
A few lines to Alfredo Cospito

Dear Alfredo, I have read several times your Contribution regarding the proposal for a new anarchist manifesto, and I 
am pleased to see that your spirit, your vitality and the generous tension that animates you are not dampened even after 
the years in prison that you did, and I'm sure they won't in the future either.
with regard to the content of your contribution, however, I have many difficulties in understanding, better in placing 
your considerations within some "panorama" that is understandable to me.
However, it does'nt seems to me that they are due to your now very long imprisonment and therefore to your being 
forced to the "margins" of the reality of the Movement, given that the news that reaches you is certainly limited, also 
because so many are reported to you by others and not lived in person.
It seems to me, in truth, that yours was largely a hurried reading, unless the copy of the document you had reached was 
incomplete.
for the remaining part your evaluations do'nt seem to me to enter into the merits of the content of the Proposal, even 
better it seems to me that your Contribution to the Proposal is a vehicle to bring out all the alleged negativities, 
distortions of the truth, speculations and even alleged operation "of recovery" by the comrades who drafted and 
contributed to composing the Proposal.
Given the mixture of hasty reading and considerations that emerge as egocentric (and not a little megalomaniac) I face 
this letter by underlining some passages of your Contribution; clarifying right away that this does not mean at all that 
any criticism and consideration, even destructive, of the Proposal is rejected, and least of all it means that concordant 
manifestations of approval are expected on it.
The starting point of your Contribution is the noted absence in the proposal of references to the F.A.I.-F.R.I. and to the 
C.C.F. which are never mentioned.
You have noticed this absence but you have not noticed at the same time that there is no reference in the whole 
document to any abbreviation or acronym of informal or formal organization, known, less known or not at all known.
But just this "first thing that you have noticed" I am not so sure that it is due to a simple hasty reading, given that you 
evaluate this "lack" «surprising and indicative, because we are talking about armed struggle which, with all its 
limitations, has given rise to this phenomenon» (I believe the "armed struggle" or the "new anarchy"?).
the fact that you then make the advent of the F.A.I.-F.R.I. and the C.C.F. with the "experiences of armed struggle" that 
gave rise to "this phenomenon" (whether it is the "armed struggle" or the "new anarchist"),
It seems to me to be an affirmation not only out of place but against all historical evidence, which undoubtedly mortifies
all those actions (and their supporters) of the last 20-25 years that are not attributable to these acronyms, but also the 
other implemented in the decades before the birth-operation of both the FAI/FRI and the CCF, which in the analysis of 
the Proposal, are fully part of and are at the origin of the stimulus that part of the comrades have given to make the 
most of what more modestly we have defined "anarchism of action".
In short, not only you do seem to aspire - with your debut - to the monopoly of the "armed struggle" (or the "new 
anarchy") by the mentioned acronyms, but your continuous appeal to anarchist informality seems to me to be a gigantic 
contradiction : if you are informal, that is, without a form fixed in time, you do not crystallize within the parameters of a
abbreviation-organization-aggregation or call it whatever you prefer.
Having clarified this, it is also evident that the Proposal (in addition to the direct experience of some of the editors) 
shares with you, in part at least, the criticisms and statements you make about the assembly, for example, and about 
some of the considerations that led also you and other companions to its passing.
But for some of them, there is no need to renounce the assembly itself, as a place for meeting, socializing, exchanging 
experiences and a place for new knowledge and the search for new affinities; for them there is indeed the need to put an 
end to the meetings in which those meetings must decide, in some way, something definite on which all the present-
participants must have their say, that is, express their dissent or consent; in other words, if the deliberative assembly 
manifests so many negativities and few positivity, the deliberative assemblies are put to an end and the assembly is 
maintained as a place for socialization, exchange of experiences and material-knowledge, search for affinity and so on.
If one wears shoes that are tight enough to cause blisters and sores on his feet, he can certainly decide never to wear 
shoes again for the rest of his life! But he can also decide to wear only those suitable for his feet, having many benefits 
and without having negative consequences.
I do not hold back on your further considerations: "overcoming the assembly tool"; "exclusion of any organization of 
any kind, including coordination"; "exclusion of pure theorists" (even if, and I am speaking of my experience, I have 
never met these pure ones, at least in the circles I frequent among us anarchists).
Differences, and not insignificant, given that they take on the value of mutual exclusion, are instead others, namely: 
those according to which for you "only the actions speak, only the anarchists who risk their lives by hitting hard", for 
which "communication it happens through claims "; and your view that "there is no need to know each other because 
this would give rise to leaders or coordination".
What to say about it? Personally I value an existence of very little importance, and really reduced to a minimum, one 
that imposes limits on knowledge for fear of the emergence of a leader, one dedicated solely to carrying out "actions" 
and finally enclosed in absolute silence except when it expresses itself with claims! I don't know, maybe I'm 
exaggerating, but I go to the bottom of the consequences of your statements, logic and practice.
At most, one could arrive, according to your assumptions, to the conclusion that certainly the Proposal for a new 



anarchist manifesto is just useless chatter because it is not supported by any specific destructive "action", but then your 
contribution in this regard would be useless on a established uselessness, also because not even your observation is the 
result of some specific action!
As you can see all this chatting of ours becomes an absurdity, if we do not place it within the explanatory and critical 
framework of the Proposal, which I invite you to read from another perspective: that of the effort of some comrades 
who from different points of the globe, and each with their own fundamental mental and cultural features that only 
partially coincide with those of the others, believe that it is possible among the multiple constellations of the anarchic 
universe of action to make an extra effort than what is already done because it would gain from it every single position.
One may or may not agree with these views, and it is certainly not the fact that you do not agree with them that amazes 
me, but all the rest of your contribution, where it emerges that you interpret in a distorted way almost every 
development of the themes addressed by the Proposal, to the point of concluding that it is an operation of "recovery" of 
the "new anarchy" that you claim only for yourself and the acronyms, or acronyms, that you mention.
Perhaps a little less self-centeredness and a more "relaxed" reading, in addition to the calm reflection on the issues that 
comrades advance - who are not necessarily "recoverers" (of what, then?) - I do not say they make everyone conclude in
the same way, or agree on something, but they would certainly exclude the alleged bad faith and show respect for 
everyone without pretending that some are the "true anarchists" and honest and without ulterior motives, and the others 
unrepentant exploiters!
With this I conclude, dear Alfredo, knowing that you are certainly generous and irreducible, and wishing you to devote 
more time to deepening and reflection.
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