yet one
that is often subordinated or lost sight of. In accounts of struggles
against capital, comradeship is often given a subordinate place,
Thus, one might say, ‘In the great miners’ strike in Britain, the
miners struggled against the closure of the pits and in the process
a great sense of comradeship was built up.” Comradeship, in
other words, is seen as a by-product of the struggle. But, if
you listen to the participants, the emphasis is often different:
what they stress as the most important part of the experience is
the sense of comradeship and community that was established
among the strikers, and its loss as the strike was broken and the
communities divided. Indeed, any strike generates new relations
of friendship and solidarity and gives the strikers the practical
experience of a world without bosses: the creation of a world
of different social relations goes beyond what was foreseen at
the outbreak of the conflict.

The centrality of the quality of social relationships
(comradeship, in other words) is not new, butin recent years it
has acquired a new recognition. Attention has shifted from the
instrumental goal of taking power to the present creation or
strengthening of social relations incompatible with capitalism.
Dignity has become a central concept. ‘Amorosity’ (amorosidad)
is another word sometimes used to express the relations being
created in these struggles. The relations generated are relations
of love that give the movement force and permit the participants
to overcome and respect their disagreements. This is not
easy, as one piquetero points out: ‘It is hard. Just imagine in
a neighbourhood in La Matanza, hard men who have to go
through violent situations with a high level of machismo, it
is not easy to talk of amorosity, or to practise it’ (Sitrin 20035:
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SH-9 2000: 64) The old comradeship has moved to the centre
ol the stage, but it has shed its masculine image and declared
iy name as love.’

1hisis what is being emphasised in very many struggles: that,
over and beyond the immediate aims and their achievement (or
not), there is a crucial residue of different social relations created
or recovered. Thus, after the War of Water in Cochabamba,
i which the people of the town came together to prevent the
privatisation of water, one of the participants concludes:

We learnt alot of lessonsreally. | think that beyond conquering the water
for the people of Cochabamba it has been a re-finding of life, a re-finding
of solidarity, fraternity, and we have been developing veryvaluable,very
lasting friendships. Sometimes between neighbours we look at each other
and say ‘how are you?’ but now there was an opportunity to talk about
our children, about problems —in so many hours of keeping watch. We
became human again. (Cecefa 2004: 123)

Or again, from one of the participants in the uprising of the
19/20 December 2001 in Argentina:

There is an important break. That is, | meet my neighbour and chat in
the square of my neighbourhood or on some street corner, and we tell
each other our problems ... There is a recovery of old spaces of sociability
that had been lost ... One of the first things that is recovered with the
nineteenth and twentieth is face-to-face interaction. It is the community
itself. (Sitrin 2005: 5; 2006: 29)

The world we try to create is sometimes described in terms of
contrasting value systems. We reject the de-humanising values
that capital embodies and create a world according to different
values, different ideas of what is good and bad. Massimo
IDe Angelis describes the experience of the anti-G8 action
in Gleneagles in July 2005 in these terms: ‘the Stirling camp
became a place in which other values were dominating social
cooperation, or co-production’ (2007: 19), and argues that ‘the
politics of alternative is ultimately a politics of value, a politics
to establish what the value practices are, that is those social
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practices and correspondent relations that articulate individual
bodies and the wholes of social bodies’ (ibid.: 25).

The emphasis on value helps us to understand that the force of
this ‘other politics’ lies in its overcoming of the distinction between
ethics and politics. The Machiavellian distinction between means
and ends which is so characteristic of the Leninist conception of
politics is abandoned. Living now the world we want to create
with its ‘social practices and correspondent relations™ breaks
the instrumental separation of means and end: the means is the
end. This view of struggle is often criticised as being naive and
un-realistic, but the experience of recent years suggests that il
has a tremendous force. Itis rather when movements slip back
towards the separation of means and ends, between ethics and
politics, that they weaken themselves considerably.

Comradeship, dignity, amorosity, love, solidarity, fraternity,
friendship, ethics: all these names stand in contrast to the
commodified, monetised relations of capitalism, all describe
relations developed in struggles against capitalism and which can
be seen as anticipating or creating a society beyond capitalism.
They stand in contrast to the commodified relations of capitalism
not as timeless alternatives, but as struggle-against. It is not
that there is some trans-historical quality of dignity: dignity
is nothing other than the struggle against and beyond its own
negation. It follows too that to speak of cracks as explorations
in the anti-politics of dignity does not mean that we hope one
day to arrive at a pre-existing dignity, but that dignity is itself
an exploration, a shifting process of creating social relations
against-and-beyond capital.

There can therefore be no clear rules about how these
principles should be translated into organisation, but one
idea much emphasised in practice is that of ‘horizontality’.
Horizontality is part of the assertion of our own subjectivity,
the rejection of vertical structures, chains of command which tell
us what to do, which make us the object of the decision making
of others, whoever those others may be. The idea of horizontality
is that all should be involved in decision-making processes on
an equal basis and that there should be no leaders. In practice,
it is difficult to make this work in absolute terms, since informal
patterns of leadership often grow up even where there are no
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formal structures, so it is probably more helpful to think of
horizontality not as an absolute rule but as a constant struggle
apainst verticality. Raquel Gutiérrez, in her study of the struggles
in Bolivia (2009), emphasises that the important thing is not the
adoption of any particular model, but the production of shared
horizons of meaning through an effective process of collective
deliberation. Or, as Colectivo Situaciones put it in an interview
with Marina Sitrin: ‘Horizontality is a tool of counter-power
when it’s a question. Horizontality is a tool of power when it’s
an answer’ (20035: 49; 2006: 55).

A related, but slightly different idea is expressed in the
Zapatista principle of mandar obedeciendo (‘to command
obeying’), the principle that those in a position of authority
must always obey those over whom they exercise that authority.
Here a degree of non-horizontality is accepted, but the classic
council principle of accountability and instant recallability
ensures that those who (temporarily) occupy positions of respon-
sibility should obey the wishes of the community. In many cases
(in the tradition of indigenous communities, for example), this
is supplemented by the idea of a rotation of responsibilities:
part of belonging to a community is to accept that one may
be called upon by the community to assume certain communal
responsibilities for certain periods, but always in obedience to
the wishes of the community.

All of this expresses the rejection of representative democracy
as a form of organisation that excludes the represented. All the
organisational forms that we have mentioned can be seen as
developments of direct democracy, not as a set of rules but as
a constant process of experimenting with democratic forms,
ways of overcoming people’s inhibitions, ways of controlling
people’s aggressions or sexist or racist assumptions. The central
challenge is how to articulate effectively the we do that is the
core of the cracks: how to articulate the we that is the subject
of the movement, as a cohesive and yet open we, and how to
articulate the do, the we as subject, as doer. The Zapatista mandar
obedeciendo (‘to command obeying’) not only presents a solution
to these questions but indicates oxymoronically a real field of
tension and challenge.® That the process must be understood
as both exploratory and open is underlined by another central
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principle of the Zapatistas: preguntando caminamos, ‘asking
we walk’,

These can all be seen as examples of pre-figurative politics,
the idea that the struggle for a different society must create that
society through its forms of struggle. The term ‘describes the
idea that if you can embody the change you struggle for, you
have already won —not by fighting but by becoming. Reclaim the
Streets realized this beautifully, recognizing that if what the RTS
activists opposed was privatization, alicnation, and isolation,
a street party was not just a protest of these conditions but a
temporary triumph over them’ (Solnit 2005: 23).

An enormous amount of experience has been gained,
especially in recent years, in this pre-figurative or ‘other’
politics, this politics of dignity.” This includes both experience
in the organisation of the great anti-summit events ol the alter-
globalisation movement and the organisation of the world and
regional Social Forums, but also the less spectacular creation
of community gardens, alternative schools, radio stations in
resistance, street theatre, and so on. The idea is gaining ground
that the only way to change the world isto do it ourselves* and
to do it here and now. And yet, the attempts to create now the
other world that we say is possible are never unproblematic: in
a society based on the negation of dignity, a politics of dignity
is always a struggle.
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Part Il
Cracks on the Edge of Impossibility







8
Dignity is our weapon
against a world of destruction.

Cracks break with the logic of capitalist society. To that logic,
we oppose a different way of doing things. We want to break
the system, the social cohesion that holds us in place and obliges
us to act in certain ways.

Dignity is a cutting edge shearing through the tight, tough,
compact weave of capitalist domination. Dignity is an ice-breaker,
its sharp bows cutting into an enormous mass of compacted
ice, the apparently unbreakable horror that we call capitalism.
Dignity is a pick-axe wielded against the encroaching walls
that threaten to crush the whole of humanity. Dignity is a blade
hacking at the strands of the spider’s web that holds us entrapped.

The weapon of dignity is otherness, other-living, other-doing.
The otherness of dignity is a weapon, an otherness-against, a
misfitting directed (explicitly or not) against that which we do
not fit into: a world of exploitation and destruction.

The spaces and moments we have called cracks are often
described as autonomous spaces, or spaces of exodus or escape.
We have tended to avoid these terms here simply because they
draw attention away from the crucial issue: the conflict between
these space-moments and the world that surrounds them. It is
important to sing the glories of the worlds that are being created,
the new social relations and the new ways of doing things: but
we cannot go very far without talking of the clash with the
world to which these dignities are opposed. There is a constant
antagonism, a constant pressure to make the otherness yield to
the enormous cohesive force of the society that surrounds us.
The spaces are not autonomous, though they aspire to be. They
are rather cracks, the sharp ends of a social conflict.

Dignity is an attack on capitalism, but not necessarily a
confrontation. To confront capital is to allow it to set the
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apenda, Dignity consists in setting our own agenda: this is what
we shall do, irrespective of capital. If capital chooses to repress
us, to co-opt us, to imitate us, so be it, but let it be clear that
we lead the dance. This certainly does not mean, cannot mean,
that we ccase to struggle against capitalism, but that, as far as
possible, we take the initiative, we set the agenda, we make it
clear that it is capitalism struggling against us, our lives, our
projects, our humanity.

Dignity is to refuse-and-create: to refuse to make capitalism
and to create a new world. In an article on the movement in
Oaxaca, Gustavo Esteva comments, ‘Thousands, millions of
people assume now that the time has come to walk our own path.
As the Zapatistas say, to change the world is very difficult, if not
impossible. A more pragmaticattitude demands the construction
of a new world. That’s what we are now trying to do, as if we had
already won’ (Esteva 2007d: 7).! Building a new world does of
course mean changing the existing one, but the shift in emphasis
is crucial: instead of focusing our attention on the destruction
of capitalism, we concentrate on building something else. This
is an inversion of the traditional revolutionary perspective that
puts the destruction of capitalism first and the construction of
the new society second.

To make a new world means to cut the web that binds us
into the cohering force of capitalist society, so that we can
create something different. The enemy is the social synthesis of
capitalist society.
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9
Cracks clash with the
social synthesis of capitalism.

1. OUR CRACKS ARE VULNERABLE TO THE GELATINOUS
SUCTION OF THE CAPITALIST SYNTHESIS.

We wield our dignity like a pick-axe against the encroaching walls
of destruction, and then feel a little embarrassed and disheartened
as it sinks with a splodge and a squish into a gooey jelly.

All metaphors are dangerous games that may have to be
abandoned at some point. But not now. We want to break: that
iswhatthe idea of the crack expresses in the first place. We must
not lose that. Rupture is what it is all about. We want to break,
not just to make things a little better, not just to have Obama in
place of Bush, the Kirchners in place of Menem, Lépez Obrador
instead of Calderén. We do not just want to build a movement
or stop the privatisation of water or oil: that certainly, but we
want more, we want to break capitalism, to break the dynamic
of a system that is destroying us. It is precisely when the idea of
breaking seems so hopeless that we need to reassert it.

It is just that at times it seems so terribly difficult. All our
attempts to break seem to get sucked back into the system, if
not openly repressed. It is not enough to celebrate the cracks.
We must talk also about their problems.!

The argument is clear: the only way to think about revolution
is in terms of the creation, expansion and multiplication of
cracks in capitalist domination. This is not an empty abstraction
because these moments or spaces of revolt-and-other-doing
already exist all over the place and because they have been at
the forefront of anti-capitalist struggle in recent years. But it
has become increasingly obvious in the last few years that these
cracks face big problems. Thus, the Otra Campaiia initiated by
the Zapatistas, the attempt to spread their movement beyond
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Chiapas in an organised way, has not progressed as fast as many
of us hoped; the great upsurge of alternative struggle in Argentina
in 2001 and 2002 was not able to maintain its momentum in
the face of the Kirchner government’s strategy of cooptation
and criminalisation. The ‘popular-communitarian’ struggle in
Bolivia has been swamped by the ‘national-popular’ struggle
and the government of Evo Morales;? the multifarious forms
of the movement for another world have faced increasing state
repression all over the world in the wake of 11 September 2001
and the police brutality in Genoa, with many small alternative
groups ending in disarray and dissolution. There is certainly
plenty of room for all those who maintain that the only way to
change the world is by taking state power (or indeed those who
say that there is no possibility at all of destroying capitalism) to
pick on examples and say I told you so.’

It is hardly surprising that the cracks should face difficulties,
since they are all revolts against the existing social synthesis,
they are all attempts to break through the system of social
cohesion that is currently destroying humanity. Any society is
based on some sort of social cohesion, some form of relation
between the activities of the many different people. In capitalist
society, this cohesion has a particular logic often described in
terms of the laws of capitalist development. There is a systemic
closure that gives the social cohesion a particular force and
makes it very difficult to break. To underline the close-knit
character of the social cohesion of capitalist society, I refer to
it as a social synthesis.’?

There is a deep dilemma in any rebellion. Rebellion is always
irrational, judged by the dominant rationality. And the dominant
rationality is backed by the material conditions of survival:
acceptance of that rationality is a condition of being able to
live in reasonable conditions, or, in many cases, of being able
to live at all. The movement against capitalist globalisation
is often referred to as the movement for global justice, but
we all know that, in anything more than a mockingly formal
sense, it is nonsense to want global justice in the real world
of capitalism. The piqueteros in Argentina say they want a
meaningful activity, to dedicate themselves to what they consider
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necessary or desirable, but we all know that too is non-sensical,
literally devoid of meaning, in the real world of capitalism. Flow,
then, can this nonsense avoid being swamped by the rationality
of capitalism?

The universal pressure to conform comes from the social
cohesion of capitalist social relations. We can make a protest,
we can scream, we can throw stones, but then the totality of
capitalist social relations seems to flow around us and suck us
back into the system. We go and hurl our fury at the mectings
of the G8, but then what? We still must eat and we still must
sell our labour power or otherwise bow to capital in order to
get money to buy food. We can occupy a factory, but then what?
We still must find a way of selling the products we make if we
carry on producing, we still must bow to market forces. We can
overthrow the government, perhaps, if we all go on the strects
and protest enough, but then what? What happens after our
moments of rebellion, our moments of excess? We still have to
find a way of reinserting ourselves into the world order, and that
world order is capitalist.

To fight the but then what? is to fight for the particular, for
the particular that refuses to fit in. It is to fight for a world of
particulars, a world of many worlds. We are hurling particulars
against the totality. But often it seems that the totality, the
social synthesis, just laughs back at us, absorbing it all. How
do we avoid that, how do we avoid being reabsorbed into the
everyday functioning of capitalism? How do we avoid our cracks
becoming simply a means for resolving the tensions or contra-
dictions of capitalism, just an element of crisis resolution for
the system? How do we know that our cracks are not just like
cracks in the side of a volcano, escape valves that secure the
stability of the whole?

The enemy, we said, is the capitalist social synthesis, the
peculiarly tight logic of social cohesion in capitalist society.
This cohesion draws us back into its arms in different ways.
The most obvious are perhaps the state and our own personal
‘failings’, but the most insidious and forceful is value. Let us
look at each of these.
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2. CRACKS CLASH WITH THE STATE.

I'he most obvious force of social cohesion that confronts the
cracks is the state. The threat of violent repression by the state
is constantly present. A report in today’s newspaper makes the
point dramatically:

About 120 members of the Federal Preventive Police, armed with rifles,
last night broke into the installations of the community radio Tierra y
Libertad, transmitter with a power of 1 watt and with a radius of about
4 kilometres in the popular settlements at the west of the city ... The
attorney general’s office indicated in a bulletin that the operation was
due to the fact that the transmitter operated without a legal concession
in Monterrey. (La fornada, 7 June 2008, p. 13)

The violence of this example is grotesque, yet it highlights the
growing brutality and intolerance not only of the Mexican, but
of all states. The violent repression of non-violent cracks, in
the name of property or law and order, is a daily occurrence in
every part of the world. The eviction of Ungdomshuset, the long-
established commune in Copenhagen, made world headlines in
March 2007, as did the destruction of South Central Farmin Los
Angeles in June 2006, where the bulldozers moved in to ‘destroy
the corn, flowers, medicinal plants, vegetables, fruits and some
of the 600 trees that have been cultivated for more than 14 years
with dedication, love and hard work by the farmers — most of
them Mexican immigrants’.* A similar fate met the Orgazmic
Orchard in central Buenos Aires just a few months ago. And
so on and on and on. Everywhere, the attempt to do things in
a different way, the attempt to crack capitalist social relations,
is seen as being a threat to society (as indeed it aims to be) and
is liable to be met with various degrees of violent repression.’
This immediately raises the questions of legality and
self-defence. The very notion of a crack implies disrespect for
the law, since it is a force of cohesion of the society we reject.
The law, by its form, whatever its content, is an alien imposition.
Whether it makes sense to disobey the law in any given situation,
however, can only be judged in the context of a particular
struggle. People who come together to form a social centre as
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a centre of anti-capitalist opposition must decide whether to
occupy a building illegally (and risk violent eviction) or todo it
legally (by renting or receiving some form of state concession).
'This is not an abstract question of whether we should obey the
law but a practical question of avoiding repression (or, possibly,
hurt to other people): in some contexts, squatting is a perfectly
practical option; in others it would probably be met by immediate
police repression,® closure of the centre and arrest and possibly
torture of those involved. The same may be said, probably, of
any kind of anti-capitalist action: it makes no sense to obey the
law as a matter of principle, but the practical consequences of
any particular action will always depend on the context.

Legality is usually used as a reference point to justify violent
state repression, but of course in many cases legality is no
guarantee at all against repression. Legal or illegal, any crack
that poses a significant threat to capital is likely to attract a
violent response from the forces of order, at least if the social
context permits it. How do we deal with state violence? Does
revolution inevitably mean the violent overthrow of capitalism?
Do we need to build an armed organisation?

Certainly violence is becoming more and more attractive as
a means of confronting an increasingly violent capitalism. It is
not surprising that demonstrations against such events as the
meetings of the G8 have become more violent in recent years,
with the violence coming not only from the police but often being
initiated by demonstrators.” And yet there are many problems in
thinking of our struggles against capital in terms of violence. For
a start, we are probably not very good at violence. Violence is
not part of the society that we want to create and we are unlikely
to be able to match capitalist forces in violence. Violence is not
a neutral terrain, but the terrain of the forces of domination: it
draws us into the social relations and forms of behaviour that
we repudiate: hierarchical structures dominated by men.* Dignity
is our ground and violence is the negation of dignity, wherever
it comes from.

Perhaps the key issue is not violence, but the setting of the
agenda, seizing the initiative. The point of the crack is that it
is a rupture: not just a response to capitalist aggression but
the attempt to move beyond it, to create now a different set
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of social relations. Seizing the initiative means moving beyond
confrontation: we determine our action according to our own
needs. Let capital and the state run after us, let it try to co-opt
or repress us. The question of how we defend and expand our
crack without losing the initiative or being drawn into an alien
terrain is a very difficult one. State violence is often a way of
seizing back the initiative, forcing us to stop our revolt and
campaign for the release of the prisoners.’

The argument here is not a completely pacifist argument, then,
for we do have to think of how we defend ourselves against
state violence. I write not long after the terrible repression by
the Mexican state in Oaxaca, and the question is unavoidable.
If we wish to think of breaking capitalist social relations, then
we have to think of the question of self-defence. In many cases,
there may be no danger of direct state repression, at least in
present circumstances, but the tendency in the world is for
violent repression to become a more and more common response
to any sort of challenge to the existing system of domination.

Self-defence is, however, not the same as armed defence, and
certainly not the same as the ‘violent overthrow’ of capitalism.
Although there may be a strong argument for some form of
armed organisation in some cases, it is probably a mistake to
think of arms as being the key to self-defence. Certainly the
fact that the Zapatistas are armed and organised as an army
has been a significant element in deterring large-scale military
repression of the uprising in Chiapas,!® but probably the most
effective form of defence has been the strength of the resonance
of their movement in Mexico and throughout the world. For any
movement, it is probably the quality of the movement itself, that
is, the quality of the transformation of everyday life through the
movement, that is the strongest form of self-defence, and this
runs directly counter to armed organisation and violence. As
Raoul Vaneigem puts it, ‘every time that a revolution has failed
to consider as its first objective the task of enriching the daily
life of everyone, it has given arms to the repression.’!!

State violence imposes certain social relations upon us and
does so the more effectively the more we mimic its action by
responding with violence. Violence is just one aspect of the
way in which the state constantly draws us back into the social
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cohesion of capitalism by getting us to behave in certain ways,
adopt certain categories of thought and forms of organisation.
In the exercise of violence, as in all its activities, the state is a
form of social relations, a way of doing things.

It is not only by direct physical repression that the state reacts
to attempts to break the social cohesion of capitalism. Through
the law and through all its forms of action, the state channels us
into certain ways of behaving, encloses us within certain limits.
It is difficult to avoid contact with this altogether.'? Even if we
are clear that we cannot change society radically through the
state, it is still very difficult to avoid all contact with the state.
Clearly, this contact is not neutral: it tends to draw us into certain
ways of doing things. We go to a state school or university and
it pulls us into a certain type of education. We receive a state
grant for studying or some other purpose and it too tends to
impose certain conditions. An occupied factory seeks to avoid
repression by seeking legal recognition of its status, but to do so,
it has to satisfy certain requirements, fill certain forms, adopt a
certain language. We occupy an empty warehouse and set up a
social centre and then find that we can apply for a state subsidy
to improve the building — and that we are more likely to receive
it if we do not antagonise the local government too much. And
so on. In some cases, some sort of state funding seems necessary
for realising our collective project of an alternative doing. How,
then, do we relate to the state and state funding?

The Zapatistas take the radical position of refusing all state
subsidies and avoiding all contact with the state in so far as
possible: by creating their own schools and system of health
care, for example.!3 Some other radical groups (some, but not
all, of the piguetero groups in Argentina, for example) take
the opposite view, namely that to receive money from the state
is simply to recover a small part of the social wealth that we
have created, and that the important issue is not where the
money comes from (since all wealth comes from the workers),
but to find ways of asserting effective social control over the
money (refusing state conditions and organising forms of directly
democratic control of the use of the money).!* It is not necessary
to say that either of these views is wrong or right. The important
thing is probably the manner in which the decision is taken (and
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constantly subjected to question): its relation to the opening or
closing of the crack in question will depend on the context of the
struggle and should not be made a question of dogma. Above
all, it can not be a question of purity. In a struggle in-against-
and-beyond capitalism, there is no purity: what matters rather is
thedirection of the struggle, the movement against-and-beyond.

Is the answer, then, to take control of the state and either
neutralise it or use it to spread our cracks? Can we not convert
the state itself into an anti-capitalist crack? Indeed, should we
not focus our activity on organising to gain control of the state
and turn it into an anti-capitalist crack? Is this not what is
happening in Cuba, Venezuela and Bolivia, for example?

The state is not just any organisation, but a particular form of
organisation, and to focus the struggle for change on the state
has profound implications for the movement against capital. The
state is a way of doing things: the wrong way of doing them.?
The state is a form of organisation developed over centuries as an
integral part of the capitalist system. Capital is above all a process
of separation: of the separation of the object of creation from the
creating subject, of the subject from herself and those around
her, of that which has been created from the process of creation,
and so on.'® The state is part of this process of separation. It is
the separation of the public from the private, of the common
affairs of the community from the community itself. The state
is an organisation separated from society, staffed principally
by full-time officials. Its language and its practices express that
separation: the language of officialdom, the practices that follow
set procedures and formalities. The separation from society is
policed by rules and hierarchies that ensure the maintenance of
the established forms of behaviour. The relation of the state to
society is an external relation: it relates to people as citizens (or
non-citizens), as individuals abstracted from their social context
and the particularities of their doing. It is only as such abstract
atoms that the citizens can be represented — the passions and
particularities of real people cannot be ‘represented’. The state,
by its very form, and independently of the content of its action,
confirms and reproduces the negation of subjectivity on which
capital is based. It relates to people not as subjects but as objects,
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or — and this amounts to the same thing — as subjects reduced
to the status of mere abstractions.

A political organisation which focusesits action upon the state
inevitably reproduces these characteristics of the state as a form
of relations. To gain influence within the state or to capture what
appears to be control over the state, the organisation must adopt
those forms of behaving and thinking which are characteristic
of the state. Thus, political parties, however left-wing or indeed
‘revolutionary’, are characterised by hierarchical structures and
tend to adopt certain forms of language and behaviour which
dovetail with those of the state. The external relation to society
is reproduced in the concept of the ‘masses’ — a quantity of
undifferentiated, abstract atoms, with limited capacities and in
need of leadership.

These left-wing parties may well be anti-capitalist in their
intentions, but in their forms of organisation and action they tend
to reproduce the objectification of the person which is the core of
capitalist social relations. This is not a politics of dignity, because
it does not start out from the recognition of the creative power
of the oppressed subject. On the other hand, the commitment
to radical change is often very genuine. This commitment is
understood as the struggle for the liberation of the people — the
‘people’ being seen as an external other. Revolution through the
eyes of the state or a state-centred organisation can only be a
revolution on behalf of others, for the benefit of the people, not
a revolution by the people themselves. This is not a politics of
dignity, but a politics of poverty, not a politics of dialogue, but
a politics of monologue (as reflected, for example, in the length
of the speeches of political leaders). People are understood not
as doers, but as victims:'” poor people.

The attractiveness of this conception should not be under-
estimated. It starts from the genuine perception of a world
of terrible, appalling poverty and humiliation and sets out to
resolve this problem by constructing a revolution on behalf of the
victims of capitalism, for which the appropriate organisational
form is certainly the state. There is no doubt that, even within the
world capitalist system, much can be done to alleviate poverty
and its effects. A headline in this morning’s paper?® tells me that
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Cuba has the lowest rate of infant mortality in Latin America.
To dismiss this as unimportant would be grotesque.

And yet it is not enough. It seems unlikely that a real break
with capitalism can be carried out on behalf of the suffering
masses, and, even it could, the result would probably not be
a very attractive society. To act on behalf of, or for the benefit
of, the people inevitably involves a degree of repression. If the
people do not have the same idea as the state, then some means
has to be found to impose the well-being of the people even
against their wishes. The revolutionary movement becomes
repressive and is also weakened as it loses active support. No
more need be said: the story has been acted out many times.

But then what do we say of Bolivia and Venezuela? Are they
to be counted as cracks in capitalist domination?

Probably all revolutionary movements are a confluence of
many movements, of people fighting for change in different ways
and for different reasons. We have simplified this multiplicity by
emphasising two forms of struggle; the politics of dignity and the
politics of poverty, the politics of councils or assemblies and the
politics of parties focused on the state. These two struggles are
often interwoven, often mixed within the same organisation or
indeed the same individual, but the way in which they interact
will have profound consequences for the movement for change.
The Russian revolution, for example, was a complex mixture
of council (soviet) organisation and state-centred organisation.
The tension between the two forms of organisation led to the
suppression of the soviets and the development of an oppressive
regime under the mocking title of the Soviet Union. In other
cases, the development has been less disastrous and less bloody,
but the politics of monologue has undoubtedly prevailed: Cuba
1s a case in point.

In the case of Bolivia and Venezuela, the processes are still
open at the time of writing, but with a clear predominance of the
state. Raquel Gutiérrez, in her profound analysis of the struggles
in Bolivia (2009), distinguishes between the ‘national-popular’
struggle and the ‘communitarian-popular’ struggle.!® The latter
comes from and develops the traditional communitarian forms
of direct democracy and has at its centre the affirmation of
dignity and a refusal to accept alien domination. It was this that
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was the driving force of the struggles from 2000 to 2005. But
this struggle of dignity was overlaid by the ‘national-popular
struggle’, which focuses on the state and pushes for the con-
cretisation of the achievements of the struggles in the form of a
new government. This meant channelling the struggles into the
party-form (the MAS) and led eventually to the election of Evo
Morales as president of Bolivia. This brings significant reforms
to the state, but involves a demobilisation and de-radicalisation
of the original movement. The original uprising by the people
themselves is converted into a movement on behalf of the people,
and this leads inevitably to the reproduction of state practices
and to accommodations with the interests of capital.

In the case of Venezuela, the course of the struggles has been
different, but there too there is the coexistence of two movements:
the movement of community-based struggle from below and the
state-centred struggle from above. Here the struggle has been
much more clearly state-dominated from the beginning, but, at
least since the attempted coup against Chavez in 2002, it has
been clear that the strength of the movement as a whole is very
dependent on the strength of the movement from below. The
process of transformation is seen as a movement from two sides,
above and below, and the leaders speak of the need to overcome
the bourgeois state and create a ‘communal type of state’.?’ The
creation and promotion of communal councils is at the core of
this movement.?!

This raises the question of how to think about the abolition
or dissolution of the state. Does it have to come about by the
creation of non-state forms of organisation (communal or
council organisation) outside the state (this is basically what
the Zapatistas are trying to do, and what has happened to some
extent in Argentina, Bolivia and Ecuador)? Or can we think of
the dissolution of the state as coming about from within the state
itself: revolutionaries take state power in order to dissolve the
state from within? Or some combination of the two processes?
Many see the Bolivarian Revolution in Venezuela in these terms,
as a combination of a movement from above and from below.

Can this be done? This is an important question that touches
not only Venezuela, but also the attempts from within the
state to overcome the state in other parts of the world (such
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as Porto Alegre, Venice, East Manchester, and so on) through
the promotion of ‘participatory democracy’.?? Is it possible
to re-signify the state (as Nicanoff (2007: 12) puts it), or to
harmonise the dynamics of sovereignty and autonomy (Mazzeo
2007: 28)? This approach is sometimes discussed in terms of
‘popular power’ and the insistence that power comes from the
people.?® This is an attractive formulation, but the category
of ‘the people’ actually conceals that the source of power is
doing: it abstracts from the organisation of human activity and
its antagonistic existence. It is this antagonism that is skated
over in the formulations that look to an easy combination of a
movement from above and a movement from below.

That the state should be dissolved from within, or as a coming-
together of pressures from within and from without, is difficult,
because of the weight of inherited structures and forms of
behaviour, because of the separation of paid state functionaries
from the rest of the population and because of the pressures to
secure the functioning of ‘the economy’ (as though this were
not a system of exploitation). If it were to be possible, then the
crucial factor would be not the revolutionary commitment of the
state functionaries or politicians themselves, but the force of the
struggles outside the state apparatus for a different form of social
organisation. The movement of ‘from above’ and ‘from below’ is
inevitably an antagonistic process, although the contours of this
antagonism may not follow institutional demarcations: it can be
displaced into the state apparatus itself. Certainly the movement
of history constantly defies theory, yet the term ‘popular power’
conceals the real antagonisms and difficulties.

A rebellion does not cease to be a rebellion just because
it is channelled towards the state. The drive towards self-
determination remains alive, although it is likely to be
increasingly suppressed to the degree that the state structures
become consolidated. A state-centred revolution is a highly
self-antagonistic process, a crack that widens and plasters itself
over at the same time. Whether, and at what point, the hand
that plasters succeeds in suppressing the hand that opens the
crack is always the outcome of struggle, the struggle for self-
determination on the one hand and the struggle to contain it
within forms of alien determination on the other.?* Certainly in
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criticising state-centred rebellions, we should bear in mind that
all rebellions are self-contradictory, that state-like practices can
easily appear within anti-state movements and that there is no
purity, there are no given answers.

The question, finally, is not one of intentions, but of forms
of organisation, that is, of the real practices of organisation.
Any form of organisation that focuses on changing society on
behalf of the workers (the poor, the people, whoever) will tend,
whatever its declared intentions, to weave acts of rebellion back
into the social synthesis of capitalism. The state is the most
obvious example of such organisation.?’

The argument thatthe only way of conceiving of anti-capitalist
revolution is as an interstitial process should be uncontroversial.
In traditional revolutionary theory, the issue is obscured by the
identification of the state with the totality of social relations.
But once it is recognised that there are many states supporting
one capitalist society, then it becomes clear that state-centred
revolutions are also interstitial. The question is then not whether
revolution should be understood as interstitial (for it must be),
but what is the appropriate form of interstice. The discussion
above leads us to conclude that the state is not an adequate
interstitial form simply because, as a form of social relations, it
is part of the social synthesis that we are rejecting: the state is
part of the cohesive suction of capital. The only answer then is
to think in terms of non-state interstitial forms: cracks.

3. CRACKS CLASH WITH OURSELVES.

We create our cracks, our spaces of dignity, and they are
immediately threatened by the world outside us. But the external
world is not only external: we carry it inside us.

We build our self-governing community in the Lacandon
Jungle, we create our social centre in Edinburgh, we go to an
all-night rave in Berlin. We say ‘here no, here we do not accept
the rule of capital, here we shall do something else, here we
create a space of dignity, horizontality, love.” But obviously it is
not so simple. We cut a slice out of capitalism, but our slice is not
a slice of purity. Within our non-sexist, non-racist spaces, sexist
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and racist habits reappear. Within our horizontal assemblies,
patterns of power emerge which are all the more disturbing
for not being regulated or perhaps even recognised. Those who
are most articulate find ways of imposing their will. In large
assemblies, it is often the groups with experience of political
militancy in the old left parties that are able to impose their line.
Within our areas of shared responsibility, the work continues
to fall on just a few people.?® Old patterns reassert themselves:

We find ourselves falling back into the same practices. It seems to be a
problem that springs from our inner lives ... It's as if there’s an enduring
memory of verticality of representation, of delegation, that plays out
almost unconsciously. No matter how much we say we’re autonomous,
there always comes a point where we're waiting for someone else to
act, for someone else to speak, or waiting for acceptance by another.?”

New social relations are not created by decree: even groups that
put at the top of their agenda the creation of different social
relations between the members sometimes finish up with bitter
quarrels and a strong sense of disillusionment. Sometimes the
intensity of the effort to create something different is reflected
in the intense bitterness of the animosities created.

Our cracks are not pure cracks, our dignities are not pure
dignities. We try to break with capitalist society, but our break
still bears its birthmarks. However much we try to do something
different, the contradictions of capitalism reproduce themselves
within our revolt. We are not pure subjects, however rebellious
we might be. The cracks, both as spaces of liberation and as
painful ruptures, run inside us too.

These problems are probably inevitable. The purpose of the
cracks is not to create a community of saints but to establish
a different form of relations between people. They cannot be
based on purity, or on Puritanism. Any attempt to base them on
an idea of self-sacrifice is disastrous: if they are not attractive
spaces/moments, if they do not exert a magnetic attraction,
they can never become cracks, for they will not spread.?® To
some extent, these problems can be dealt with by organisa-
tional means. Many, or perhaps most, alternative or autonomous
groups have experimented with different forms of organisation
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that take human contradictions into account without falling
back on authoritarian methods. Thus, the Zapatistas have a
system of rapid rotation in the composition of their Juntas de
Buen Gobierno not just to involve more and more people in
the self-government of their communities, but also to eliminate
the dangers of corruption. Cecosesola, the long-established
cooperative in Barquisimeto, Venezuela, that coordinates the
distribution of cooperative products and organises popular
markets, sets aside a great amount of time to the collective
discussion of the problems that arise from sexism, racism,
authoritarianism and so on, and adopts trust as a central organi-
sational principle.?” The problems are very real and should not be
overlooked, but they should certainly not be erected into some
sort of unchangeable concept of ‘human nature’.3°

4. CRACKS CLASH WITH THE RULE OF VALUE.

Beyond the state, beyond our personal reproduction of the social
relations that we reject, there is another force that pulls us back
in, that reabsorbs our attempts to break.

It is not the state that creates the social synthesis that
surrounds us, although it often presents itself as doing so. The
state represses and co-opts in order to defend something else.
We are repressed or co-opted into something other than the
state. The real force of cohesion stands behind the state: it is the
movement of money. Money makes the world go round, as the
saying has it. More precisely, the social synthesis is established
through that which is expressed in money: value.3!

Value is what holds society together under capitalism. It is a
force that nobody controls. Capitalism is composed of a huge
number of independent units which produce commodities that
they sell on the market. The social interconnection between
people’s activities is established through the sale and purchase
of commodities or, in other words, through the value of the
commodities, expressed through money. Value (manifested in
money) constitutes the social synthesis in capitalist society,
that which holds together the many different, uncoordinated
activities.’? The state presents itself as being the focal point of
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social cohesion, but in fact the state is dependent on money and
can do little to influence its movement.*?

It is the existence of money as the synthesising force that
makes capitalism so gelatinous, so spongy. Money is the fine
spider’s web that holds us entrapped. When we hit it, it does not
shatter into pieces but oozes back around our fist, mocking us.

Behind money stands value, the all-conquering drive of
the cheap commodity, the commodity produced in the least
amount of time. This is hard to resist. “The cheap prices of [the
bourgeoisie’s] commodities are the heavy artillery with which
it batters down all Chinese walls’, as Marx and Engels put it
(1848/1976). We do not have to go back to the time of Marx and
Engels to see this. What happened to the Vietnamese revolution
that inspired the world forty years ago? It could not be defeated
by the most powerful army on earth, but it has been effectively
undermined by value. The great Chinese revolution has been
converted into the world-wide symbol of the cheap commodity.
The destruction of all the revolutions of the twentieth century by
value stands as a stark warning. We can declare independence
for Scotland, or Euzkadi or wherever, but as long as value is
not challenged, its effect will be very limited. We can occupy
factories, set up our alternative systems of production, but we
will not be able to match the prices of capitalist commodities,
we will not be able to produce things as cheaply and as quickly,
and, if we were, we would probably be producing them in just
the same way as the capitalists.

Value is incompatible with self-determination, or indeed
with any form of conscious determination. Value is the rule of
necessary labour time, of the shortest time necessary to produce
a commodity. Value is controlled by nobody. Capitalists are
capitalists not because they control value, but because they
serve it.

How can we resist the rule of the cheap commodity and all
that it brings with it, especially when the struggle to survive
shapes the lives of so many people in the world? The traditional
answer is that the only way is a system of planned production
that would be even more efficient than capitalism and would
respond to people’s real needs. Traditional socialist analysis
contrasts the anarchy of the market with the rationality of
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central planning, but in practice central planning has never
been either rational or central, and it certainly has not been an
example of self-determination.?*

From the perspective of our multiplicity of cracks in capitalism,
how can we possibly think of a system of planning? Yet value
preys on fragmentation: that is a real problem. If there is no
central planning, then how do we coordinate our different
processes of creation or production, if not through the market?
And if we produce for the market, what distinguishes us from
any other capitalist enterprise?

Whatever the crack, whatever the form of the struggle to
break with capitalism, value lays siege, not just as an external
force, but through the corrosive, destructive force of money.
Money embodies the rationality of capitalism that stands against
the non-sense of rebellion. In capitalism, it is the movement of
value that determines what should be done and how it should
be done: no human, not even the capitalist class, makes those
determinations.

Value attacks as a force operating behind our backs, as the
silent power of money, introducing cheap commodities, luring
people away in the hope of escaping from poverty (the Zapatistas
that migrate to find employment in Cancin, for instance). As
market, it also stands against us as a palpable limit to what we
can do.

Occupied factories, like the hundreds occupied in Argentina in
recent years, face immediately the question of their relation to the
market. In general, the factories occupied (or ‘recovered’) were
faced with closure before the occupation — closure motivated
by the inability of their owners to sell their products on the
market. When the workers seize the factory, they are faced with
the dilemma of having to produce the same commodities for sale
on the market: that is the only way that they can ensure their
own physical survival. It may be possible to introduce different
working relations within the factory or workplace, to do away
with hierarchies or introduce the rotation of tasks; it may be
possible to use the workplace after working hours for political
meetings or cultural activities, but all such changes (significant
though they undoubtedly are) take place within the context
of the pressures generated by the need to sell the products as
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commodities on the market. It may perhaps be possible to change
the nature of the commodities produced, to produce things that
are more obviously socially beneficial, but this will depend on
the skills of the workers and the equipment at their disposal,
and any alternative products will, in any case, normally require
to be sold as commodities on the market.

The action of value may be very subtle and gradual. Fighting
it is much more difficult than throwing stones at the police.
Many radical groups have seen producing cooperatively for the
market as an alternative to working for a capitalist company, or
accepting funds from the state. It is an alternative, but at what
point does the market impose itself to create the same sort of
pressures as exist in any capitalist enterprise? Is there any escape?

It is not just the market in general, but also the labour market
in particular that seems to have us firmly entrapped. Similar
pressures face any individuals or groupswho say no to capitalist
employment and decide to dedicate themselves to an activity
which they consider meaningful. If we do not sell our labour
power, how do we survive? In some countries, it may be possible
to do so by taking advantage of state systems of social assistance,
but this is not the case in most countries and means, in the best
of cases, acceptance of a life of poverty and surveillance. Many
of the inhabitants of the more visible cracks, at least in the cities,
survive on some combination of casual employment, state benefits
and parental subsidies, but all of these undoubtedly impose limits
on our capacity to develop our power to do things differently.

There are ways in which some of these problems can be dealt
with. The most obvious is to look for funding of some sort,
either from the state or some sort of non-state foundation.
Many radical groups in Latin America receive some support
from foundations connected with the Catholic or other churches,
for example. It is clear that any such support carries risks, in
the sense that it will probably, directly or indirectly, impose
limitations on the activities of the recipient groups, or create
certain social relations within the groups (between those with
the skills necessary for fund-raising and others, for example).**
A more traditional, perhaps superficially more radical, way of
financing anti-capitalist activities is through bank robberies and
kidnapping, yet, although such money generally comes free of
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conditions, the actual fund-raising itself will probably create
patterns of behaviour and organisation that tend to reproduce
the capitalism that we are fighting against. The point is surely
that there is no purity here. In order to create a different world,
we need to survive physically and, unless we cultivate our own
food from the land (a real possibility in the case of peasant
revolutionary groups, but difficult in the cities), this requires
some sort of access to money, and money, whether it comes from
external funding or crime or some sort of employment, always
brings limitations and contradictions with it. The challenge is
always to see to what extent we can use money without being
used by it, without allowing our activities and our relations to
be determined by it.

Funding can perhaps be seen as a particular way of building
structures of mutual support. A more direct way of doing this
is to construct links of mutual assistance between the different
cracks. The Italian ;Ya basta! group organise financial and
practical support to install an electric generator in a Zapatista
community. The workers in Zanén, the largest of the recovered
factories in Argentina, buy their materials from mapuche
cooperatives in Chile and in this way give their support to the
mapuche movement.’ The interconnections between rebellions
in the world take the form of informal and constantly changing
networks,*” often providing important practical support.

These sorts of links are often contradictory. If the support
flows in one direction, it may result in a loss of self-determination
for the group supported, although it is not necessarily so. More
generally, solidarity can mean dilution. If it is understood as
support for the struggle of others, it is likely to contain the struggle
within certain limits. It is only if the struggle is understood as our
struggle that there can be a real joining of cracks.*®

This building of links of mutual support between the
different cracks in capitalist domination is sometimes seen
in terms of the construction of an alternative economy or an
economy of solidarity (economia solidaria). This refers to the
construction of an economy that is not dominated by value or
the pursuit of profit. This is an important development, but
there are problems. First, the notion of an alternative economy
already seems to impose a definition on the organisation of
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activities. If T say ‘No, I will not follow the logic of capital, I
shall do something else’, then I do not consider my other-doing
to be economic, but rather an escape from the economic. In
addition, the notion of an alternative economy or economy of
solidarity can easily obscure the fact that our other-doing is
an act of rebellion, an against-and-beyond. If this against-ness
is overlooked, the alternative economy can become simply a
complement to capitalist production. If this is the case, then far
from constituting a break in capitalist social relations, it helps
to underpin them.? Certainly, at the end of the day what we
want is a social connection based on trust, solidarity, generosity,
gift, in place of the social synthesis of value, but for the moment
this can only exist as an assault on value, not as a complement
to value production.

Value is the enemy, but it is an invisible enemy, the invisible
hand that holds capitalism together and tears the world apart.
Value creates a powerful and complex field of tension around
all our attempted breaks with capitalism, in which it is difficult
to draw clear lines between what is ‘revolutionary’ and what
is ‘reformist’. Beyond the state, beyond our personal contra-
dictions, it is value, the power of the market, of the cheap
commodity, of money, that threatens all the time to overwhelm
our cracks.
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10
Cracks exist on the edge of impossibility,
but they do exist. Moving they exist:
dignity is a fleet-footed dance.

On the one hand, the drive to break the logic of capital: the push
to create moments or spaces of refusal-and-creation, dignities.
On the other hand, the enormous cohesive force of capital: the
great sucking that pulls us back into conformity, that reabsorbs
our efforts to break away, that tells us over and over again ‘Run
if you like, this is a free society, but there is no escape, there is
no escape, there is no escape.’

A real and constant clash. We fling ourselves over and over
again against the advancing walls, and we get hurt. We scream
until the ice cracks, and then watch as it freezes over again.
Our cracks exist, but they exist on the edge of impossibility.
Disillusion and disappointment are never far away: they are
written into the attempt to create another world.! That should
not surprise us, for objectively that is where we are: always
pushing at the limits, always trying to do the impossible, always
trying to break the logic of the system, always half afraid that
perhaps they are right, perhaps we are crazy. We spend years
building an alternative space, then realise that it is not so
alternative, that the other social relations we are building are
not so other, after all. We throw all our energies into breaking
the logic of capital, then look around three years later and ask
‘where is the break?’ This walking on the edge of disillusion-
ment is what dignity means in a society based on its negation.

The logic of capital, that great destructive force of social
synthesis, tells us that there is no room for dignity in a society
based on the negation of dignity. Everything must fit together,
and that is the glory of money: it is such a flexible form of
fitting things together that all sorts of activities can be bent to
its dominion.
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And yet it is not so. The world is full of misfittings, of people
who say ‘we do not fit in, and we shall not fit in.” We have seen
the enormous cohesive force of capital: how, through the state,
through our own practices, above all through money, it draws
us back in to its logic, finds a way of slotting our rebellions into
the implacable jigsaw of the system. And yet, there they are,
everywhere, these pieces that simply do not fitin. Over and over
again, logic tells us that our rebellions are useless, that we must
submit, and yet there they are, all over the place, these insanities
that push towards a different world, these dignities that will not
wait until after the revolution.

And there they are, and so it is, and so it must be. So it must
be, because there is not only a logic of capital but an anti-logic of
humanity, of refusal, of movement in-against-and-beyond capital.
Rebellion is inseparable from obedience, misfitting from fitting,.

We start from the momentum of rage and hope and creativity.
We try to break the constraints of the society that oppresses us, to
overflow the domination that suffocates us, to create something
else. It is not a question of purity, for any crack will reproduce
the cracked within it. It is a question of movement, of direction.
Movement is what matters. The possibility of the cracks is in
their moving.

Think of occupied factories or cooperatives, for example. In
isolation, the taking of a factory into workers’ control is of
limited significance: all the pressures of the market will tend to
impose constraints that limit the extent to which the workers
can radically alter the nature of their activity within the factory
or enterprise. It is as part of a movement of struggle that the
occupation of the factory becomes important, because then it
becomes possible to open up new forms of relations with the
users of the products, so that work is not just for an anonymous
market but oriented towards the satisfaction of certain social
needs. The workers’ occupation of the factory does not create
a stable non-capitalist space, but it may be a significant part
of a movement against capital and against the imposition of
capitalist discipline. The important thing is to understand this
present intensity, the factory occupation, as a moving and open
present, not as a closed, isolated instant. Workers take control
of the factory: that is important, irrespective of what happens
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later, but if a whole series of factory occupations take place, then
the experience acquires a new dimension. We light a match: that
gives light and heat, but if a spark flies and a whole forest catches
fire, then the flame acquires a different meaning,. I refuse to go to
work and instead sit in a park reading a book: this is a pleasure
that requires no justification; but if everyone else decides to do
the same thing, then capitalism will collapse.

The validity of a rupture does not depend on the future,
but being part of a movement can transform its significance.
We throw a stone at the sheet of ice that covers the lake of
possibility. The stone makes a hole in the ice, but the ice is thick,
the day is cold and soon it freezes over again. We are left with
the inspiring memory of something beautiful, we have caught
a glimpse of a possible future. We throw another stone, and
this time not only do we make a hole, but cracks shoot out in
different directions, some of them connecting up with the cracks
that radiate outwards from the hole made by a stone thrown by
someone else. If the ice is to be broken completely, then that is
the only way it can happen: by lots of people throwing stones
and by the shooting out of cracks that sometimes connect.

Revolt generates shock waves, expanding waves of antagonism.
The cracks that result are never straight, and their movement is
rarely predictable. They run along more or less invisible fault
lines, weaknesses in the structure of the ice. There is something
about the way that society is organised that means that there are
certain lines of weakness or particular fragility. The subjection of
our daily activity to the rule of money (capital), means that there
is a frustration that runs through our daily lives, an antagonism
that takes many different forms and exists as a multiplicity of
interconnected fault lines. This is the network of fault lines
that we want to touch, the cracks and potential cracks that we
want to open.

Look at a crack in the wall. At one end it is clearly visible,
at the other end it is so fine, so tiny that we have to strain our
eyes to see where it ends. But the crack extends and widens
along that fine line that we can barely see. If we focus just on
the end that is clearly visible, then we understand nothing about
the potential of the crack, about how it can extend. There is a
line of continuity between the obvious and the barely visible.
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The lines of continuity are the lines of potential movement
and possible confluence. The obvious end of the crack is the
Zapatista uprising or the great counter-summit demonstrations.
The fine end is the woman who sits at her kitchen table reading
with enthusiasm of the latest anti-imperialist demonstrations or
the girl who, instead of going to work, sits in the park reading a
book, simply for the pleasure it gives her. Do these fine fissures
have the potential to widen into big cracks? We do not know,
cannot know in advance. The woman reading at her kitchen table
may go out and join the next demonstration, or she may not.
The girl reading her book in the park may conclude that there
is something fundamentally wrong with a society that does not
have pleasure as its principle, or she may not. But these are the
lines of continuity upon which the future of the world depends.
This is where the war is fought. Capital is a constant process of
blocking these continuities, of dividing people into blocks, of
telling the woman at the kitchen table that her frustration has
nothing to do with the anger of the demonstrators against the
G8 - and in this process, the left, with its definitions and clas-
sifications, often plays an active part.

But is there a problem here? Do we not also have to establish
distinctions, lines of division? The book started with the anguished
cry of ‘what can we do, what can we do to change the world?’
Is the answer ‘go and sit in the park’, or ‘join the local choir’,
or ‘go for a hike in the mountains’? No. The answer is rather
‘Revolt in whatever way we can’, but what matters most is not
just the cry of revolutionary hatred for capitalism but the ways
in which we try to develop in our everyday practice activities
that misfit with the cohesive suction of capitalist activity.

But how do we know if our activity is a misfit or if it simply
complements the development of capitalism? The difficult thing
is that we do not know. We analyse it and think about it, but
we cannot know for sure. Moreover, our evaluation of what
breaks and what complements capitalism is shifting all the
time. In the last century, thousands, perhaps millions, of people
gave their lives to the struggle to break the logic of capital and
create a different society. And now we look at the results —
the Soviet Union, the People’s Republic of China and so on
—and suspect that their lives of struggle did more to strengthen
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capitalism than to harm it. Sometimes it seems that capitalism
isinfinitely flexible, infinitely absorbent and that any revolt will
just be reabsorbed. Look at 1968, they say: all that rage, all that
creativity, simply laid the basis for a new style of capitalism.?
Look at all those autonomous groups thatstartoff as rebellions
against capitalism and, with the aid of a few gentle subsidies
and a bit of professional advice and training, end up as non-
governmental organisations, key elements in the governance
of neo-liberalism.? Look at all those revolts against the rigid
time-keeping of the working day which capital has simply
absorbed by making flexible the working day and extending
it to the whole of people’s lives. Do not be so naive, they say,
there is no escape.

And yet it is not so. It is not so first because the validity and
necessity of our revolt does not depend on its future. The event
we know as 1968 released a joy and creativity that needed no
justification in terms of its end results. And secondly, it is not
so because it is not true that capitalism is infinitely flexible: it is
a particular way of organising our social interrelations and our
activity, and many of the examples that we have already seen
suggest that it is becoming more rigid, less tolerant, less capable
of absorbing revolt. Misfitting is becoming a more and more
central part of everyday existence. And although it is difficult
to say with certainty of any particular action that it breaks with
capital, we do have a clear picture of that which we reject, of
the actions and forms of behaviour that clearly contribute to
the reproduction of capital — the treatment of people as a means
to the end of making profit, the treatment of people as objects
rather than subjects, as means to an end rather than as ends in
themselves. Our dignities are always moving-againsts, exploring-
beyonds, in which we risk our lives to break with that which
we reject with certainty and create something that we aspire to
with uncertainty. The uncertainty of our creation is no ground
for giving up, for it is founded in the certainty of our rejection.

And third, it is not so because, even if capital can absorb
most things with time, that does not matter, because by then we
have already moved on. We lead the dance, and capital follows.
Dignity is a fleet-footed dance. And the more fleet-footed it is, the
harder it is for capital to follow. Identity is the constant identifi-
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cation of non-identity, but non-identity always remains one step
ahead. Dignity is a leaping, gliding, swinging, dancing, never a
marching: and that, for capital, is hard to follow and absorb.

We do not need hard lines, then, because hard lines and
clear divisions hinder the dance of dignity. Certainly there is a
difference between a great popular uprising and the girl sitting
in the park reading her book. In the one case it is an open
and public declaration of revolt, in the other it is a completely
private, de-politicised moment of pleasure. But if we limit our
gaze to that which is public and open, then we are doing just
that: limiting our own vision, and with it the impact of our
dignities. We are in fact reproducing the capitalist distinction
between public and private, whereas our aim is to cut through
that distinction. Perhaps we do want the girl in the park to
rise up and fight with others for a world in which we can all
spend much more time in the park reading our books or doing
whatever we want, but unless we can recognise and respect the
present potential of that struggle in the girl’s reading of her book,
then we are in effect closing our eyes to the potential movement
of the crack. We are closing off the potential spread of our crack,
enclosing ourselves within a ghetto.

This is the danger of militancy or activism. The great public
displays of revolt or dignity (Gleneagles, Heiligendamm, and so
on) are of course the outcome of dedicated militancy or activism,
the result of the activity of a lot of people who devote much
of their lives to organising anti-capitalist action. Most of them
are not professional revolutionaries in the old style, but people
who make the organisation of struggles against capital a high
priority in their lives. Without such dedication, many of these
great protests would not take place.* The danger, however, is that
a self-referential world of militancy or activism can be created.
This may take an obvious institutionalised form in the creation
of a party or some other permanent organisation, but, even
where this type of institutionalisation is rejected, the danger
remains. The focus on the great public displays of dignity can
easily lead to a lack of sensitivity or even a complete lack of
respect for the less visible displays of revolt. If that happens,
we are in a situation of vanguardism, however strong the anti-
vanguardist commitment of the militants may be.’ The world
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becomes divided into the world of those who fight for change
on the one hand, and the great mass of people who must be
convinced, on the other. The argument here is not an argument
against the importance of what activists do. It is certainly not
an argument against activists, but it is, crucially, an argument
for ‘breaking down the division between “activist” and “non-
activist™ (Trott 2007: 231).¢

The relation between the visible and the invisible (or barely
visible) revolts can be thought of in two ways. In the first, it is only
the visible, public revolts that are to be taken seriously. Beyond
that there is a barrier or gap, outside which remain the vast
majority of people. These people are to be reached by teaching,
by explaining, by talking. The central issue is consciousness and
the lack of it. The other way is to think that there is not a gap or
barrier but lines of continuity that run from the great insubor-
dinations to the tiny, apparently insignificant insubordinations.
The central issue is not consciousness but sensitivity: the ability to
recognise insubordinations that are not obvious and the capacity
to touch those insubordinations. Consciousness or understanding
certainly plays a role, but it cannot be a question of bringing
consciousness from outside but of drawing out that which is
already present in undeveloped form, of bringing different
experiences into resonance with one another. This takes us to a
politics not of talking but of listening, or of listening-and-talking,
a politics of dialogue rather than monologue.

A politics of listening sits uneasily with any form of institu-
tionalisation, whether as a party or not. Institutions tend to
have rules or practices which define expectations and tune in
to certain voices, but not others. Institutions are not very good
at listening even when they try to do it. Lines of antagonism
(class struggle, if you will) move faster than any institution and
any attempt to institutionalise them or tie them down is likely
to constitute an impediment and a deafness to such movement.
There is an important distinction to be made between institu-
tionalisation, which projects the present on to the future and
imposes definitions and limits, and organisation, which has as its
core the open and effective coordination of doing.” Certainly we
need forms of organisation, but it is important that the organi-
sational forms should be as open and receptive as possible. The
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confluence of our dignities is important, but perhaps it should
be thought of as a confluence of resonance, of trying to play in
the same key: jazz musicians who come together for the fun of
it without a leader, learn to join in the same tune, each with her
particular style of developing themes and variations, moving
together in a discordant harmony.

It might be thought that any attempt to listen to, or touch
the experience of, the tiny fissures (the girl reading her book in
the park, say) means a loss of radicalness, a conversion of the
revolution into something soft and wishy-washy.® That is not
so at all. The tiny, subterranean revolts may be far more radical
in their potential than the noisiest demonstration. ‘What the
girl reading her book in the park is saying silently is ‘Live for
pleasure, not for pain’, a slogan far more radical than the slogans
of the huge anti-US demonstration taking place at the same time.
The issue is not one of degrees of radicalness but of touching
nerves, of channelling angers and dreams, of finding resonances.

Our dignities are dignities in movement, cracks that spread.’
But the spreading is not a question of increasing membership
or enrolling more adherents. Nor is it primarily a matter of
preaching or talking, though that may play a role. It is probably
more helpful to think of contagion, emulation and resonance.
The social centre movement has spread basically in this way:
not through the members of one social centre going to another
town and convincing the people there to set up a social centre,
but through the latter hearing of or seeing the first social centre,
being impressed and deciding to set up something similar in their
own town.'® In this process of contagion, the speaker on the
rostrum is being supplemented by, or replaced by, street theatre.
If the central issue is not so much to convince or explain, but to
touch discontents that are already there, then art, theatre and
music play an especially important part. That is surely why the
aesthetic element of the manifestations of revolt has come to play
such an important part in recent years.!' Theatre, poetry and
humour have been a key element in the impact of the Zapatistas
and other movements, not as instruments of the movement but
as a central element of the movement itself.

The cracks in capitalist domination exist. Logically, perhaps,
they do not and can not exist. But they do. They do exist and
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they often possess an extraordinary energy and creativity, taking
us into new dimensions of understanding and perception.!?
Cracks in the pavement: we are the weeds pushing through. In
a cold world, we are the sun shining on the ice, creating cracks
that can move with terrifying and unpredictable speed. Or not.
The old revolutionary certainties have gone. We can no longer
proclaim with confidence that our victory is inevitable. We accept
that we live in a world of uncertainty and confusion, but can
we find a way of understanding our uncertainty and confusion?
There is no certainty in history, but is there some way in which
we can understand the multiplication of cracks, or even the fact
that we are here talking about cracks, as part of a powerful
historical or anti-historical undercurrent? Can we understand
the cracks not just as an endless series of attacks on the social
synthesis of capitalism but as the crisis of that synthesis?
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Part IV
The Dual Character of Labour







11
The cracks are the revolt of one
form of doing against another:
the revolt of doing against labour.

The focus on cracks carries us back and forth, from elation
to despair, from despair to hope and determination, and back
again. The breaks clash with the social synthesis and they are
absorbed or repressed. We rage against the machine, but we
want more than that: we want to break it and we want to create
something else.

The tradition of orthodox Marxism tells us that the only way
forward is to break the system as a whole, to take state power,
dismantle capitalism and construct socialism. But that does not
work, has not worked. Qur only option is to fight from the
particular, but then we clash against the force of the whole. It
would be lovely just to forget about the force of the whole, but
it is there, a real, crushing force of social synthesis.

We go back and forth between despair and hope. Ping, pong.
Are we crazy to rebel or is there some real force in our drive
against capitalism? Are we tragic Don Quixotes out of touch
with historical reality, or are we the first swallows of a new
summer? ‘Beforea time breaks up and moves on’, wrote Ludwig
Bérne in the early nineteenth century, ‘it sends capable and
trusted people ahead of it, to suss out the new terrain. If these
heralds were allowed to go their way, people would soon learn
where time is heading. But that is not done, these precursors are
called troublemakers, seducers and fanatics and held back with
force.”! But how do we would-be heralds of a new age know
that we are not crazy troublemakers? Maybe they are right.
Maybe books like this are sheer nonsense or, worse than that,
actually harmful.

This is a practical and urgent dilemma. The cracks exist.
Many, many peopleare devoting their lives to breaking the rules,
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to trying to live in a way that does not fit in to the patterns of
capitalist social relations. What do we say to them? Do we warn
them that they will not go very far because sooner or later the
system will prevail, and that the only way forward is to conform
or to fight for the overthrow of the capitalist system as a whole?
Or do we say to keep on pushing, to make the cracks as big as
possible, because the cracks are the crisis of the system, the only
way that the system can be overthrown? A frightening question,
because people are playing their lives on the answer. Banging
one’s head against reality can be painful.

To try and find a way forward, we go back to that which
we have already emphasised as being the core of the crack: ‘a
crack is the perfectly ordinary creation of a space or moment
in which we assert a different type of doing.’* We start from
two antagonistic types of doing: that which we reject and that
which we try to create. The cracks are revolts of one type of
doing against another type of doing.

‘We shall not do what capital requires, we shall do what we
consider necessary or desirable.” That is the essence of a crack
in capitalist domination. ‘We shall not do a, we shall do b.” But
no: this formalisation is completely wrong. The first option (a,
what capital requires) is fundamentally different from the second
option (b, what we consider necessary or desirable). ‘Do’ in
the first case (do what capital requires) is absolutely different
from ‘do’ in the second case (do what we consider necessary or
desirable). To do something over which we have no control is a
completely different experience from doing something that we
choose to do.

We really need two different words for the two forms of doing,.
In English, we have the word ‘labour’ to indicate a doing that is
unpleasant or subject to external compulsion or determination.’
To find an adequate word for activity that is self-determined or
at least pushes towards self-determination is more difficult, so
we shall retain ‘doing’ as a general term to indicate an activity
that is not necessarily subject to alien determination, an activity
that is potentially self-determining.*

The essence of our crack can be rephrased: “We shall not
labour under the command of capital, we shall do what we
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consider necessary or desirable.”’ The crack is the revolt of doing
against labour.

The revolt of doing against labour is the revolt of one form
of activity, which we choose, against another form of activity,
which we reject. We reject labour because it is unpleasant to do
something as the result of external obligation, and also because
we can see that it is labour that creates capital, that creates a
world of injustice that is destroying humanity. The doing we
choose is more agreeable by virtue of the fact that we choose it,
and it is also an attempt to stop creating capitalism and create
a different world.

Thestory of the cracks is the story of a doing that does not fit
into a world dominated by labour. The cracks are mis-fittings,
mis-doings. To say that cracks are quite ordinary rebellions is
to say that the misfit is not someone or something that belongs
to the margins of society, but is at its very centre. To mis-fit is a
central part of everyday experience. We start from there because
it is this failure or refusal to fit in to an oppressive society that
is the basis for hoping that we can change it. If we look through
the eyes of domination or start from the analysis of capital, these
misfittings simply do not exist. To put cracks at the centre gives
us a different vantage point: we start from that which does not
fit in, that which overflows, that which is not contained, that
which exists not only in but also against-and-beyond. We start
not from the stillness of identity but from the moving of non- or,
better, anti-identity. We start dialectically, but not with a dialectic
understood as interaction but rather as the negative restlessness
of misfitting, of insufficiency.’

The pivot, the central fulcrum, in all of this is our doing:
human creation. One form of doing, labour, creates capital,
the basis of the society that is destroying us. Another form of
doing, what we call simply ‘doing’, pushes against the creation
of capital and towards the creation of a different society. In both
cases, our doing is at the centre. By focusing on doing, we put
our own power at the centre of our understanding of society: our
power-to-do (and therefore, our power not to do, and our power
to do differently). By focusing on doing, we also state clearly
that the argument of this book is not for ‘more democracy’ but
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for a radical reorganisation of our daily activity, without which
the call for ‘more democracy’ means nothing at all.¢

The insoluble dilemma of our cracks, the back-and-forth
between hope and despair, is not composed of external forces
but has to do with the organisation of our own practice. We
create the society that we want to get rid of. That is terrible, but
it is also the source of hope. If we create capitalism, then we can
also stop creating it and do something else instead. Hope lies in
the dual, self-antagonistic character of human doing.
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12

The abstraction of doing into labour
is the weaving of capitalism.

Here we turn to Marx. We must. This is not an apology, but
an acknowledgement that some readers (if such there be) may
be reluctant to look at Marx. The current wave of struggle
against capitalist globalisation has paid relativelylittle attention
to Marxist theory, and much of the writing within the Marxist
tradition has become divorced from the movement of struggle.
In the argument so far, I have insisted on the importance of
starting out from particular struggles — the cracks in capitalist
domination — rather than starting out from an analysis of
capitalism as a whole, as most work in the Marxist tradition
has done. This is not because I reject Marxism but, on the
contrary, because I understand Marxism as critique, a solvent,
an acid which dissolves the social rigidities that confront us, the
apparently unmovable system that we keep on clashing against.
In the present stage of the argument, that is exactly what we
need, an acid to dissolve the hardness of the social synthesis that
repeatedly puts us down. In what follows, I shall suggest that the
key to the solvent power of Marxism is the dual nature of doing.

The ‘two-fold nature of labour’ (as he called it) was central
to Marx’s critique of capitalism. At the beginning of the second
section of the first chapter of Volume I of Capital, he states quite
clearly: “This point [the two-fold nature of the labour contained
in commodities] is the pivot on which a clear comprehension
of Political Economy turns’ (1867/1965: 415 1867/1990: 132).
After the publication of the first volume, he wrote to Engels
(Marx, 1867/1987: 407): “The best points in my book are: 1) the
two-fold character of labour, according to whether it is expressed
as use value or exchange value. (All understanding of the facts
depends upon this. It is emphasised immediately in the first
chapter).”? Despite the force and prominence that Marx gave to
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this point, it has remained almost unmentioned in the Marxist
tradition (so that to insist on its importance is inevitably to
propose a re-reading of Marx).

Marx introduces the idea of the dual nature of labour in
his youthful work, the 1844 Philosophical and Economic
Manuscripts. One of the most famous (and important) passages in
his writings is the section there on Estranged Labour. In order to
understand the ‘intrinsic connection’ (1844/1975b: 271) between
the phenomena of capitalist society, Marx turns to labour as it
exists in capitalist society, which he characterises as alienated or
estranged labour: “The object which labour produces — labour’s
product— confronts it as something alien, as a power independent
of the producer’ (ibid.: 274). This alienation is not just the end
result of labour but inherent in the process of labour itself:

But the estrangement is manifested not only in the result but in the act
of production, within the producing activity itself. How could the worker
come to face the product of his activity as a stranger, were it not that
in the very act of production he was estranging himself from himself?
... If then the product of labour is alienation, production itself must be
active alienation, the alienation of activity, the activity of alienation.
(1844/1975b: 274)

Labour, as alienated labour, is a separating of ourselves from
ourselves, a tearing asunder of ourselves and our activity.

It is through our alienated labour that we produce our master.
Marx says of the worker who performs alienated labour:

Just as he creates his own production as the loss of his reality, as his
punishment; hisown product as a loss, as a product not belonging to him;
so he creates the domination of the person who does not produce over
the production and over the product. Just as he estranges his own activity
from himself, so he confers upon the stranger an activity which is not his
own ... The relationship of the worker to labour creates the relation to it
of the capitalist (or whatever one chooses to call the master of labour).
(1844/1975b: 279)

The worker produces the master, not by just any form of activity,
but by performing alienated or estranged labour.
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Marx focuses on alienated labour, but the very concept
implies a contrast with non-alienated labour (or, as we might
say, non-alienated doing). Marx does not use the term ‘non-
alienated’ labour or ‘non-alienated’ doing, but he does speak
of alienation as the alienation of man’s conscious life-activity:

Free, conscious