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54 [ Toward an Ecological Society

of the State House in Sacramento or the White House in
Washington.

On the other hand, if we are afraid to remain in a minority by
speaking out openly and honestly —even at the risk of being
“ineffective” or insolvent for a ime—we deserve the fate that
awaits us —respectability at the price of surrender, “influence” at
the price of demoralization, power at the price of cynicism,
“success” at the expense of corruption. The choice lies in either
direction and there is no “in-between” terrain on which to
compromise, In any case, for once, the choice we make will be the
future we will create.

Revised:
November, 1979
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again on a more advanced level as nature rendered self-conscious
in the form of creative, intelligent, and spiritually renewed beings.
To deal with alternate energy sources in alanguage thatis alien to
social ecology, to reify the literature on the subject as a
compendium of gadgets—a mere encyclopedia of gimmicks—
would be worse than an error. It would be a form of betrayal —not
so much to those who have worked in this field as to oneself.

February 1975



The Concept of
Ecotechnologies and
Ecocommunities



The expression “human habitat” contains a paradox that
should be examined if it is not to lead us into a certain measure of
confusion. Clearly any man-made structure, indeed, any artifact
that figures in an environment is “human” and part of a “human
habitat.” Viewed in terms of this allembracing definition, a
human habitat could include the scarring towers of New York
City’s World Trade Center and the low-slung town houses of
Boston’s Beacon Hill or the steel mills of Pittsburg and the artisan
shops of Williamsburg, What is man-made in a habitat is
“human,” strictly speaking, and many serious writers see no
discordancies in juxtaposing towers and town houses or mills and
shops as components of a human habitat.

- But this definition, while obviously secure in its technical
accuracy, is somewhat disquieting. It seems to preciude the basis
for judging whether certain man-made things are desirable or
not—and it has been used to achieve this exclusion with telling
effect, More than one horrendous urban design has been force-
fed to the public on the grounds that it is no less “human,”
technically speaking, than a Florentine neighborhood square,
and no pains have been spared to remind irate citizens that they
are exercising inexcusable “value judgements” in describing the
one as “inhuman” and the other as eminently “human.” Yet we
tend to resist the notion that the man-made origin of a thing
suffices to characterize itas “human.” We press the point that the
word “human’” should have considerably more than a technical
meaning, that it should reflect deeply felt moral needs and ends.

This vexing paradox by no means confronts conventional
technologists and planners alone. Even the new, so-called
“countercultural” technologists and communitarians have con-
fused technique with values or, more strictly speaking, the
dimensions of a structure with its ethical or “human” qualities. It
does not always improve our insight into this paradox to declare
that “small is beautiful” or to decribe “small” technologies as
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Self-Management
and the
New Technology



Self-management in all its rich and varied meanings has
always been closely wedded to technical developments —often
to an extent that has not received the explicit attention it
deserves. By emphasizing the association between the two, | do
not mean to advance a crude, reductionist theory of tech-
nological determinism, People are completely social beings. They
develop values, institutions, and cultural relationships that either
foster or inhibit the evolution of technics. It need hardly be
emphasized that basic technical inventions such as the steam
engine, so vital to capitalist, indeed to early industrial society were
known to the Hellenistic world more than two millenia ago. That
this major source of power was never used as more than a
plaything attests to the enormous hold of ancient values and
culture on the evolution of technics generally and specifically on
eras that were not assimilated to a market-oriented rationality.

But it would be equally crude and in its own way reduc-
tionist to deny the extent to which technics, once it is established
in one form or another, contributes to humanity's definitions and
interpretations of self-management. This is evident today when
self-management is conceived primarily in economic terms such
as “workers’ control,” “industrial democracy,” “workers parti-
cipation,” indeed, even as radical anarchosyndicalist demands for
“economic collectivization." The fact that this unadorned eco-
nomic interpretation of self-management has pre-empted other
interpretations of the term, notably forms reminiscent of the
municipal confederations of medieval society, the French revo.
lutionary sections of 1793, and the Paris Commune, will be
discussed later. This much is clear: when we speak of “self-
management,” today, we usually mean one or another form of
syndicalism. We mean an economic formation that involves the
way in which labour is organized, tools and machines deployed,
and material resources rationally allocated. In short, we mean
technics.
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132 / Toward an Ecological Society

libertarian interpretation of these directions, of a libertarian
consciousness that articulates the logic of this new technical
framework, we may well witness the integration of a people’s
technology into a managerial and technocratic society. In which
case, we will have been reduced like a Greek chorus to
lamentations and incantations to a fate that leaves the future
predetermined and cruelly destined to efface the entire human
experience. This may be a heroic posture —but it is also a futile
one.

June 1979



The myth of
city planning



City planning today lives within the tension of an historic
contradiction: the idealization of urbanity as the summum
bonum of social life and the crass realities of urban decay. In
theory, at least, the city is revered as the authentic domain of
culture, the strictly man-made social substance from which
humanity fashions the essential achievements of consociation. In
this tradition, the city is viewed as society distinguished from
nature, territory from kinship, rationality from custom and myth,
the civic compact of individuals from the archaic group cemented
by the blood oath. Ideally conceived, the city is the arena for a
mode of human propinquity that is freed from the deadening grip
of custom, irrationality, the vicissitudes of natural contingency; in
sum, the social domain in which the sovereign citizen is free to
fashion her or his selfhood and personal destiny. Herein lies the
utopian content of urban theory; and in truth, from an historic
perspective, it would be difficult to dispute Max Horkheimer’s
assertion that the “fortunes of the individual have always been
bound up with the development of urban society. The city dweller
is the individual par excellence.”n

Yet contemporary urban reality presents an entirely different
picture. Today, urban history at its best grins scornfully at the
modern city, and its ideals, tarnished beyond recognition, lie
buried in the rubble of their own high precepts. No longer is the
city nature domesticated, the arena of unfettered human propin-
quity, the space for individuality and rationality. The modern city
reverts beyond even the archaic blood group to a herd territory of
alienated humanity and to all that is demonic in human society.
The city in our time is the secular altar on which propinquity and
community are sacrificed to a lonely anonymity and privatized
atomization; its culture is the debased creature of commodity
production and the advertising agency, not the gathered wisdom
of the mind; and its claims to freedom and individuality are
mocked by the institutionalized manipulation of unknowing
masses among whom crass egotism is the last residue of the
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Marxism as
Bourgeois Sociology



Marx's work, perhaps the most remarkable project to
demystify bourgeois social relations, has itself become the most
subtle mystification of capitalism in our era. | refer not to any
latent “positivism” in the Marxian corpus or to any retrospec-
tive recognition of its “historical limits.” A serious critique of
Marxism must begin with its innermost nature as the most
advanced product —indeed, the culmination —of the bourgeois
Enlightenment. It will no longer suffice to see Marx's work as the
point of departure for a new social critique, to accept its
“method" as valid despite the limited content it yielded in its day,
to extol its goals as liberatory apart from its means, to view the
project as tainted by its dubious heirs or adherents.

Indeed, Marx’s “failure” to develop a radical critique of
capitalism and a revolutionary practice emerges not even as a
failure in the sense of an enterprise that remains inadequatetoits
goals. Quite to the contrary. At its best, Marx’s work is an
inherent self-deception that inadvertently absorbs the most
questionable tenets of Enlightenment thought into its very
sensibility and remains surprisingly vulnerable to their bourgeois
implications. At its worst, it provides the most subtle apologia for
a new historic era that has witnessed the melding of the “free
market” with economic planning, private property with nation-
alized property, competition with the oligopolistic manipulation
of production and consumption, the economy with the state —in
short, the modern epoch of state capitalism. The surprising
congruence of Marx’s “scientific socialism” —a socialism which
reared the goals of economic rationalization, planned production,
and a “proletarian state” as essential elements of the revolu-
tionary project —with the inherent development of capitalism
toward monopoly, political control, and a seemingly “welfare
state” has already brought institutionalized Marxian tendencies
such as Social Democracy and Euro-Communism into open
complicity with the stabilization of a highly rationalized era of
capitalism. Indeed, by a slight shift of perspective, we can easily

195












I'-






Kl

wl

T[I B


















I'-









210 / Toward an Ecological Society

investigation. The development of a revolutionary project must
begin by shedding the Marxian categories from the very be-
ginning, to fix on more basic categories created by hierarchical
society from its inception all the more to place the economic ones
in their proper context. It is no longer simply capitalism we wish to
demolish ; it is an older and more archaic world that lives onin the
present one —the domination of human by human, the rationale
of hierarchy as such.

February, 1979



On Neo-Marxism,
Bureaucracy,

and the

Body Politic



The historic failure of proletarian socialism, particularly its
Marxian form, to provide a revolutionary theory and practice for
our time has been followed by a highly abstract form of socialist
theoretics that stands sharply at odds with the very notion of a
revolutionary project —notably, a theory that is meant to yield a
viable revolutionary practice.

If this judgment seems harsh, it hardly conveys the extent to
which this theoretics has become a considerable cultureindustry
in its own right. The retreat of socialism from the factory to the
academy — an astonishing phenomenon that cannot be justified
by viewing “knowledge” as a technical force in society —has
denied socialism the right to adecent internment by perpetuating
it as a professionalized ideology. An enfeebled theory, long
drained of its sweeping liberatory claims, socialism has been
turned from a social phenomenon into an academic discipline,
from a historic reality into a mere specimen of intellectual history
that is cultured exotically all the more to obscure the need for an
entirely new conception of theory and practice.

Indeed, to the degree that the academy itself has become
increasingly disengaged from society, it has used socialist theo-
retics to indulge its worst intellectual habits. The remains of a
once-insurgent movement have provided the intellectual nu-
trients for academic conceptual frameworks that are utterly alien
to it —a level of discourse, a range of perceptions, a terminology,
and a body of intellectual pretensions that mutually reinforce the
reduction of academic ideology to socialism and of socialism to
ideology. One must leave it to the conscience of the socialist aca-
demics to ask themselves if Marx’s account of social development
as a history of class struggle can be translated into a history of
“distorted communication,"” his critique of political economy in-
to a specific “paradigm” of “intersubjectivity,” and his relations of
production into “symbolically mediated forms of social inter-
action.” An earlier generation of Marxian theorists, however
serious their shortcomings, would have banished the very term
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domination in all its forms, stands on the agenda of society today,
not a hierarchical system draped in a red flag. The dialectic we
seek is neither a Promethean will that posits the “other” antag-
onistically nor a passivity that receives phenomenain repose. Nor
is it the happiness and pacification of an eternal status quo. Life
begins when we are prepared to accept all the forbidden
experiences that do not impede survival. Desire is the sense of
human possibility that emerges with life, and pleasure the
fulfillment of this possibility. Thus, the dialectic we seek is an
unceasing but gentle transcendence that finds its most human
expression in art and play. Our self-definition will come from the
humanized “other” of art and play, not the bestialized “other” of
toil and domination.

We must always be on a quest for the new, for the potentialities
that ripen with the development of the world and the new visions
that unfold with them. An outlook that ceases to look for what is
new and potential in the name of “realism” has already lost
contact with the present, for the present is always conditioned
by the future. True development is cumulative, not sequential ; it
is growth, not succession. The new always embodies the present
and past, but it does so in new ways and more adequately as the
parts of a greater whole.

November 1971



To the memory of our martyred dead, Nicolo Sacco and
Bartolomeo Vanzetti—let time never allow us to forget...

Conclusion:
Utopianism and
Futurism



To build the future from the rich potentialities of humanity,
not from paralyzing limitations created by presentday social
barbarism; to seek what is fresh, new, and emergent in the
human condition, not what is stagnant, given, and regressive; to
work within the realm of what should be, not what is —these
alternatives separate two entirely antagonistic ways about think-
ing about the world. Truth, conceived as an evolving process of
thought and reality, always appears on the margins of experience
and practice, even as the center seems triumphant and almost all-
pervasive. To be in the minority is not necessarily testimony to
the futility of an ideal or a vision ; it is often a token of what isyet to
come in the fulfillment of human and social potentialities. Indeed,
nothing is more insidious than the myth that rapid success and
popularity are evidence of truth. Success and popularity, in the
sense of a massive human commitment to anideal, are matters of
growth, painstaking education, development, and the ripening of
conditions that render the actualization of human and social
potentialities the real epochal changes in the individual and
society.

To build the future from the social limitations of society, from
the stagnant, the given, and the regressive is to see the “future”
merely as an extrapolation of the present. It is the “future” as
present quantified, whether by expansion or attrition. Vulgarians
like the Alvin Tofflers have made futurism into a matter of
“shock”; the Paul Ehrlichs into a matter of demographic catas-
trophe; the Marshall MacLuhans into a matter of media;
the Herman Kahns and Anthony Weiners into a matter of
technocratic “scenarios”; the Buckminster Fullers into a matter
of mechanistic design; the Garrett Hardins into a matter of
ecofascistic ethics. Whatever claims these futurists may make for
their “visions” or “dreams,” their scenarios are notable for one
compelling fact : they offer no challenge to the bases of the status
quo. What exists in nearly all futuristic “scenarios” and “visions”
is the extension of the present —be it into the vear “2000,” into

277






"

-









1 1
'}
' [









|
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has made survival, adaptation, and co-existence a mode of
domination and annihilation, there can be no compromises with
contradictions—only their total resolution in a new ecological
society or the inevitability of hopeless surrender,

November 1979



Andre Gorz Rides
Again —or
Politics as

Environmentalism
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