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(TRANSLATION)

To study everyday life would be a com-
pletely absurd undertaking, unable
even to grasp anything of its object, if
this study was not expressly for the pur-
pose of transforming everyday life.

The lecture (a speaker’s exposition of
certain intellectual considerations to an
audience), being an extremely common-
place form of human relations in a
rather large sector of society, is itself
part of the everyday life that must be
criticized.

Sociologists, for example, are only too
inclined to exclude from everyday life
things that happen to them every day,
and to transfer them to separate and
supposedly superior spheres. In this
way habit in all its forms — beginning
with the habit of handling a few profes-
sional concepts (concepts produced by
the division of labour) — masks reality
behind privileged conventions.

It is thus desirable to demonstrate, by a
slight alteration of the usual proce-
dures, that everyday life is right here.
These words are being communicated
by way of a tape recorder, not, of
course, in order to illustrate the integra-
tion of technology into this everyday
life on the margin of the technological
world, but in order to take the simplest
opportunity to break with the appear-
ance of pseudocollaboration, of artifi-
cial dialogue, between the “in person”
lecturer and his spectators. This slight
discomforting break with accustomed
routine may serve to bring directly into

the field of questioning of everyday life
(a questioning otherwise completely ab-
stract) the conference itself, as well as
any number of other forms of using
time or objects, forms that are consid-
ered “normal” and not even noticed,
and which ultimately condition us.
With such a detail, as with everyday
life as a whole, alteration is always the
necessary and sufficient condition for
experimentally bringing into clear view
the object of our study, which would
otherwise remain uncertain — an ob-
ject which is itself less to be studied
than to be changed.

I have just said that the reality of an ob-
servable entity designated by the term
“everyday life” stands a good chance of
remaining hypothetical for many peo-
ple. Indeed, the most striking feature of
the present “Group for Research on Ev-
eryday Life” is obviously not the fact
that it has not yet discovered anything,
but the fact that the very existence of
everyday life has been disputed from its
very inception, and increasingly so
with each new session of this confer-
ence. Most of the talks we have heard
so far have been by people who are not
at all convinced that everyday life ex-
ists, since they haven’t encountered it
anywhere. A group for research on ev-
eryday life with this attitude is com-
parable in every way to an expedition
in search of the Yeti, which might simi-
larly come to the conclusion that its
quarry was merely a popular hoax.

To be sure, everyone agrees that certain
gestures repeated every day, such as
opening doors or filling glasses, are

quite real; but these gestures are at
such a trivial level of reality that it is
rightly objected that they are not of suf-
ficient interest to justify a new special-
ized branch of sociological research. A
number of sociologists seem disinclined
to recognize any aspects of everyday
life beyond these trivialities. They thus
accept the definition of it proposed by
Henri Lefebvre — “whatever remains af-
ter one has eliminated all specialized ac-
tivities” — but draw a different conclu-
sion: that everyday life is nothing. The
majority of sociologists — and we
know how much they are in their ele-
ment in specialized activities, in which
they generally have the blindest faith!
— recognize specialized activities every-
where and everyday life nowhere. Ev-
eryday life is always elsewhere. Among
others, somewhere in the nonsociologis-
tic classes of the population. Someone
said here that it would be interesting to
study the workers as guinea pigs who
have probably been infected with this
virus of everyday life because they, hav-
ing no access to specialized activities,
have no life except everyday life. This
condescending manner of investigating
the common people in search of an exot-
ic primitivism of everyday life — and
above all this ingenuously avowed self-
-satisfaction, this naïve pride in partici-
pating in a culture whose glaring
bankruptcy no one can dream of deny-
ing, and this radical inability to unders-
tand the world that produces this cul-
ture — all this never ceases to astonish.

This attitude clearly reveals a desire to
hide behind a development of thought
based on the separation of artificial,
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fragmentary domains so as to reject the
useless, vulgar and disturbing concept
of “everyday life.” Such a concept cov-
ers an uncatalogued and unclassified
residue of reality, a residue some peo-
ple don’t want to face because it at the
same time represents the standpoint of
the totality and thus implies the necessi-
ty of a holistic political judgment. Cer-
tain intellectuals seem to flatter them-
selves with an illusory personal partici-
pation in the dominant sector of society
through their possession of one or more
cultural specializations, though those
specializations have put them in the
best position to see that this whole dom-
inant culture is moth-eaten. But whatev-
er one’s opinion of the coherence of
this culture or of the interest of one or
another of its fragments, the particular
alienation it has imposed on these intel-
lectuals is to make them imagine, from
their lofty sociological position, that
they are quite outside the everyday life
of the common people, or to give them
an exaggerated idea of their sociopoliti-
cal rank, as if their lives were not as fun-
damentally impoverished as everyone
else’s.

Specialized activities certainly exist;
they are even put to certain general us-
es which should be recognized in a de-
mystified manner. Everyday life is not
everything — although its overlapping
with specialized activities is such that
in a sense we are never outside of every-
day life. But to use a somewhat simplis-
tic spatial image, we still have to place
everyday life at the center of every-
thing. Every project begins from it and
every accomplishment returns to it to
acquire its real significance. Everyday
life is the measure of all things: of the
(non)fulfilment of human relations; of
the use of lived time; of artistic experi-
mentation; and of revolutionary
politics.

It is not enough to recall that the old
stereotypical image of the detached sci-
entific observer is fallacious in any
case. It must be stressed that disinterest-
ed observation is even less possible
here than anywhere else. What makes
for the difficulty of even recognizing a
terrain of everyday life is not only the
fact that it has already become the os-
tensible meeting ground of an empiri-
cal sociology and a conceptual elabora-
tion, but also the fact that it presently

happens to be the stake in any revolu-
tionary renewal of culture and politics.
To fail to criticize everyday life means
accepting the prolongation of the pre-
sent thoroughly rotten forms of culture
and politics, forms whose extreme crisis
is expressed in increasingly widespread
political apathy and neoilliteracy, espe-
cially in the most modern countries. On
the other hand, a radical critique in
acts of prevailing everyday life could
lead to a supersession of culture and
politics in the traditional sense, that is,
to a higher level of intervention in life.

“But,” you may ask, “how does it hap-
pen that the importance of this every-
day life, which according to you is the
only real life, is so completely and di-
rectly underrated by people who, after
all, have no direct interest in doing so
— many of whom are even far from be-
ing opposed to some kind of renewal of
the revolutionary movement?”

I think this happens because everyday
life is organized within the limits of a
scandalous poverty, and above all be-
cause there is nothing accidental about
this poverty of everyday life: it is a
poverty that is constantly imposed by
the coercion and violence of a society
divided into classes, a poverty histori-
cally organized in line with the evolv-
ing requirements of exploitation.

The use of everyday life, in the sense of
a consumption of lived time, is gov-
erned by the reign of scarcity: scarcity
of free time and scarcity of possible us-
es of this free time.

Just as the accelerated history of our
time is the history of accumulation and
industrialization, so the backwardness
and conservative tendencies of every-
day life are products of the laws and in-
terests that have presided over this in-
dustrialization. Everyday life has until
now resisted the historical. This repre-
sents first of all a verdict against the his-
torical insofar as it has been the heri-
tage and project of an exploitive socie-
ty.
The extreme poverty of conscious or-
ganization and creativity in everyday

life reflects the fundamental necessity
for unconsciousness and mystification
in a society of exploitation and aliena-
tion.

Henri Lefebvre has extended the idea of
uneven development so as to character-
ize everyday life as a lagging sector,
out of joint with the historical but not
completely cut off from it. I think that
one could go so far as to term this level
of everyday life a colonized sector. We
know that underdevelopment and col-
onization are interrelated at the level of
global economy. Everything suggests
that the same thing applies at the level
of socioeconomic structure, at the level
of praxis.

Everyday life, policed and mystified by
every means, is a sort of reservation for
the good natives who keep modern soci-
ety running without understanding it
— this society with its rapid growth of
technological powers and the forced ex-
pansion of its market. History (the
transformation of reality) cannot
presently be used in everyday life be-
cause the people who live that every-
day life are the product of a history
over which they have no control. It is
of course they themselves who make
this history, but they do not make it
freely or consciously.

Modern society is viewed through spe-
cialized fragments that are virtually in-
communicable; and so everyday life,
where all questions are liable to be
posed in a unitary manner, is naturally
the domain of ignorance.
Through its industrial production this
society has emptied the gestures of
work of all meaning. And no model of
human behaviour has retained any real
relevance in everyday life.

This society tends to atomize people in-
to isolated consumers and to prohibit
communication. Everyday life is thus
private life, the realm of separation and
spectacle.

It is thus also the sphere of the special-
ists’ resignation and failure. It is the rea-
son, for example, that one of the rare in-
dividuals capable of understanding the
latest scientific conception of the uni-
verse will make a fool of himself by
earnestly pondering Alain Robbe-Gril-
let’s aesthetic theories or by sending pe-
titions to the President in the hope of
convincing him to change his policies.
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It is the sphere of personal disarma-
ment, of an avowed incapability of liv-
ing.

Thus the underdevelopment of every-
day life cannot be characterized solely
by its relative inability to put various
technologies to good use. This inability
is only one consequence (though an im-
portant one) of everyday alienation as a
whole, which could be defined as the in-
ability to invent a technique for the lib-
eration of everyday experience.

Many techniques do, in fact, more or
less markedly alter certain aspects of ev-
eryday life — not only housework, as
has already been mentioned here, but
also telephones, television, music on
long-playing records, mass air travel,
etc. These developments arise anarchi-
cally, by chance, without anyone hav-
ing foreseen their interrelations or
consequences. But there is no denying
that, on the whole, this introduction of
technology into everyday life ultimate-
ly takes place within the framework of
modern bureaucratized capitalism and
tends to reduce people’s independence
and creativity. The new prefabricated
cities clearly exemplify the totalitarian
tendency of modern capitalism’s organi-
zation of life: the isolated inhabitants
(generally isolated within the frame-
work of the family cell) see their lives
reduced to the pure triviality of the
repetitive combined with the obligatory
consumption of an equally repetitive
spectacle.

One can thus conclude that if people
censor the question of their own every-
day life, it is both because they are
aware of its unbearable misery and be-
cause sooner or later they sense —
whether they admit it or not — that all
the real possibilities, all the desires that
have been frustrated by the functioning
of social life, are focused there, and not
at all in the various specialized activi-
ties and distractions. Awareness of the
profound richness and energy aban-
doned in everyday life is inseparable
from awareness of the poverty of the
dominant organization of this life. The

awareness of this untapped richness
leads to the contrasting definition of ev-
eryday life as poverty and as prison;
which in turn leads to the repression of
the whole problem.
In these conditions, repressing the polit-
ical question posed by the poverty of ev-
eryday life means repressing the most
profound demands bearing on the possi-
ble richness of this life — demands that
can lead to nothing less than a reinven-
tion of revolution. Of course an evasion
of politics at this level is in no way in-
compatible with being active in the Par-
ti Socialiste Unifié, for example, or with
reading Humanité [French Communist
Party newspaper] with confidence.

Everything really depends on the level
at which this problem is posed: How is
our life? In what ways are we satisfied
with it? In what ways are we dissatis-
fied with it? Without for a moment lett-
ing ourselves be intimidated by the vari-
ous advertisements designed to per-
suade us that we can be happy because
of the existence of God or Colgate tooth-
paste or the National Center for Scientif-
ic Research.

It seems to me that the phrase “critique
of everyday life” could and should also
be understood in this reverse sense: as
everyday life’s sovereign critique of ev-
erything that is external or irrelevant to
itself.

The question of the use of technological
means, in everyday life and elsewhere,
is a political question. Out of all the po-
tential technical means, those that actu-
ally get implemented are selected in ac-
cordance with the goal of maintaining
the rule of a particular class. When one
imagines a future such as that present-
ed in science-fiction, in which interstel-
lar adventures coexist with a terrestrial
everyday life kept in the same old mate-
rial poverty and archaic morality, this
implies precisely that there is still a
class of specialized rulers maintaining
the proletarian masses of the factories
and offices in their service; and that the
interstellar adventures are nothing but
the particular enterprise chosen by
those rulers, the way they have found
to develop their irrational economy,
the pinnacle of specialized activity.

Someone posed the question, “What is
private life deprived of?” Quite simply
of life itself, which is cruelly absent.

People are as deprived as possible of
communication and of self-fulfillment;
deprived of the opportunity to personal-
ly make their own history. Positive re-
sponses to this question about the na-
ture of the privation can thus only take
the form of projects of enrichment; the
project of developing a style of life dif-
ferent from the present one (if the pre-
sent way of life can even be said to
have a “style”). Or to put it another
way, if we regard everyday life as the
frontier between the dominated and the
undominated sectors of life, and thus as
the terrain of chance and uncertainty, it
would be necessary to replace the pre-
sent ghetto with a constantly moving
frontier; to work ceaselessly toward the
organization of new chances.

The question of intensity of experience
is posed today — with drug use, for ex-
ample — in the only terms in which the
society of alienation is capable of pos-
ing any question: namely, in terms of
false recognition of a falsified project,
in terms of fixation and attachment. It
should also be noted how much the im-
age of love elaborated and propagated
in this society has in common with
drugs. A passion is first of all presented
as a denial of all other passions; then it
is frustrated, and finally reappears only
in the compensations of the reigning
spectacle. La Rochefoucauld wrote:
“What often prevents us from abandon-
ing ourselves to a single vice is that we
have several.” This can be taken as a
very positive observation if we ignore
its moralistic presuppositions and put it
back on its feet as the basis of a pro-
gram for the realization of human ca-
pacities.
All these questions are now relevant be-
cause our time is clearly dominated by
the emergence of the project borne by
the working class — the abolition of ev-
ery class society and the inauguration
of human history — and is thus also
dominated by the fierce resistance to
this project and by the distortions and
failures it has encountered up till now.

The present crisis of everyday life takes
its place among the new forms of the
crisis of capitalism, forms that remain
unnoticed by those who cling to classi-
cal calculations of the dates of the next
cyclical crises of the economy.

The disappearance in developed capital-
ism of all the old values and of all the
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frames of reference of past communica-
tion; and the impossibility of replacing
them by any others before having ratio-
nally dominated, within everyday life
and everywhere else, the new industrial
forces that escape us more and more —
these facts give rise not only to the vir-
tually official dissatisfaction of our
time, a dissatisfaction particularly
acute among young people, but also to
the self-negating tendency of art. Artis-
tic activity had always been alone in ex-
pressing the clandestine problems of ev-
eryday life, albeit in a veiled, de-
formed, and partially illusory manner.
Modern art now provides us with unde-
niable evidence of the destruction of all
artistic expression.

If we consider the whole extent of the
crisis of contemporary society, I don’t
think it is possible still to regard leisure
activities as a negation of the everyday.
It has been recognized here that it is ne-
cessary to study “wasted time.” But let
us look at the recent evolution of this
notion of wasted time. For classical cap-
italism, wasted time was time that was
not devoted to production, accumula-
tion, saving. The secular morality
taught in bourgeois schools has in-
stilled this rule of life. But it so happens
that by an unexpected turn of events
modern capitalism needs to increase
consumption and “raise the standard of
living” (bearing in mind that that ex-
pression is completely meaningless).
Since at the same time production con-
ditions, compartmentalized and clocked
to the extreme, have become indefensi-
ble, the new morality already being con-
veyed in advertising, propaganda and
all the forms of the dominant spectacle
now frankly admits that wasted time is
the time spent at work, the only pur-
pose of which is earn enough to enable
one to buy rest, consumption and enter-
tainments — a daily passivity manufac-
tured and controlled by capitalism.

If we now consider the artificiality of
the consumer needs prefabricated and
ceaselessly stimulated by modern indus-
try — if we recognize the emptiness of
leisure activities and the impossibility

of rest — we can pose the question
more realistically: What would not be
wasted time? Or to put it another way,
the development of a society of abun-
dance should lead to an abundance of
what?

This can obviously serve as a touchs-
tone in many regards. When, for exam-
ple, in one of those papers where the
flabby thinking of “leftist intellectuals”
is displayed (France-Observateur) one
reads a title like “The Little Car Out To
Conquer Socialism” heading an article
that explains that nowadays the Rus-
sians are beginning to pursue an Ameri-
can-style private consumption of goods,
beginning naturally with cars, one can-
not help thinking that one need not
have mastered all of Hegel and Marx to
realize that a socialism that gives way
in the face of an invasion of the market
by small cars is in no way the socialism
for which the workers movement
fought. The bureaucratic rulers of Rus-
sia must be opposed not in terms of
their tactics or their dogmatism, but
more fundamentally: because the mean-
ing of people’s lives has not really
changed. And this is not some obscure,
inevitable fate of an everyday life sup-
posedly doomed to remain reactionary.
It is a fate imposed on everyday life
from the outside by the reactionary
sphere of specialized rulers, regardless
of the label under which they plan and
regulate poverty in all its aspects.

The present depoliticization of many
former leftist militants, their withdraw-
al from one type of alienation to plunge
into another, that of private life, repre-
sents not so much a return to privacy, a
flight from “historical responsibility,”
but rather a withdrawal from the spe-
cialized political sector that is always
manipulated by others — a sector
where the only responsibility they ever
took was that of leaving all responsibili-
ty to uncontrolled leaders; a sector
where the communist project was side-
tracked and betrayed. Just as one can-
not simplistically oppose private life to
public life without asking: what private
life? what public life? (for private life
contains the factors of its negation and
supersession, just as collective revolutio-
nary action harboured the factors of its
degeneration), so it would be a mistake
to assess the alienation of individuals
within revolutionary politics when it is

really a matter of the alienation of revo-
lutionary politics itself. The problem of
alienation should be tackled dialectical-
ly, so as to draw attention to the cons-
tantly recurring possibilities of aliena-
tion arising within the very struggle
against alienation; but we should stress
that this applies to the highest level of
research (to the philosophy of aliena-
tion as a whole, for example) and not
to the level of Stalinism, the explana-
tion of which is unfortunately more
gross.

Capitalist civilization has not yet been
superseded anywhere, but it continues
to produce its own enemies every-
where. The next rise of the revolutio-
nary movement, radicalized by the les-
sons of past defeats and with a program
enriched in proportion to the practical
potentials of modern society (potentials
that already constitute the material ba-
sis that was lacked by the “utopian” cur-
rents of socialism) — this next attempt
at a total contestation of capitalism will
know how to invent and propose a dif-
ferent use of everyday life, and will im-
mediately base itself on new everyday
practices and on new types of human re-
lationships (being no longer unaware
that any conserving, within the revolu-
tionary movement, of the relations pre-
vailing in the existing society imper-
ceptibly leads to a reconstitution of one
or another variant of that society).

Just as the bourgeoisie, in its ascendant
phase, had to ruthlessly liquidate every-
thing that transcended earthly life
(heaven, eternity), so the revolutionary
proletariat — which can never, without
ceasing to be revolutionary, recognize
itself in any past or any models — will
have to renounce everything that trans-
cends everyday life. Or rather, every-
thing that claims to transcend it: the
spectacle, “historical” acts or pro-
nouncements, the “greatness” of lead-
ers, the mystery of specializations, the
“immortality” of art and its supposed
importance outside of life. In other
words, it must renounce all the by-prod-
ucts of eternity that have survived as
weapons of the world of the rulers.

The revolution in everyday life, break-
ing its present resistance to the histori-
cal (and to every kind of change), will
create the conditions in which the pre-
sent dominates the past and the creative
aspects of life always predominate over
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the repetitive ones. We must therefore
expect that the side of everyday life ex-
pressed by the concepts of ambiguity
(misunderstandings, compromises, mi-
suses) will decline considerably in im-
portance in favour of their opposites:
conscious choices and gambles.

The present artistic calling in question
of language — appearing at the same
time as that metalanguage of machines
which is nothing other than the bureau-
cratized language of the bureaucracy in
power — will then be superseded by
higher forms of communication. The
present notion of a decipherable social
text will lead to new methods of writ-
ing this social text, in the direction my
situationist comrades are presently seek-
ing with unitary urbanism and some
preliminary ventures in experimental

behaviour. The central aim of an entire-
ly reconverted and redirected industrial
production will be the organization of
new configurations of everyday life, the
free creation of events.

The critique and perpetual re-creation
of the totality of everyday life, before
being carried out naturally by every-
one, must be undertaken within the pre-
sent conditions of oppression, in order
to destroy those conditions.

An avant-garde cultural movement,
even one with revolutionary sympa-
thies, cannot accomplish this. Neither
can a revolutionary party on the tradi-
tional model, even if it accords a large
place to criticism of culture (unders-
tanding by that term the entirety of
artistic and conceptual means through
which a society explains itself to itself
and shows itself goals of life). This cul-
ture and this politics are both worn out
and it is not without reason that most
people take no interest in them. The
revolutionary transformation of every-
day life — which is not reserved for
some vague future but is placed imme-
diately before us by the development of
capitalism and its unbearable demands
(the only alternative being the rein-
forcement of the modern slavery) —
this transformation will mark the end
of all unilateral artistic expression

stocked in the form of commodities, at
the same time as the end of all special-
ized politics.

This is going to be the task of a new
type of revolutionary organization,
from its inception.

This talk was presented by tape re-
cording 17 May 1961 at a confer-
ence of the Group for Research on Ev-
eryday Life convened in Paris by Hen-
ri Lefebvre.
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