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| NDUSTRI AL SCCI ETY AND I TS FUTURE
I NTRODUCTI ON

1. The Industrial Revolution and its consequences have
been a disaster for the human race. They have greatly

i ncreased the |ffe-expectancy of those of us who live in
"advanced" countries, but they have destabilized society,
have made life unfulfilling, have subjected human bei ngs
to indignities, have led to w despread psychol ogi ca
suffering (in the Third World to physical suffering as
wel ') and have inflicted severe danage on the natura
world. The continued devel opnent of technol ogy will
worsen the situation. It will certainly subject hunman
being to greater indignities and inflict greater danage
on the natural world, it will probably |ead to greater
soci al disruption and psychol ogi cal suffering, and it nay
lead to increased physical suffering even in "advanced"
countri es.

2. The industrial-technol ogi cal system may survive or it
may break down. If it survives, it MAY eventually achieve
a low | evel of physical and psychol ogical sutfering, but
only after passing through a long and very painful period
of adjustnment and only at the cost of permanently
reduci ng human bei ngs and nany other |i1ving organisns to
engi neered products and nmere cogs in the social nachine.
Furthernmore, if the system survives, the consequences
will be inevitable: There is no way of reform ng or

nodi fying the systemso as to prevent it from depriving
peopl e of dignity and aut onony.

3. If the system breaks down the consequences will stil
be very painful. But the bigger the systemgrows the nore
di sastrous the results of its breakdown will be, so if it
is to break down it had best break down sooner rather
than | ater.

4. W therefore advocate a revol ution against the

i ndustrial system This revolution may or may not make
use of violence; it may be sudden or it nmay be a
relatively gradual process spanning a few decades. W
can’t predict any of that. But we do outline in a very
general way the nmeasures that those who hate the

i ndustrial systemshould take in order to prepare the way
for a revolution against that formof society. This is
not to be a POLITICAL revolution. Its object will be to
overthrow not governments but the econonic and



technol ogi cal basis of the present society.

5. In this article we give attention to only sone of the
negative devel opnents that have grown out of the

i ndustrial -technol ogi cal system O her such devel oprments
we nmention only briefly or ignore altogether. This does
not mean that we regard these ot her devel opnents as

uni nportant. For practical reasons we have to confine our
di scussion to areas that have received insufficient
public attention or in which we have sonething new to
say. For example, since there are well-devel oped
environnental and w | derness novenents, we have witten
very little about environnental degradation or the
destruction of wild nature, even though we consider these
to be highly inportant.

THE PSYCHOLOGY OF MODERN LEFTI SM

6. Al nost everyone will agree that we live in a deeply
troubl ed society. One of the npbst wi despread

mani f estati ons of the craziness of our world is leftism
so a discussion of the psychology of leftismcan serve as
an introduction to the discussion of the problens of
nodern society in general

7. But what is leftisn? During the first half of the 20th
century leftismcould have been practically identified
with socialism Today the novenent is fragnented and it
is not clear who can properly be called a leftist. Wen
we speak of leftists in this article we have in nind

mai nly socialists, collectivists, "politically correct”
types, feminists, gay and disability activists, aninma
rights activists and the |like. But not everyone who is
associ ated with one of these nmovenments is a leftist. What
we are trying to get at in discussing leftismis not so
much noverment or an ideol ogy as a psychol ogi cal type, or
rather a collection of related types. Thus, what we nean
by "leftisnf will energe nore clearly in the course of
our discussion of leftist psychol ogy. (Al so, see

par agraphs 227-230.)

8. Even so, our conception of leftismwll remain a good
deal less clear than we would wi sh, but there doesn’t
seemto be any renedy for this. All we are trying to do
here is indicate in a rough and approxi mrate way the two
psychol ogi cal tendencies that we believe are the nain
driving force of nodern leftism W by no neans claimto
be telling the WHOLE truth about |eftist psychol ogy.

Al so, our discussion is neant to apply to nodern leftism
only. W | eave open the question of the extent to which
our discussion could be applied to the leftists of the
19th and early 20th centuri es.

9. The two psychol ogi cal tendencies that underlie nodern
leftismwe call "feelings of inferiority" and
"oversocialization." Feelings of inferiority are
characteristic of nodern leftismas a whole, while
oversocialization is characteristic only of a certain
segnment of nmodern leftism but this segnment is highly

i nfluential.

FEELI NGS OF I NFERIORI TY

10. By "feelings of inferiority" we mean not only
inferiority feelings in the strict sense but a whole



spectrumof related traits; |ow self-esteem feelings of
power | essness, depressive tendencies, defeatism guilt,
self-hatred, etc. W argue that nodern leftists tend to
have sone such feelings (possibly nore or |ess repressed)
and that these feelings are decisive in determning the
direction of nmodern leftism

11. When soneone interprets as derogatory al nost anything
that is said about him (or about groups wi th whom he
identifies) we conclude that he has inferiority feelings
or low self-esteem This tendency is pronounced anong
mnority rights activists, whether or not they belong to
the minority groups whose rights they defend. They are
hypersensitive about the words used to designate
mnorities and about anything that is said concerning
mnorities. The terns "negro," "oriental," "handi capped"
or "chick" for an African, an Asian, a disabled person or
a woman originally had no derogatory connotation. "Broad"
and "chick" were nerely the fem nine equival ents of
"guy," "dude" or "fellow " The negative connotations have
been attached to these terns by the activists thensel ves.
Sonme aninmal rights activists have gone so far as to
reject the word "pet" and insist on its replacenent by
"ani mal conpanion."” Leftish anthropol ogists go to great

| engths to avoid sayi ng anything about prinmtive peoples
that could conceivably be interpreted as negative. They
want to replace the word "prinitive" by "nonliterate."
They may seem al nost paranoi d about anything that night
suggest that any primtive culture is inferior to ours.
(W do not nean to inply that primtive cultures ARE
inferior to ours. We nerely point out the hyper
sensitivity of leftish anthropol ogists.)

12. Those who are nobst sensitive about "politically
incorrect" termnology are not the average bl ack
ghetto-dwel  er, Asian inmgrant, abused woman or disabl ed
person, but a minority of activists, many of whom do not
even belong to any "oppressed" group but cone from
privileged strata of society. Political correctness has
its stronghold anong university professors, who have
secure enploynment with confortable salaries, and the
majority of whom are heterosexual white nmales from

m ddl e- to upper-mniddle-class fanilies.

13. Many leftists have an intense identification with the
probl ens of groups that have an i nage of bei ng weak
(worren), defeated (Anerican Indians), repellent
(honmosexual s) or otherwise inferior. The leftists

t hensel ves feel that these groups are inferior. They
woul d never adnit to thenselves that they have such
feelings, but it is precisely because they do see these
groups as inferior that they identify with their
problenms. (W do not nmean to suggest that wonen, |ndians,
etc. ARE inferior; we are only nmaking a poi nt about

| eftist psychol ogy.)

14. Fenminists are desperately anxious to prove that wonen
are as strong and as capable as men. Clearly they are
nagged by a fear that wonen may NOT be as strong and as
capabl e as nen

15. Leftists tend to hate anything that has an inmage of
bei ng strong, good and successful. They hate Anmerica,
they hate Western civilization, they hate white nales,
they hate rationality. The reasons that leftists give for
hating the West, etc. clearly do not correspond with
their real notives. They SAY they hate the Wst because



it is warlike, inperialistic, sexist, ethnocentric and so
forth, but where these same faults appear in socialist
countries or in primtive cultures, the leftist finds
excuses for them or at best he GRUDG NGY admits that

t hey exist; whereas he ENTHUSI ASTI CALLY points out (and
often greatly exaggerates) these faults where they appear
in Western civilization. Thus it is clear that these
faults are not the leftist’s real notive for hating
Anerica and the West. He hates America and the West
because they are strong and successful

16. Words |ike "self-confidence," "self-reliance,"
"initiative," "enterprise,” "optimsm" etc., play little
role in the liberal and leftist vocabulary. The lefti st
is anti-individualistic, pro-collectivist. He wants
society to solve every one’'s problens for them satisfy
everyone's needs for them take care of them He is not
the sort of person who has an inner sense of confidence
in his ability to solve his own problens and satisfy his
own needs. The leftist is antagohistic to the concept of
conpetition because, deep inside, he feels |ike a |oser

17. Art forns that appeal to nodern leftish intellectuals
tend to focus on sordidness, defeat and despair, or else
they take an orgiastic tone, throwing off rationa

control as if there were no hope of acconplishing
anyt hi ng through rational calculation and all that was
left was to inmerse oneself in the sensations of the
nonent .

18. Modern | eftish philosophers tend to dismss reason
science, objective reality and to insist that everything
is culturally relative. It is true that one can ask
serious questions about the foundations of scientific
know edge and about how, if at all, the concept of
objective reality can be defined. But it is obvious that
nodern | efti sh phil osophers are not sinply cool - headed

| ogi ci ans systenatically analyzing the foundations of
know edge. They are deeply involved enptionally in their
attack on truth and reality. They attack these concepts
because of their own psychol ogi cal needs. For one thing,
their attack is an outlet for hostility, and, to the
extent that it is successful, it satisfies the drive for
power. More inportantly, the leftist hates science and
rationality because they classify certain beliefs as true
(i.e., successful, superior) and other beliefs as fal se
(i.e., failed, inferior). The leftist's feelings of
inferiority run so deep that he cannot tolerate any
classification of sone things as successful or superior
and other things as failed or inferior. This also
underlies the rejection by many leftists of the concept
of mental illness and of the utility of I1Q tests.
Leftists are antagonistic to genetic expl anati ons of
human abilities or behavi or because such expl anations
tend to nmake sone persons appear superior or inferior to
others. Leftists prefer to give society the credit or
blane for an individual’'s ability or lack of it. Thus if
a person is "inferior" it is not his fault, but
society’'s, because he has not been brought up properly.

19. The leftist is not typically the kind of person whose
feelings of inferiority nake hima braggart, an egotist,
a bully, a self-pronmoter, a ruthless conpetitor. This

ki nd of person has not wholly lost faith in hinself. He
has a deficit in his sense of power and self-worth, but
he can still conceive of hinmself as having the capacity
to be strong, and his efforts to nake hinself strong



produce his unpl easant behavior. [1] But the leftist is
too far gone for that. His feelings of inferiority are so
i ngrai ned that he cannot conceive of hinself as

i ndividually strong and val uable. Hence the collectivism
of the leftist. He can feel strong only as a nenber of a
| arge organi zation or a nmass novenent with which he
identifies hinself.

20. Notice the masochistic tendency of leftist tactics.
Leftists protest by lying down in front of vehicles, they
intentionally provoke police or racists to abuse them
etc. These tactics may often be effective, but many
leftists use themnot as a neans to an end but because

t hey PREFER masochistic tactics. Self-hatred is a |leftist
trait.

21. Leftists may claimthat their activismis notivated
by conpassion or by noral principles, and noral principle
does play a role for the leftist of the oversocialized
type. But conpassion and noral principle cannot be the
main notives for leftist activism Hostility is too

promi nent a conmponent of leftist behavior; so is the
drive for power. Mreover, nuch leftist behavior is not
rationally calculated to be of benefit to the people whom

the leftists claimto be trying to help. For exanple, if
one believes that affirmative action is good for black
peopl e, does it make sense to demand affirmative action
in hostile or dogmatic terns? Cbviously it would be nore
productive to take a diplonmatic and conciliatory approach
that woul d nake at |east verbal and synbolic concessions
to white people who think that affirmative action

di scrim nates against them But leftist activists do not
take such an approach because it would not satisfy their
enotional needs. Hel ping black people is not their rea
goal . Instead, race problens serve as an excuse for them
to express their own hostility and frustrated need for
power. In doing so they actually harm bl ack peopl e,
because the activists’ hostile attitude toward the white
majority tends to intensify race hatred.

22. |If our society had no social problens at all, the
leftists would have to | NVENT problens in order to
provi de thensel ves with an excuse for making a fuss.

23. W enphasi ze that the foregoing does not pretend to
be an accurate description of everyone who m ght be
considered a leftist. It is only a rough indication of a
general tendency of leftism

OVERSCQCI ALI ZATI ON

24. Psychol ogists use the term"socialization" to
designate the process by which children are trained to
think and act as society denands. A person is said to be
wel | socialized if he believes in and obeys the nora
code of his society and fits in well as a functioning
part of that society. It may seem sensel ess to say that
many |l eftists are over-socialized, since the leftist is
perceived as a rebel. Neverthel ess, the position can be
def ended. Many leftists are not such rebels as they seem

25. The noral code of our society is so demandi ng that no
one can think, feel and act in a conpletely noral way.

For exanple, we are not supposed to hate anyone, yet

al nrost everyone hates sonebody at sone tine or other



whet her he admits it to hinmself or not. Sone people are
so highly socialized that the attenpt to think, feel and
act norally inposes a severe burden on them In order to
avoid feelings of guilt, they continually have to deceive
t hemsel ves about their own notives and find noral

expl anations for feelings and actions that in reality
have a nonnoral origin. W use the term "oversocialized"
to describe such people. [2]

26. Oversocialization can lead to | ow self-esteem a
sense of powerl essness, defeatism guilt, etc. One of the
nost i nmportant neans by which our society socializes
children is by nmaking them feel ashamed of behavior or
speech that is contrary to society's expectations. If
this is overdone, or if a particular child is especially
susceptible to such feelings, he ends by feeling ashaned
of HI MSELF. Moreover the thought and the behavior of the
oversoci al i zed person are nore restricted by society’'s
expectations than are those of the lightly socialized
person. The majority of people engage in a significant
anount of naughty behavior. They lie, they comit petty
thefts, they break traffic |aws, they goof off at work,
they hate soneone, they say spiteful things or they use
sone underhanded trick to get ahead of the other guy. The
oversoci al i zed person cannot do these things, or if he
does do them he generates in hinself a sense of shane and
self-hatred. The oversocialized person cannot even
experience, w thout guilt, thoughts or feelings that are
contrary to the accepted norality; he cannot think

"uncl ean" thoughts. And socialization is not just a
matter of norality; we are socialized to conformto many
norns of behavior that do not fall under the headi ng of
norality. Thus the oversocialized person is kept on a
psychol ogi cal |eash and spends his life running on rails
that society has laid down for him I|In many
oversoci al i zed people this results in a sense of
constraint and powerl essness that can be a severe
hardshi p. W suggest that oversocialization is anong the
nore serious cruelties that human being inflict on one
anot her.

27. W argue that a very inportant and influential

segnent of the nodern left is oversocialized and that
their oversocialization is of great inportance in
determning the direction of nodern leftism Leftists of
the oversocialized type tend to be intellectuals or
nmenbers of the upper-niddle class. Notice that university
intellectuals [3] constitute the nost highly socialized
segnment of our society and also the npbst |eftw ng
segnent .

28. The leftist of the oversocialized type tries to get
of f his psychol ogi cal |eash and assert his autonony by
rebelling. But usually he is not strong enough to rebe
agai nst the nost basic values of society. Cenerally
speaking, the goals of today' s leftists are NOT in
conflict with the accepted norality. On the contrary, the
left takes an accepted noral principle, adopts it as its
own, and then accuses mai nstream society of violating
that principle. Exanples: racial equality, equality of

t he sexes, hel pi ng poor people, peace as opposed to war,
nonvi ol ence generally, freedom of expression, kindness to
animals. Mre fundanentally, the duty of the individua

to serve society and the duty of society to take care of
the individual. Al these have been deeply rooted val ues
of our society (or at least of its niddle and upper
classes [4] for a long tine. These values are explicitly



or inplicitly expressed or presupposed in nost of the
material presented to us by the mainstream comruni cati ons
nmedi a and the educational system Leftists, especially
those of the oversocialized type, usually do not rebe
agai nst these principles but justify their hostility to
society by clainming (with sonme degree of truth) that
society is not living up to these principles.

29. Here is anillustration of the way in which the
oversoci alized leftist shows his real attachment to the
conventional attitudes of our society while pretending to
be in rebellion aginst it. Many leftists push for
affirmative action, for noving black people into

hi gh-prestige jobs, for inproved education in black
school s and nore noney for such schools; the way of life
of the black "underclass" they regard as a soci al

di sgrace. They want to integrate the black man into the
system make hima business executive, a |awer, a
scientist just |ike upper-mddle-class white people. The
leftists will reply that the last thing they want is to
make the black man into a copy of the white nan; instead,
they want to preserve African American culture. But in
what does this preservation of African Anerican culture
consist? It can hardly consist in anything nore than
eating black-style food, |istening to black-style nusic,
wearing bl ack-style clothing and going to a black-style
church or nosque. In other words, it can express itself
only in superficial matters. In all ESSENTIAL respects
nost leftists of the oversocialized type want to nake the
bl ack man conformto white, mddle-class ideals. They
want to nake hi mstudy technical subjects, becone an
executive or a scientist, spend his life clinbing the
status | adder to prove that black people are as good as
white. They want to make bl ack fathers "responsible,"

t hey want bl ack gangs to becone nonviolent, etc. But
these are exactly the values of the industrial-
technol ogi cal system The systemcouldn’t care |ess what
kind of music a man listens to, what kind of clothes he
wears or what religion he believes in as long as he
studies in school, holds a respectable job, clinbs the
status | adder, is a "responsible" parent, is nonviolent
and so forth. In effect, however nmuch he may deny it, the
oversocialized leftist wants to integrate the black man
into the system and nake hi m adopt its val ues.

30. W certainly do not claimthat leftists, even of the
oversoci alized type, NEVER rebel against the fundanenta
val ues of our society. Cearly they sonetinmes do. Sone
oversocialized leftists have gone so far as to rebe

agai nst one of nodern society's nost inportant principles
by engagi ng i n physical violence. By their own account,
violence is for thema formof "liberation." In other
words, by conmitting violence they break through the
psychol ogi cal restraints that have been trained into
them Because they are oversocialized these restraints
have been nmore confining for themthan for others; hence
their need to break free of them But they usually
justify their rebellion in terms of nainstream values. If
they engage in violence they claimto be fighting against
racismor the |ike.

31. W realize that nany objections could be raised to
the foregoing thunbnail sketch of |eftist psychol ogy. The
real situation is conplex, and anything like a conplete
description of it would take several volunmes even if the
necessary data were available. W claimonly to have

i ndi cated very roughly the two nost inportant tendencies



in the psychol ogy of nodern leftism

32. The problens of the leftist are indicative of the
probl ens of our society as a whole. Low self-esteem
depressive tendenci es and defeatismare not restricted to
the left. Though they are especially noticeable in the
left, they are wi despread in our society. And today’s
society tries to socialize us to a greater extent than
any previous society. W are even told by experts howto
eat, how to exercise, how to make |ove, how to raise our
ki ds and so forth.

THE POWER PROCESS

33. Hunman bei ngs have a need (probably based in biol ogy)
for sonething that we will call the "power process." This
is closely related to the need for power (which is widely
recogni zed) but is not quite the same thing. The power
process has four elenents. The three nost clear-cut of
these we call goal, effort and attai nnent of goal
(Everyone needs to have goal s whose attai nment requires
effort, and needs to succeed in attaining at |east sone
of his goals.) The fourth elenent is nore difficult to
define and may not be necessary for everyone. W call it
autonony and will discuss it |ater (paragraphs 42-44).

34. Consider the hypothetical case of a man who can have
anything he wants just by wishing for it. Such a nman has
power, but he will devel op serious psychol ogica

problems. At first he will have a lot of fun, but by and
by he will becone acutely bored and denoralized.
Eventual |y he may becone clinically depressed. Hi story
shows that |eisured aristocracies tend to becone
decadent. This is not true of fighting aristocracies that
have to struggle to naintain their power. But |eisured,
secure aristocracies that have no need to exert

t hensel ves usual |y becone bored, hedonistic and
denoral i zed, even though they have power. This shows that
power i s not enough. One nust have goals toward which to
exerci se one’'s power.

35. Everyone has goals; if nothing else, to obtain the
physi cal necessities of life: food, water and whatever
clothing and shelter are nade necessary by the climte.
But the |eisured aristocrat obtains these things without
effort. Hence his boredom and denoralization

36. Nonattai nment of inportant goals results in death if
the goals are physical necessities, and in frustration if
nonattai nment of the goals is conpatible with survival
Consistent failure to attain goals throughout life
results in defeatism |ow sel f-esteem or depression

37. Thus, in order to avoid serious psychol ogica

probl ens, a human bei ng needs goal s whose attai nment
requires effort, and he nust have a reasonabl e rate of
success in attaining his goals.

SURROGATE ACTI VI TI ES

38. But not every leisured aristocrat beconmes bored and
denoral i zed. For exanple, the enmperor Hirohito, instead
of sinking into decadent hedoni sm devoted hinmself to
mari ne biology, a field in which he becane distingui shed.
Wien people do not have to exert thenmselves to satisfy
their physical needs they often set up artificial goals



for thenselves. In many cases they then pursue these
goals with the sane energy and enotional invol venent that
they ot herwi se woul d have put into the search for

physi cal necessities. Thus the aristocrats of the Ronan
Enpire had their literary pretensions; nany European
aristocrats a few centuries ago i nvested trenmendous tine
and energy in hunting, though they certainly didn’t need
the nmeat; other aristocraci es have conpeted for status

t hrough el aborate displays of wealth; and a few
aristocrats, like Hirohito, have turned to science.

39. W use the term"surrogate activity" to designate an
activity that is directed toward an artificial goal that
peopl e set up for thenselves nerely in order to have sone
goal to work toward, or let us say, nerely for the qake
of the "fulfillment" that they get from pursuing the
goal. Here is a rule of thunb for the identification of
surrogate activities. Gven a person who devotes nuch
time and energy to the pursuit of goal X, ask yourself
this: If he had to devote nost of his tine and energy to
satisfying his biological needs, and if that effort
required himto use his physical and nmental faculties in
a varied and interesting way, would he feel seriously
deprived because he did not attain goal X? If the answer
is no, then the person’s pursuit of goal X is a surrogate
activity. Hirohito's studies in marine biology clearly
constituted a surrogate activity, since it is pretty
certain that if Hirohito had had to spend his tine
working at interesting non-scientific tasks in order to
obtain the necessities of life, he would not have felt
deprived because he didn't know all about the anatony and
life-cycles of nmarine animals. On the other hand the
pursuit of sex and love (for exanple) is not a surrogate
activity, because nbst people, even if their existence
were ot herwi se satisfactory, would feel deprived if they
passed their lives without ever having a relationship
with a menber of the opposite sex. (But pursuit of an
excessi ve amount of sex, nore than one really needs, can
be a surrogate activity.)

40. In nodern industrial society only mnimal effort is
necessary to satisfy one's physical needs. It is enough
to go through a training programto acquire sone petty
technical skill, then come to work on tinme and exert the
very nodest effort needed to hold a job. The only

requi renents are a noderate amount of intelligence and,
nost of all, sinple OBED ENCE. |If one has those, society
takes care of one fromcradle to grave. (Yes, there is an
undercl ass that cannot take the physical necessities for
granted, but we are speaking here of nminstream society.)
Thus it is not surprising that nodern society is full of
surrogate activities. These include scientific work,
athletic achievenent, humanitarian work, artistic and
literary creation, clinmbing the corporate |adder

acqui sition of noney and naterial goods far beyond the
poi nt at which they cease to give any additional physica
satisfaction, and social activismwhen it addresses

i ssues that are not inportant for the activist
personally, as in the case of white activists who work
for the rights of nonwhite minorities. These are not

al ways PURE surrogate activities, since for many people
they may be notivated in part by needs other than the
need to have sone goal to pursue. Scientific work may be
notivated in part by a drive for prestige, artistic
creation by a need to express feelings, mlitant social
activismby hostility. But for nost people who pursue
them these activities are in large part surrogate



activities. For exanple, the majority of scientists wll
probably agree that the "fulfillment" they get fromtheir
work is nore inportant than the noney and prestige they
earn.

41. For many if not nost people, surrogate activities are
| ess satisfying than the pursuit of real goals (that is,
goal s that people would want to attain even if their need
for the power process were already fulfilled). One

i ndication of this is the fact that, in many or nost
cases, people who are deeply involved in surrogate
activities are never satisfied, never at rest. Thus the
noney- maker constantly strives for nore and nore wealth.
The scientist no sooner solves one problemthan he noves
on to the next. The | ong-di stance runner drives hinmself
to run always farther and faster. Many people who pursue
surrogate activities will say that they get far nore
fulfillment fromthese activities than they do fromthe
"mundane" busi ness of satisfying their biological needs,
but that is because in our society the effort needed to
sati sfy the biol ogical needs has been reduced to
triviality. More inportantly, in our society people do
not satisfy their biological needs AUTONOMOUSLY but by
functioning as parts of an i nmense social machine. In
contrast, people generally have a great deal of autonony
in pursuing their surrogate activities.

AUTONOWY

42. Autonony as a part of the power process nmay not be
necessary for every individual. But nost people need a
greater or |esser degree of autonony in working toward
their goals. Their efforts nust be undertaken on their
own initiative and nust be under their own direction and
control. Yet nost people do not have to exert this
initiative, direction and control as single individuals.
It is usually enough to act as a nmenber of a SMALL group.
Thus if half a dozen people discuss a goal anobng

t hensel ves and nake a successful joint effort to attain
that goal, their need for the power process will be
served. But if they work under rigid orders handed down
from above that | eave them no room for autononobus
decision and initiative, then their need for the power
process will not be served. The sane is true when

deci sions are made on a collective basis if the group
nmaki ng the collective decision is so large that the role
of each individual is insignificant. [5]

43. It is true that sone individuals seemto have little
need for autonony. Either their drive for power is weak
or they satisfy it by identifying thenselves with sone
power ful organization to which they belong. And then
there are unthinking, animl types who seemto be
satisfied with a purely physical sense of power (the good
conbat soldier, who gets his sense of power by devel opi ng
fighting skills that he is quite content to use in blind
obedi ence to his superiors).

44, But for nost people it is through the power process
havi ng a goal, naking an AUTONOMOUS effort and attaining
the goal -- that self-esteem self-confidence and a sense
of power are acquired. Wien one does not have adequate
opportunity to go through the power process the
consequences are (dependi ng on the individual and on the
way the power process is disrupted) boredom



denoralization, |low self-esteem inferiority feelings,
def eati sm depression, anxiety, guilt, frustration
hostility, spouse or child abuse, insatiable hedonism
abnor mal sexual behavior, sleep disorders, eating

di sorders. etc. [6]

SQURCES OF SOCI AL PROBLEMS

45. Any of the foregoing synptoms can occur in any
society, but in nmodern industrial society they are
present on a massive scale. W aren’t the first to
nmention that the world today seens to be going crazy.
This sort of thing is not normal for human societies.
There is good reason to believe that prinitive nman
suffered fromless stress and frustration and was better
satisfied with his way of life than nodern man is. It is
true that not all was sweetness and light in primtive
soci eti es. Abuse of wonen was combn anbng the Australian
aborigines, transexuality was fairly conmmon anmong sone of
the American Indian tribes. But it does appear that
GENERALLY SPEAKI NG t he kinds of problens that we have
listed in the precedi ng paragraph were far | ess conmmon
anong primtive peoples than they are in nodern society.

46. We attribute the social and psychol ogi cal probl enms of
nodern society to the fact that that society requires
people to live under conditions radically different from
t hose under which the human race evol ved and to behave in
ways that conflict with the patterns of behavior that the
human race devel oped while living under the earlier
conditions. It is clear fromwhat we have already witten
that we consider |ack of opportunity to properly

experi ence the power process as the nost inportant of the
abnornmal conditions to which nodern society subjects
people. But it is not the only one. Before dealing with
di sruption of the power process as a source of social
problems we will discuss sonme of the other sources.

47. Among the abnornal conditions present in nodern

i ndustrial society are excessive density of popul ation
isolation of man fromnnature, excessive rapidity of
soci al change and the breakdown of natural small-scale
conmuni ties such as the extended famly, the village or
the tribe.

48. It is well known that crowding increases stress and
aggression. The degree of crowding that exists today and
the isolation of man fromnnature are consequences of
technol ogi cal progress. Al pre-industrial societies were
predoninantly rural. The Industrial Revolution vastly

i ncreased the size of cities and the proportion of the
popul ation that lives in them and nodern agricultura
technol ogy has nade it possible for the Earth to support
a far denser population than it ever did before. (Al so,
technol ogy exacerbates the effects of crowdi ng because it
puts increased disruptive powers in people’ s hands. For
exanpl e, a variety of noise-making devices: power nowers,
radi os, notorcycles, etc. If the use of these devices is
unrestricted, people who want peace and quiet are
frustrated by the noise. If their use is restricted,
peopl e who use the devices are frustrated by the

regul ations. But if these machi nes had never been
invented there would have been no conflict and no
frustration generated by them)

49. For primtive societies the natural world (which



usual |y changes only slowy) provided a stable framework

and therefore a sense of security. In the nodern world it
is human soci ety that domi nates nature rather than the

ot her way around, and nodern society changes very rapidly
owi ng to technol ogi cal change. Thus there is no stable

f ranmewor k

50. The conservatives are fools: They whi ne about the
decay of traditional values, yet they enthusiastically
support technol ogi cal progress and econom ¢ grow h.
Apparently it never occurs to themthat you can’'t nake
rapi d, drastic changes in the technol ogy and the econony
of a society wthout causing rapid changes in all other
aspects of the society as well, and that such rapid
changes inevitably break down traditional val ues.

51. The breakdown of traditional values to sone extent

i mplies the breakdown of the bonds that hold together
traditional small-scale social groups. The disintegration
of snmall-scale social groups is also pronmpted by the fact
that nodern conditions often require or tenpt individuals
to nmove to new | ocations, separating thenselves from
their comunities. Beyond that, a technol ogical society
HAS TO weaken fanily ties and |local comunities if it Is
to function efficiently. In nodern society an

i ndividual's loyalty nust be first to the systemand only
secondarily to a smallscale conmmunity, because if the
internal loyalties of snall-scale conmunities were
stronger than loyalty to the system such communities
woul d pursue their own advantage at the expense of the
system

52. Suppose that a public official or a corporation
execut | ve appoints his cousin, his friend or his
co-religionist to a position rather than appointing the
person best qualified for the job. He has pernmitted
personal loyalty to supersede his loyalty to the system
and that is "nepotisni or "discrinination," both of which
are terrible sins in nodern society. Wul d-be industrial
soci eties that have done a poor job of subordinating
personal or local loyalties to loyalty to the systemare
usual ly very inefficient. (Look at Latin America.) Thus
an advanced industrial society can tolerate only those
smal | -scal e comunities that are enascul ated, tanmed and
made into tools of the system [7]

53. Crowding, rapid change and the breakdown of
conmmuni ti es have been wi dely recogni zed as sources of
soci al problens. But we do not believe tbey are enough to
account for the extent of the problens that are seen

t oday.

54. A few pre-industrial cities were very large and
crowded, yet their inhabitants do not seemto have

suffered from psychol ogi cal problens to the sane extent
as nmodern man. In Anmerica today there still are uncrowded
rural areas, and we find there the same problens as in
urban areas, though the problens tend to be |ess acute in
the rural areas. Thus crowdi ng does not seemto be the
deci sive factor.

55. On the growi ng edge of the Anerican frontier during
the 19th century, the nobility of the popul ation probably
br oke down extended families and small-scal e soci al
groups to at |least the sane extent as these are broken
down today. In fact, many nuclear fanmlies |lived by



choice in such isolation, having no neighbors within
several mles, that they belonged to no comunity at all
yet they do not seemto have devel oped problens as a
result.

56. Furthernore, change in American frontier society was
very rapid and deep. A man might be born and raised in a
| og cabin, outside the reach of | aw and order and fed
largely on wild neat; and by the tinme he arrived at old
age he nmight be working at a regular job and living in an
ordered community with effective | aw enforcenent. This
was a deeper change than that which typically occurs in
the Iife of a nobdern individual, yet it does not seemto
have | ed to psychol ogical problens. In fact, 19th century
Anerican society had an optinmistic and sel f-confident
tone, quite unlike that of today’'s society. [8]

57. The difference, we argue, is that nodern man has the
sense (largely justified) that change is | MPOSED on hi m
whereas the 19th century fronti ersnman had the sense (al so
largely justified) that he created change hinself, by his
own choi ce. Thus a pioneer settled on a piece of |and of
his own choosing and made it into a farmthrough his own
effort. In those days an entire county m ght have only a
coupl e of hundred inhabitants and was a far nore isol ated
and autononous entity than a nodern county is. Hence the
pi oneer farner participated as a nmenber of a relatively
small group in the creation of a new, ordered conmunity.
One may wel |l question whether the creation of this
conmunity was an inprovenment, but at any rate it
satisfied the pioneer’s need for the power process.

58. It would be possible to give other exanples of
societies in which there has been rapid change and/ or

| ack of close conmmunity ties without the kind of nassive
behavi oral aberration that is seen in today’s industrial
society. W contend that the nost inportant cause of
soci al and psychol ogi cal problems in nbdern society is
the fact that people have insufficient opportunity to go
t hrough the power process in a normal way. W don't nean
to say that nodern society is the only one in which the
power process has been disrupted. Probably nost if not
all civilized societies have interfered with the power
process to a greater or |lesser extent. But in nobdern

i ndustrial society the problem has becone particularly
acute. Leftism at least inits recent (md- to late-20th
century) form is in part a synptomof deprivation with
respect to the power process.

DI SRUPTI ON OF THE POWER PROCESS | N MODERN SOCI ETY

59. Wé divide human drives into three groups: (1) those
drives that can be satisfied with mninal effort; (2)
those that can be satisfied but only at the cost of
serious effort; (3) those that cannot be adequately
satisfied no matter how nuch effort one nmakes. The power
process is the process of satisfying the drives of the
second group. The nore drives there are in the third
group, the nore there is frustration, anger, eventually
defeatism depression, etc.

60. In nodern industrial society natural human drives
tend to be pushed into the first and third groups, and
t he second group tends to consist increasingly of
artificially created drives.



61. In primtive societies, physical necessities
generally fall into group 2: They can be obtai ned, but
only at the cost of serious effort. But nodern society
tends to guaranty the physical necessities to everyone
[9] in exchange for only minimal effort, hence physica
needs are pushed into group 1. (There may be di sagreenent
about whether the effort needed to hold a job is
"mnimal"; but usually, in lower- to middle-Ievel jobs,
what ever effort is required is nerely that of OBEDI ENCE
You sit or stand where you are told to sit or stand and
do what you are told to do in the way you are told to do
it. Seldomdo you have to exert yourself seriously, and
in any case you have hardly any autonony in work, so that
the need for the power process is not well served.)

62. Social needs, such as sex, love and status, often
remain in group 2 in nodern society, depending on the
situation of the individual. [10] But, except for people
who have a particularly strong drive for status, the
effort required to fulfill the social drives is
insufficient to satisfy adequately the need for the power
process.

63. So certain artificial needs have been created that
fall into group 2, hence serve the need for the power
process. Advertising and marketing techni ques have been
devel oped that make nany people feel they need things
that their grandparents never desired or even dreaned of.
It requires serious effort to earn enough noney to
satisfy these artificial needs, hence they fall into
group 2. (But see paragraphs 80-82.) Mdern nman nust
satisfy his need for the power process largely through
pursuit of the artificial needs created by the
advertising and marketing industry [11], and through
surrogate activities.

64. It seens that for nany people, naybe the majority,
these artificial forms of the power process are
insufficient. A thene that appears repeatediy in the
witings of the social critics of the second half of the
20th century is the sense of purposel essness that
afflicts many people in nodern society. (This

pur posel essness is often called by other nanes such as
"anom c" or "mddle-class vacuity.") W suggest that the
so-called "identity crisis" is actually a search for a
sense of purpose, often for conmitnent to a suitable
surrogate activity. It may be that existentialismis in
| arge part a response to the purposel essness of nodern
life. [12] Very wi despread in nodern society is the
search for "fulfillment." But we think that for the
majority of people an activity whose main goal is
fulfillment (that is, a surrogate activity) does not
bring conpletely satisfactory fulfillment. In other
words, it does not fully satisfy the need for the power
process. (See paragraph 41.) That need can be fully
satisfied only through activities that have sonme externa
goal , such as physical necessities, sex, |ove, status,
revenge, etc.

65. Moreover, where goals are pursued through earning
noney, clinbing the status |adder or functioning as part
of the systemin sone other way, nost people are not in
a position to pursue their goals AUTONOMOUSLY. Most

wor kers are soneone el se’s enpl oyee and, as we pointed
out in paragraph 61, nust spend their days doi ng what
they are told to do in the way they are told to do it.
Even peopl e who are in business for thensel ves have only



limted autonony. It is a chronic conplaint of

snal | - busi ness persons and entrepreneurs that their hands
are tied by excessive governnent regulation. Some of

t hese regul ations are doubtl| ess unnecessary, but for the
nost part government regul ations are essential and

i nevitabl e parts of our extrenmely conplex society. A

| arge portion of small business today operates on the
franchi se system It was reported in the Wall Street
Journal a few years ago that many of the

franchi se-granting conpani es require applicants for
franchises to take a personality test that is designed to
EXCLUDE t hose who have creativity and initiative, because
such persons are not sufficiently docile to go al ong
obediently with the franchi se system This excludes from
smal | busi ness many of the peopl e who nbst need autonony.

66. Today people live nore by virtue of what the system
does FOR them or TO them than by virtue of what they do
for thensel ves. And what they do for thenselves is done
nore and nore al ong channels | aid down by the system
Opportunities tend to be those that the system provides,
the opportunities nmust be exploited in accord with rules
and regul ations [13], and techni ques prescribed by
experts nust be followed if there is to be a chance of
success.

67. Thus the power process is disrupted in our society
through a deficiency of real goals and a deficiency of
autonony in the pursuit of goals. But it is also

di srupt ed because of those human drives that fall into
group 3: the drives that one cannot adequately satisfy no
matter how nuch effort one nakes. One of these drives is
the need for security. Qur lives depend on deci sions nade
by ot her people; we have no control over these decisions
and usually we do not even know t he peopl e who nake them
("W live in awrld in which relatively few people --
maybe 500 or 1,000 nmeke the inportant decisions" --
Philip B. Heymann of Harvard Law School, quoted by

Ant hony Lewis, New York Tinmes, April 21,1995.) CQur lives
depend on whether safety standards at a nucl ear power

pl ant are properly naintai ned; on how nuch pesticide is
allowed to get into our food or how nuch pollution into
our air; on how skillful (or inconpetent) our doctor is;
whet her we | ose or get a job nay depend on deci si ons nade
by government econoni sts or corporation executives; and
so forth. Mdst individuals are not in a position to
secure thensel ves against these threats to nore [than] a
very limted extent. The individual’'s search for security
is therefore frustrated, which leads to a sense of
power | essness.

68. It nmay be objected that prinmtive nman is physically

| ess secure than nodern man, as is shown by his shorter
life expectancy; hence nodern man suffers fromless, not
nore than the anpbunt of insecurity that is nornmal for
human bei ngs. But psychol ogi cal security does not closely
correspond with physical security. What makes us FEEL
secure is not so nmuch objective security as a sense of
confidence in our ability to take care of ourselves.
Prinmtive man, threatened by a fierce aninmal or by
hunger, can fight in self-defense or travel in search of
food. He has no certainty of success in these efforts,

but he is by no neans hel pl ess agai nst the things that
threaten him The nodern individual on the other hand is
t hreat ened by nany things agai nst which he is hel pl ess:
nucl ear accidents, carcinogens in food, environnental
pol l ution, war, increasing taxes, invasion of his privacy



by | arge organi zations, nationw de social or econonic
phenonmena that may disrupt his way of life.

69. It is true that primtive nman i s powerless agai nst
sone of the things that threaten him disease for

exanpl e. But he can accept the risk of disease stoically.
It is part of the nature of things, it is no one’'s fault,
unless it is the fault of sone inmaginary, inpersona
denon. But threats to the nodern individual tend to be
MAN- MADE. They are not the results of chance but are

| MPOSED on hi m by ot her persons whose deci sions he, as an
i ndividual, is unable to influence. Consequently he feels
frustrated, huniliated and angry.

70. Thus prinitive man for the nost part has his security
in his own hands (either as an individual or as a nmenber
of a SMALL group) whereas the security of nodern man is
in the hands of persons or organizations that are too
renote or too large for himto be able personally to

i nfluence them So nodern nan’s drive for security tends
to fall into groups 1 and 3; in sone areas (food, shelter
etc.) his security is assured at the cost of only trivial
effort, whereas in other areas he CANNOT attain security.
(The foregoing greatly sinplifies the real situation, but
it does indicate in a rough, general way how the

condi tion of nmodern man differs fromthat of prinmtive
nman. )

71. People have many transitory drives or inpulses that
are necessarily frustrated in nodern |life, hence fal

into group 3. One nay becone angry, but nodern society
cannot pernmit fighting. In many situations it does not
even permt verbal aggression. When goi ng sonmewhere one
may be in a hurry, or one may be in a nood to trave
slow y, but one generally has no choice but to nove with
the flow of traffic and obey the traffic signals. One nmay
want to do one’s work in a different way, but usually one
can work only according to the rules laid down by one’s
enpl oyer. In many other ways as well, nodern man is
strapped down by a network of rules and regul ati ons
(explicit or inplicit) that frustrate many of his

i mpul ses and thus interfere with the power process. Mst
of these regulations cannot be di spensed with, because
they are necessary for the functioning of industrial
society.

72. Modern society is in certain respects extrenely
permissive. In natters that are irrelevant to the
functioning of the systemwe can generally do what we

pl ease. We can believe in any religion (as long as it
does not encourage behavior that is dangerous to the
system). We can go to bed with anyone we like (as long as
we practice "safe sex"). W can do anything we like as
long as it is UNIMPORTANT. But in all | MPORTANT natters
the systemtends increasingly to regul ate our behavior

73. Behavior is regulated not only through explicit rules
and not only by the government. Control is often

exerci sed through indirect coercion or through
psychol ogi cal pressure or mani pul ation, and by

organi zations other than the governnent, or by the system
as a whole. Mst |arge organi zati ons use sone form of
propaganda [14] to nanipul ate public attitudes or

behavi or. Propaganda is not limted to "conmmrercials" and
adverti senents, and sonetines it is not even consciously
i ntended as propaganda by the people who nake it. For

i nstance, the content of entertai nnent programrming is a



powerful form of propaganda. An exanple of indirect
coercion: There is no |aw that says we have to go to work
every day and follow our enployer’s orders. Legally there
is nothing to prevent us fromgoing to live inthe wild
like primtive people or fromgoing into business for
ourselves. But in practice there is very little wild
country left, and there is roomin the econony for only

a limted nunber of small business owners. Hence nost of
us can survive only as soneone el se’'s enpl oyee.

74. W suggest that nodern nman’s obsession with

| ongevity, and with maintaining physical vigor and sexua
attractiveness to an advanced age, is a synptom of

unful fillment resulting fromdeprivation with respect to
the power process. The "md-I1ffe crisis" also is such a
synptom So is the lack of interest in having children
that is fairly comon in nodern society but al nost
unheard-of in primtive societies.

75. In primtive societies life is a succession of

stages. The needs and purposes of one stage havi ng been
fulfilled, there is no particular reluctance about
passing on to the next stage. A young nman goes through

t he power process by becom ng a hunter, hunting not for
sport or for fulfillnment but to get neat that is
necessary for food. (lIn young wonen the process is nore
conplex, with greater enphasis on social power; we won't
di scuss that here.) This phase having been successfully
passed through, the young nan has no rel uctance about
settling down to the responsibilities of raising a
famly. (In contrast, some nodern people indefinitely
post pone havi ng chil dren because they are too busy
seeki ng sone kind of "fulfillnment." W suggest that the
fulfill ment they need is adequate experience of the power
process -- with real goals instead of the artificial
goal s of surrogate activities.) Again, having
successfully raised his children, going through the power
process by providing themwth the physical necessities,
the primtive nman feels that his work is done and he is
prepared to accept old age (if he survives that |long) and
deat h. any nodern people, on the other hand, are

di sturbed by the prospect of physical deterioration and
death, as is shown by the anobunt of effort they expend
trying to nmaintain their physical condition, appearance
and health. W argue that this is due to unful fill ment
resulting fromthe fact that they have never put their
physical powers to any practical use, have never gone

t hrough the power process using their bodies in a serious
way. It is not the primtive nan, who has used his body
daily for practical purposes, who fears the deterioration
of age, but the nodern nan, who has never had a practica
use for his body beyond wal king fromhis car to his
house. It is the man whose need for the power process has
been satisfied during his Iife who is best prepared to
accept the end of that life.

76. In response to the argunents of this section soneone
will say, "Society must find a way to give people the
opportunity to go through the power process." For such
peopl e the value of the opportunity is destroyed by the
very fact that society gives it to them Wat they need
is to find or make their own opportunities. As long as
the system G VES themtheir opportunities it still has
themon a leash. To attain autonony they nust get off

t hat | eash.



HOW SOVE PECPLE ADJUST

77. Not everyone in industrial-technol ogical society
suffers from psychol ogi cal probl ens. Sone peopl e even
profess to be quite satisfied with society as it is. W
now di scuss some of the reasons why people differ so
greatly in their response to nodern society.

78. First, there doubtless are differences in the
strength of the drive for power. Individuals with a weak
drive for power may have relatively little need to go

t hrough the power process, or at least relatively little
need for autonony in the power process. These are docile
types who woul d have been happy as plantation darkies in
the A d South. (W don't nean to sneer at the "plantation
darkies" of the Ad South. To their credit, nost of the
sl aves were NOT content with their servitude. W do sneer
at people who ARE content with servitude.)

79. Sone people may have sone exceptional drive, in
pursui ng which they satisfy their need for the power
process. For exanple, those who have an unusually strong
drive for social status may spend their whole lives
clinmbing the status | adder without ever getting bored

wi th that gane.

80. People vary in their susceptibility to advertising
and nmarketing techni ques. Sone are so susceptible that,
even if they nmake a great deal of nobney, they cannot
satisfy their constant craving for the the shiny new toys
that the marketing industry dangles before their eyes. So
they always feel hard-pressed financially even if their
incone is large, and their cravings are frustrated.

81. Sone people have | ow susceptibility to advertising
and nmarketing techni ques. These are the people who aren’t
interested in noney. Material acquisition does not serve
their need for the power process.

82. Peopl e who have nedi um susceptibility to advertising
and narketing techniques are able to earn enough noney to
satisfy their craving for goods and services, but only at
the cost of serious effort (putting in overtine, taking
a second job, earning pronotions, etc.). Thus naterial
acquisition serves their need for the power process. But
it does not necessarily follow that their need is fully
sati sfied. They may have insufficient autonony in the
power process (their work nmay consist of follow ng
orders) and sone of their drives may be frustrated (e.g.
security, aggression). (W are guilty of
oversinplification in paragraphs 80-82 because we have
assumed that the desire for material acquisition is
entirely a creation of the advertising and marketing
industry. O course it’s not that sinple. [11]

83. Sone people partly satisfy their need for power by
identifying thenselves with a powerful organization or
mass nmovenent. An individual |acking goals or power joins
a novenent or an organi zation, adopts its goals as his
own, then works toward those goals. Wen sone of the
goal s are attained, the individual, even though his
personal efforts have played only an insignificant part
in the attai nment of the goals, feels (through his
identification with the novenent or organization) as if
he had gone through the power process. This phenonenon
was exploited by the fascists, nazis and conmunists. Qur
soci ety uses it too, though less crudely. Exanple: Mnue



Noriega was an irritant to the U S. (goal: punish
Noriega). The U S. invaded Panama (effort) and punished
Nori ega (attai nment of goal). Thus the U S. went through
t he power process and nany Anericans, because of their
identification with the U S., experienced the power
process vicariously. Hence the w despread public approva
of the Panama invasion; it gave people a sense of power.

[15] We see the sane phenonenon in armies, corporations,
political parties, humanitarian organi zations, religious
or ideol ogical novenents. In particular, leftist
noverments tend to attract people who are seeking to
satisfy their need for power. But for nost people
identification with a large organi zati on or a mass
novenment does not fully satisfy the need for power.

84. Anot her way in which people satisfy their need for
the power process is through surrogate activities. As we
expl ai ned I n paragraphs 38-40, a surrogate activity is an
activity that is directed toward an artificial goal that
the individual pursues for the sake of the "fulfillment"
that he gets from pursuing the goal, not because he needs
to attain the goal itself. For instance, there is no
practical notive for building enornous nuscles, hitting
alittle ball into a hole or acquiring a conplete series
of postage stanps. Yet many people in our society devote
t hemsel ves wi th passion to bodybuilding, golf or
stanp-col | ecting. Some people are nore "other-directed"
than others, and therefore will nore readily attach

i mportance to a surrogate activity sinply because the
peopl e around themtreat it as inportant or because
society tells themit is inportant. That is why sone
peopl e get very serious about essentially trivial
activities such as sports, or bridge, or chess, or arcane
scholarly pursuits, whereas others who are nore

cl ear-sighted never see these things as anything but the
surrogate activities that they are, and consequently
never attach enough inportance to themto satisfy their
need for the power process in that way. It only remains
to point out that in many cases a person’s way of earning
aliving is also a surrogate activity. Not a PURE
surrogate activity, since part of the notive for the
activity is to gain the physical necessities and (for
sone people) social status and the |uxuries that
advertising nakes them want. But nany people put into
their work far nore effort than is necessary to earn

what ever noney and status they require, and this extra
effort constitutes a surrogate activity. This extra
effort, together with the enotional investnent that
acconpanies it, is one of the nbst potent forces acting
toward the continual devel opment and perfecting of the
system with negative consequences for individual freedom
(see paragraph 131). Especially, for the nbst creative
scientists and engineers, work tends to be largely a
surrogate activity. This point is so inportant that it
deserves a separate di scussion, which we shall give in a
nonent (paragraphs 87-92).

85. In this section we have expl ai ned how many people in
nodern society do satisfy their need for the power
process to a greater or |esser extent. But we think that
for the majority of people the need for the power process
is not fully satisfied. In the first place, those who
have an insatiable drive for status, or who get firmy
"hooked" on a surrogate activity, or who identify
strongly enough with a novenment or organization to
satisfy their need for power in that way, are exceptiona



personalities. OQthers are not fully satisfied with
surrogate activities or by identification with an

organi zati on (see paragraphs 41, 64). In the second

pl ace, too nuch control is inposed by the systemthrough
explicit regulation or through socialization, which
results in a deficiency of autonony, and in frustration
due to the inpossibility of attaining certain goals and
the necessity of restraining too many i nmpul ses.

86. But even if nobst people in industrial-technol ogica

society were well satisfied, we (FC would still be
opposed to that form of society, because (anobng ot her
reasons) we consider it denmeaning to fulfill one’s need

for the power process through surrogate activities or
through identification with an organi zation, rather than
t hrough pursuit of real goals.

THE MOTI VES OF SCI ENTI STS

87. Science and technol ogy provide the nost inportant
exanpl es of surrogate activities. Some scientists claim
that they are notivated by "curiosity” or by a desire to
"benefit humanity." But it is easy to see that neither of
these can be the principal notive of npbst scientists. As
for "curiosity," that notion is sinply absurd. Most
scientists work on highly specialized problens that are
not the object of any normal curiosity. For exanple, is
an astrononer, a mathematician or an entonol ogi st curious
about the properties of isopropyltrinethylnmethane? O
course not. Only a chemist is curious about such a thing,
and he is curious about it only because chenistry is his
surrogate activity. Is the chem st curious about the
appropriate classification of a new species of beetle?
No. That question is of interest only to the
entonol ogi st, and he is interested in it only because
entonology is his surrogate activity. If the chem st and
t he entonol ogi st had to exert thenselves seriously to
obtain the physical necessities, and if that effort
exercised their abilities in an interesting way but in
sone nonscientific pursuit, then they wouldn’t give a
damm about isopropyltrinethyl methane or the
classification of beetles. Suppose that |ack of funds for
post graduat e education had |l ed the chem st to becone an

i nsurance broker instead of a chem st. In that case he
woul d have been very interested in insurance matters but
woul d have cared not hi ng about isopropyltrimethyl nethane.
In any case it is not normal to put into the satisfaction
of mere curiosity the anount of tine and effort that
scientists put into their work. The "curiosity"

expl anation for the scientists’ notive just doesn’'t stand

up.

88. The "benefit of humanity" explanation doesn’'t work
any better. Sone scientific work has no conceivabl e
relation to the welfare of the human race nost of
archaeol ogy or conparative linguistics for exanple. Sone
ot her areas of science present obviously dangerous
possibilities. Yet scientists in these areas are just as
ent husi asti ¢ about their work as those who devel op

vacci nes or study air pollution. Consider the case of Dr.
Edward Tell er, who had an obvi ous enotional involvenent
in pronoting nuclear power plants. Did this invol venent
stemfroma desire to benefit humanity? If so, then why
didn't Dr. Teller get enpotional about other

"humani tari an" causes? If he was such a humanitarian then
why did he help to devel op the H bomb? As with many ot her



scientific achievenments, it is very nmuch open to question
whet her nucl ear power plants actually do benefit

humani ty. Does the cheap electricity outweigh the

accunul ating waste and the risk of accidents? Dr. Teller
saw only one side of the question. Cearly his enptiona

i nvol venent wi th nucl ear power arose not froma desire to
"benefit humanity" but froma personal fulfillnent he got
fromhis work and fromseeing it put to practical use

89. The same is true of scientists generally. Wth
possi bl e rare exceptions, their notive is neither
curiosity nor a desire to benefit humanity but the need
to go through the power process: to have a goal (a
scientific problemto solve), to nake an effort
(research) and to attain the goal (solution of the
problem) Science is a surrogate activity because
scientists work mainly for the fulfillnment they get out
of the work itself.

90. O course, it's not that sinple. her notives do
play a role for many scientists. Mney and status for
exanpl e. Some scientists nay be persons of the type who
have an insatiable drive for status (see paragraph 79)
and this may provide nuch of the notivation for their
wor k. No doubt the majority of scientists, like the
majority of the general population, are nore or |ess
susceptible to advertising and marketing techni ques and
need nmoney to satisfy their craving for goods and
services. Thus science is not a PURE surrogate activity.
But it is in large part a surrogate activity.

91. Also, science and technol ogy constitute a power nass
novenent, and many scientists gratify their need for
power through identification with this nass novenent (see
par agraph 83).

92. Thus science nmarches on blindly, wthout regard to
the real welfare of the human race or to any other
standard, obedient only to the psychol ogi cal needs of the
scientists and of the government of ficials and
corporation executives who provide the funds for

research.

THE NATURE OF FREEDOM

93. W are going to argue that industrial-technol ogica
soci ety cannot be reformed in such a way as to prevent it
from progressively narrowi ng the sphere of hunan freedom
But, because "freedon is a word that can be interpreted
in many ways, we nmust first nake clear what kind of
freedomwe are concerned with

94, By "freedont we nean the opportunity to go through
the power process, with real goals not the artificial
goal s of surrogate activities, and wi thout interference,
mani pul ati on or supervision fromanyone, especially from
any | arge organi zati on. Freedom nmeans being in contro
(either as an individual or as a nember of a SMALL group)
of the life-and-death issues of one's existence; food,
clothing, shelter and defense agai nst whatever threats
there may be in one’s environnent. Freedom neans havi ng
power; not the power to control other people but the
power to control the circunstances of one’s own life. One
does not have freedomif anyone else (especially a large
organi zati on) has power over one, no matter how
benevolently, tolerantly and pernissively that power may



be exercised. It is inmportant not to confuse freedomwth
nere pernissiveness (see paragraph 72).

95. It is said that we live in a free society because we
have a certain nunber of constitutionally guaranteed
rights. But these are not as inportant as they seem The
degree of personal freedomthat exists in a society is
determi ned nore by the econom c and technol ogi ca
structure of the society than by its laws or its form of
governnent. [16] Mst of the Indian nations of New

Engl and were nonarchies, and nany of the cities of the
Italian Renai ssance were controlled by dictators. But in
readi ng about these societies one gets the inpression
that they allowed far nore personal freedomthan our
society does. In part this was because they | acked
efficient nechanisns for enforcing the ruler’s will:
There were no nodern, well-organized police forces, no
rapi d | ong-di stance communi cati ons, no surveillance
caneras, no dossiers of information about the |ives of
average citizens. Hence it was relatively easy to evade
control

96. As for our constitutional rights, consider for
exanpl e that of freedom of the press. W certainly don't
mean to knock that right; it is very inportant tool for
limting concentration of political power and for keeping
t hose who do have political power in line by publicly
exposi ng any mni sbehavior on their part. But freedom of
the press is of very little use to the average citizen as
an individual. The mass nedia are nostly under the
control of large organizations that are integrated into
the system Anyone who has a little noney can have

somet hing printed, or can distribute it on the Internet
or in sone such way, but what he has to say will be
swanped by the vast volume of material put out by the
medi a, hence it will have no practical effect. To make an
i mpression on society with words is therefore al nost

i mpossi bl e for nost individuals and small groups. Take us
(FC) for exanple. If we had never done anything violent
and had submitted the present witings to a publisher

t hey probably woul d not have been accepted. |If they had
been been accepted and published, they probably woul d not
have attracted nany readers, because it’'s nore fun to

wat ch the entertai nment put out by the nedia than to read
a sober essay. Even ff these witings had had nany
readers, nost of these readers would soon have forgotten
what they had read as their nmnds were flooded by the
mass of material to which the nmedia expose them |In order
to get our nessage before the public wth some chance of
maki ng a lasting inpression, we've had to kill people.

97. Constitutional rights are useful up to a point, but
they do not serve to guarantee rmuch nore than what mni ght
be called the bourgeois conception of freedom According
to the bourgeois conception, a "free" nman is essentially
an el enment of a social nmachine and has only a certain set
of prescribed and delinited freedons; freedons that are
designed to serve the needs of the social machine nore
than those of the individual. Thus the bourgeois’s "free"
man has econoni c freedom because that pronotes growth and
progress; he has freedom of the press because public
criticismrestrains nisbehavior by political |eaders; he
has a right to a fair trial because inprisonnment at the
whi m of the powerful would be bad for the system This
was clearly the attitude of Sinon Bolivar. To him people
deserved liberty only if they used it to pronote progress
(progress as conceived by the bourgeois). OQher bourgeois



thi nkers have taken a simlar view of freedomas a nere
neans to collective ends. Chester C. Tan, "Chinese
Political Thought in the Twentieth Century," page 202,
expl ai ns the phil osophy of the Kuom ntang | eader Hu
Han-min: "An individual is granted rights because he is
a nenber of society and his comunity life requires such
rights. By community Hu neant the whole society of the
nation." And on page 259 Tan states that according to

Car sum Chang (Chang Chun-nmai, head of the State Sociali st
Party in China) freedomhad to be used in the interest of
the state and of the people as a whole. But what kind of
freedom does one have if one can use it only as soneone
el se prescribes? FC s conception of freedomis not that
of Bolivar, Hu, Chang or other bourgeois theorists. The
trouble with such theorists is that they have nade the
devel opnent and application of social theories their
surrogate activity. Consequently the theories are
designed to serve the needs of the theorists nore than

t he needs of any people who nmay be unlucky enough to live
in a society on which the theories are inposed.

98. One nore point to be nade in this section: It should
not be assumed that a person has enough freedom j ust
because he SAYS he has enough. Freedomis restricted in
part by psychol ogi cal controls of which people are
unconsci ous, and noreover nany people’s ideas of what
constitutes freedom are governed nore by soci al
convention than by their real needs. For exanple, it’s
likely that many leftists of the oversocialized type
woul d say that nost people, including thenselves, are
socialized too little rather than too nuch, yet the
oversocialized leftist pays a heavy psychol ogi cal price
for his high level of socialization

SOME PRI NCI PLES OF HI STORY

99. Think of history as being the sum of two conponents:
an erratic conponent that consists of unpredictable
events that follow no discernible pattern, and a regul ar
conponent that consists of |long-termhistorical trends.
Here we are concerned with the long-termtrends.

100. FIRST PRINCIPLE. If a SMALL change is made that
affects a long-termhistorical trend, then the effect of
that change will al nbst always be transitory -- the trend
will soon revert to its original state. (Exanple: A

ref orm novenent designed to clean up political corruption
in a society rarely has nore than a short-term effect;
sooner or later the reforners relax and corruption creeps
back in. The level of political corruption in a given
society tends to remain constant, or to change only
slowy with the evolution of the society. Nornally, a
political cleanup will be permanent only if acconpanied
by w despread soci al changes; a SMALL change in the

soci ety won't be enough.) If a small change in a
long-term historical trend appears to be pernmanent, it is
only because the change acts in the direction in which
the trend is already noving, so that the trend is not
altered by only pushed a step ahead.

101. The first principle is alnost a tautology. If a
trend were not stable with respect to small changes, it
woul d wander at randomrather than following a definite
direction; in other words it would not be a long-term
trend at all.



102. SECOND PRINCIPLE. If a change is made that is
sufficiently large to alter permanently a | ong-term
historical trend, then it will alter the society as a
whole. In other words, a society is a systemin which al
parts are interrelated, and you can’'t permanently change
any inmportant part w thout changing all other parts as
wel | .

103. THIRD PRINCIPLE. If a change is nade that is large
enough to alter permanently a long-termtrend, then the
consequences for the society as a whol e cannot be
predicted in advance. (Unless various other societies
have passed through the sane change and have al

experi enced the sanme consequences, in which case one can
predict on enpirical grounds that another society that
passes through the same change will be Iike to experience
sim | ar consequences.)

104. FOURTH PRI NCI PLE. A new ki nd of society cannot be
desi gned on paper. That is, you cannot plan out a new
formof society in advance, then set it up and expect it
to function as it was designed to do.

105. The third and fourth principles result fromthe
conpl exity of human societies. A change in human behavi or
will affect the econony of a society and its physica

envi ronnent; the econony will affect the environment and
vice versa, and the changes in the econony and the
environnent will affect human behavi or in conpl ex,
unpredi ct abl e ways; and so forth. The network of causes
and effects is far too conplex to be untangled and
under st ood.

106. FI FTH PRI NClI PLE. Peopl e do not consciously and
rationally choose the formof their society. Societies
devel op through processes of social evolution that are
not under rational human control

107. The fifth principle is a consequence of the other
four.

108. To illustrate: By the first principle, generally
speaking an attenpt at social reformeither acts in the
direction in which the society is devel opi ng anyway (so
that it nerely accelerates a change that woul d have
occurred in any case) or else it has only a transitory
effect, so that the society soon slips back intoits old
groove. To make a lasting change in the direction of
devel opnent of any inportant aspect of a society, reform
is insufficient and revolution is required. (A revolution
does not necessarily involve an arned uprising or the
overthrow of a government.) By the second principle, a
revol uti on never changes only one aspect of a society, it
changes the whol e society; and by the third principle
changes occur that were never expected or desired by the
revol utionaries. By the fourth principle, when

revol utionaries or utopians set up a new kind of society,
it never works out as pl anned.

109. The Anerican Revol ution does not provide a

count erexanpl e. The Anmerican "Revol ution" was not a
revolution in our sense of the word, but a war of

i ndependence followed by a rather far-reaching politica
reform The Foundi ng Fathers did not change the
direction of devel opment of American society, nor did
they aspire to do so. They only freed the devel opnent of



Anerican society fromthe retarding effect of British
rule. Their political reformdid not change any basic
trend, but only pushed American political culture along
its natural direction of devel opnent. British society, of
whi ch American soci ety was an of fshoot, had been novi ng
for along tine in the direction of representative
denocracy. And prior to the War of Independence the
Americans were already practicing a significant degree of
representative denocracy in the colonial assenblies. The
political system established by the Constitution was
nodel ed on the British systemand on the col oni al
assenblies. Wth najor alteration, to be sure -- there is
no doubt that the Founding Fathers took a very inportant
step. But it was a step along the road that

Engl i sh-speaking world was al ready traveling. The proof
is that Britain and all of its colonies that were
popul at ed predom nantly by people of British descent
ended up with systens of representative denocracy
essentially simlar to that of the United States. If the
Foundi ng Fathers had lost their nerve and declined to
sign the Declaration of Independence, our way of I|ffe
today woul d not have been significantly different. Maybe
we woul d have had sonewhat closer ties to Britain, and
woul d have had a Parlianment and Prinme Mnister instead of
a Congress and President. No big deal. Thus the American
Revol uti on provi des not a counterexanple to our
principles but a good illustration of them

110. Still, one has to use conmpn sense in applying the
principles. They are expressed in inprecise | anguage that
allows latitude for interpretation, and exceptions to
them can be found. So we present these principles not as
inviolable laws but as rules of thunmb, or guides to
thinking, that nmay provide a partial antidote to naive

i deas about the future of society. The principles should
be borne constantly in mnd, and whenever one reaches a
conci usion that conflicts with themone should carefully
reexam ne one's thinking and retain the conclusion only
i f one has good, solid reasons for doing so.

| NDUSTRI AL- TECHNOLOG CAL SOCI ETY CANNOT BE REFCRMED

111. The foregoing principles help to show how hopel essly
difficult it would be to reformthe industrial systemin
such a way as to prevent it from progressively narrow ng
our sphere of freedom There has been a consi stent
tendency, going back at least to the Industrial

Revol ution for technology to strengthen the systemat a
hi gh cost in individual freedom and | ocal autonomy. Hence
any change designed to protect freedom fromtechnol ogy
woul d be contrary to a fundamental trend in the

devel opnent of our society. Consequently, such a change
either would be a transitory one -- soon swanped by the
tide of history -- or, if large enough to be pernanent
woul d alter the nature of our whole society. This by the
first and second principles. Mreover, since society
woul d be altered in a way that could not be predicted in
advance (third principle) there would be great risk
Changes | arge enough to make a lasting difference in
favor of freedomwould not be initiated because it would
be realized that they would gravely disrupt the system
So any attenpts at reformwould be too timd to be
effective. Even if changes |arge enough to nake a |l asting
difference were initiated, they would be retracted when
their disruptive effects becane apparent. Thus, pernanent
changes in favor of freedom could be brought about only



by persons prepared to accept radical, dangerous and
unpredictable alteration of the entire system In other
words by revolutionaries, not reformers.

112. Peopl e anxious to rescue freedom wi thout sacrificing
t he supposed benefits of technology will suggest naive
schenmes for sone new form of society that would reconcile
freedomw th technol ogy. Apart fromthe fact that people
who nmake such suggestions sel dom propose any practica
means by which the new form of society could be set up in
the first place, it follows fromthe fourth principle
that even if the new form of society could be once
established, it either would collapse or would give
results very different fromthose expected.

113. So even on very general grounds it seens highly

i mprobabl e that any way of changi ng society could be
found that would reconcile freedomw th nodern
technology. In the next few sections we will give nore
specific reasons for concluding that freedom and

t echnol ogi cal progress are inconpati bl e.

RESTRI CTI ON OF FREEDOM | S UNAVO DABLE | N | NDUSTRI AL
SCCl ETY

114. As explained in paragraphs 65-67, 70-73, nodern man
is strapped down by a network of rules and regul ati ons,
and his fate depends on the actions of persons renote
from hi m whose deci si ons he cannot influence. This is not
accidental or a result of the arbitrariness of arrogant
bureaucrats. It is necessary and inevitable in any
technol ogi cal | y advanced society. The system HAS TO

regul ate human behavior closely in order to function. At
wor k peopl e have to do what they are told to do,

ot herwi se production woul d be thrown into chaos.

Bur eaucraci es HAVE TO be run according to rigid rules. To
al | ow any substantial personal discretion to |ower-|eve
bureaucrats woul d di srupt the systemand | ead to charges
of unfairness due to differences in the way individua
bureaucrats exercised their discretion. It is true that
sone restrictions on our freedomcould be elimnated, but
GENERALLY SPEAKI NG t he regul ation of our lives by |arge
organi zations is necessary for the functioning of

i ndustrial -technol ogi cal society. The result is a sense
of powerl essness on the part of the average person. It
may be, however, that formal regulations will tend
increasingly to be replaced by psychol ogi cal tools that
make us want to do what the systemrequires of us.
(Propaganda [ 14], educational techniques, "mental health"
prograns, etc.)

115. The system HAS TO force people to behave in ways
that are increasingly renote fromthe natural pattern of
human behavi or. For exanple, the system needs scientists,
mat hemati ci ans and engineers. It can't function w thout
them So heavy pressure is put on children to excel in
these fields. It isn't natural for an adol escent hunman
being to spend the bulk of his tine sitting at a desk
absorbed in study. A normal adol escent wants to spend his
time in active contact with the real world. Anpng
primtive peoples the things that children are trained to
do tend to be in reasonable harnony with natural human

i mpul ses. Anpong the Anerican Indians, for exanple, boys
were trained in active outdoor pursuits -- just the sort
of thing that boys like. But in our society children are
pushed into studying technical subjects, which nost do



grudgi ngly.
[[116 not used.]]

117. In any technol ogi cally advanced society the

i ndividual's fate MJUST depend on decisions that he
personal Iy cannot influence to any great extent. A

t echnol ogi cal society cannot be broken down into snall,
aut ononobus communiti es, because production depends on the
cooperation of very large nunbers of people. Wen a
decision affects, say, a nillion people, then each of the
affected individuals has, on the average, only a
one-mllionth share in making the decision. Wat usually
happens in practice is that decisions are nade by public
officials or corporation executives, or by technica
speci al i sts, but even when the public votes on a decision
t he nunber of voters ordinarily is too large for the vote
of any one individual to be significant. [17] Thus nost

i ndividuals are unable to influence neasurably the major
decisions that affect their lives. There is no

concei vable way to remedy this in a technologically
advanced society. The systemtries to "solve" this
probl em by using propaganda to nake people WANT the
deci si ons that have been made for them but even if this
"solution" were conpletely successful in naking people
feel better, it woul d be deneaning.

118. Conservatives and sonme others advocate nore "l oca
aut onony." Local comunities once did have autonony, but
such aut onony becones | ess and | ess possible as |oca
comunities become nore enneshed with and dependent on

| arge-scal e systens like public utilities, conputer

net wor ks, hi ghway systens, the nass comuni cati ons nedi a,
the nodern health care system Al so operating agai nst
autonony is the fact that technol ogy applied in one

| ocation often affects people at other locations far way.
Thus pesticide or chenmical use near a creek may
contaminate the water supply hundreds of mles
downstream and the greenhouse effect affects the whole
wor | d.

119. The system does not and cannot exist to satisfy
human needs. Instead, it is human behavior that has to be
nodified to fit the needs of the system This has nothing
to do with the political or social ideology that may
pretend to guide the technol ogical system It is the
fault of technol ogy, because the systemis guided not by
i deol ogy but by technical necessity. [18] O course the
system does satisfy nany human needs, but generally
speaking it does this only to the extend that it is to

t he advantage of the systemto do it. It is the needs of
the systemthat are paranount, not those of the human

bei ng. For exanple, the system provides people with food
because the systemcouldn’t function if everyone starved;
it attends to people’s psychol ogi cal needs whenever it
can CONVEN ENTLY do so, because it couldn't function if
too many peopl e becane depressed or rebellious. But the
system for good, solid, practical reasons, must exert
constant pressure on people to nold their behavior to the
needs of the system To nuch waste accunul ati ng? The
governnent, the media, the educational system
environnental i sts, everyone inundates us with a nmass of
propaganda about recycling. Need nore technica

personnel ? A chorus of voices exhorts kids to study
science. No one stops to ask whether it is inhunmane to
force adol escents to spend the bulk of their tine
studyi ng subjects nost of them hate. Wen skilled workers



are put out of a job by technical advances and have to
undergo "retraining," no one asks whether it is
humiliating for themto be pushed around in this way. It
is sinply taken for granted that everyone nust bow to
techni cal necessity. and for good reason: |f human needs
were put before technical necessity there would be
econoni ¢ probl ens, unenpl oynent, shortages or worse. The
concept of "mental health” in our society is defined
largely by the extent to which an individual behaves in
accord with the needs of the system and does so without
showi ng signs of stress.

120. Efforts to make room for a sense of purpose and for
autonony within the systemare no better than a joke. For
exanpl e, one conpany, instead of having each of its

enpl oyees assenble only one section of a catal ogue, had
each assenbl e a whol e catal ogue, and this was supposed to
give them a sense of purpose and achi evenent. Sone
conpani es have tried to give their enployees nore
autonony in their work, but for practical reasons this
usual ly can be done only to a very limted extent, and in
any case enpl oyees are never given autonony as to
ultimate goals -- their "autononous" efforts can never be
directed toward goals that they select personally, but
only toward their enployer’'s goals, such as the surviva
and growth of the conpany. Any conpany woul d soon go out
of business if it permitted its enployees to act
otherwise. Similarly, in any enterprise within a
socialist system workers nust direct their efforts
toward the goals of the enterprise, otherw se the
enterprise will not serve its purpose as part of the
system Once again, for purely technical reasons it is
not possible for most individuals or small groups to have
nmuch autonony in industrial society. Even the

smal | - busi ness owner commonly has only |imnted autonony.
Apart fromthe necessity of governnent regulation, he is
restricted by the fact that he nust fit into the economc
system and conformto its requirenents. For instance,
when soneone devel ops a new technol ogy, the small -

busi ness person often has to use that technol ogy whet her
he wants to or not, in order to remain conpetitive.

THE ' BAD PARTS OF TECHNOLOGY CANNOT BE SEPARATED FROM
THE * GOOD' PARTS

121. A further reason why industrial society cannot be
reformed in favor of freedomis that nodern technology is
a unified systemin which all parts are dependent on one
another. You can’t get rid of the "bad" parts of

technol ogy and retain only the "good" parts. Take nobdern
nedi ci ne, for exanple. Progress in nedical science
depends on progress in chenmistry, physics, biology,
conput er science and other fields. Advanced nedica
treatments require expensive, high-tech equi pnent that
can be nade available only by a technol ogically
progressive, econonically rich society. Cearly you can't
have nuch Progress in medicine wthout the whole
technol ogi cal system and everything that goes with it.

122. Even if medical progress could be naintai ned wthout
the rest of the technological system it would by itself
bring certain evils. Suppose for exanple that a cure for
di abetes is discovered. People with a genetic tendency to
di abetes will then be able to survive and reproduce as
wel | as anyone el se. Natural selection against genes for
di abetes will cease and such genes will spread throughout



t he popul ation. (This may be occurring to sone extent

al ready, since diabetes, while not curable, can be
control l ed through use of insulin.) The sane thing wll
happen wi th many ot her di seases susceptibility to which
is affected by genetic degradation of the population. The
only solution will be some sort of eugenics program or
extensi ve genetic engi neering of human bei ngs, so that
man in the future will no longer be a creation of nature,
or of chance, or of God (depending on your religious or
phi | osophi cal opinions), but a nmanufactured product.

123. |If you think that big government interferes in your

l[ife too much NOWN just wait till the government starts
regul ating the genetic constitution of your children
Such regulation will inevitably follow the introduction

of genetic engineering of human beings, because the
consequences of unregul ated genetic engi neeri ng would be
di sastrous. [19]

124. The usual response to such concerns is to tal k about
"medi cal ethics." But a code of ethics would not serve to
protect freedomin the face of nedical progress; it would
only make matters worse. A code of ethics applicable to
genetic engineering would be in effect a neans of

regul ating the genetic constitution of hunan bei ngs.
Sonebody (probably the upper-mddle class, nostly) would
deci de that such and such applications of genetic

engi neering were "ethical". and others were not, so that
in effect they would be inposing their own val ues on the
genetic constitution of the population at large. Even if
a code of ethics were chosen on a conpletely denocratic
basis, the magjority would be inposing their own val ues on
any minorities who nmight have a different idea of what
constituted an "ethical" use of genetic engineering. The
only code of ethics that would truly protect freedom
woul d be one that prohibited ANY genetic engineering of
human bei ngs, and you can be sure that no such code will
ever be applied in a technol ogical society. No code that
reduced genetic engineering to a mnor role could stand
up for long, because the tenptation presented by the

i mense power of biotechnology would be irresistible,
especially since to the majority of people nmany of its
applications will seem obviously and unequivocal ly good
(elimnating physical and nental diseases, giving people
the abilities they need to get along in today’'s world).

I nevitably, genetic engineering will be used extensively,
but only in ways consistent with the needs of the

i ndustrial -technol ogi cal system [20]

TECHNOLOGY 1S A MORE POWERFUL SOCI AL FORCE THAN THE
ASPI RATI ON FOR FREEDOOM

125. It is not possible to nake a LASTI NG conproni se

bet ween technol ogy and freedom because technology is by
far the nmore powerful social force and continually
encroaches on freedom t hrough REPEATED conpr omni ses.

| magi ne the case of two nei ghbors, each of whom at the
outset owns the sane anount of |and, but one of whomis
nore powerful than the other. The powerful one denands a
pi ece of the other’s |land. The weak one refuses. The
power ful one says, "OK, let's conprom se. Gve ne half of
what | asked." The weak one has little choice but to give
in. Sone tine later the powerful nei ghbor denands anot her
pi ece of land, again there is a conprom se, and so forth.
By forcing a long series of conpronises on the weaker

man, the powerful one eventually gets all of his land. So



it goes in the conflict between technol ogy and freedom

126. Let us explain why technology is a nore powerful
social force than the aspiration for freedom

127. A technol ogi cal advance that appears not to threaten
freedomoften turns out to threaten it very seriously

| ater on. For exanple, consider notorized transport. A
wal king man fornmerly could go where he pleased, go at his
own pace wi thout observing any traffic regulations, and
was i ndependent of technol ogi cal support-systens. \Wen
not or vehicles were introduced they appeared to increase
man’s freedom They took no freedom away fromthe wal ki ng
man, no one had to have an autonobile if he didn't want
one, and anyone who did choose to buy an autonobile could
travel much faster and farther than a wal ki ng nan. But
the introduction of notorized transport soon changed
society in such a way as to restrict greatly man’'s
freedom of | oconotion. Wen aut onobi | es becanme nunerous,
it becane necessary to regulate their use extensively. In
a car, especially imdensely popul ated areas, one cannot
just go where one likes at one’s own pace one’ s novenent
is governed by the flow of traffic and by various traffic
laws. One is tied down by various obligations: |icense
requirenents, driver test, renewing registration

i nsurance, nmintenance required for safety, nonthly
paynments on purchase price. Mreover, the use of
notorized transport is no |onger optional. Since the

i ntroduction of notorized transport the arrangenent of
our cities has changed in such a way that the najority of
peopl e no longer live within wal king di stance of their

pl ace of enploynent, shopping areas and recreationa
opportunities, so that they HAVE TO depend on the
autonobile for transportation. O el se they nust use
public transportation, in which case they have even | ess
control over their own novenent than when driving a car
Even the wal ker's freedomis now greatly restricted. In
the city he continually has to stop to wait for traffic
lights that are designed mainly to serve auto traffic. In
the country, motor traffic nakes it dangerous and

unpl easant to wal k al ong the highway. (Note this

i mportant point that we have just illustrated with the
case of motorized transport: Wen a new item of
technology is introduced as an option that an individua
can accept or not as he chooses, it does not necessarily
REMAI N optional. In many cases the new technol ogy changes
society in such a way that people eventually find
thenmsel ves FORCED to use it.)

128. Wil e technol ogi cal progress AS A WHOLE continual |y
narrows our sphere of freedom each new technical advance
CONSI DERED BY | TSELF appears to be desirable.

El ectricity, indoor plunbing, rapid |ong-distance

conmuni cations ... how could one argue agai nst any of

t hese things, or against any other of the innunerable

t echni cal advances that have nade nodern society? It
woul d have been absurd to resist the introduction of the
tel ephone, for exanple. It offered many advantages and no
di sadvant ages. Yet, as we explai ned in paragraphs 59-76,
all these technical advances taken together have created
a world in which the average man’s fate is no longer in
his own hands or in the hands of his neighbors and
friends, but in those of politicians, corporation
executives and renote, anonynous technicians and

bur eaucrats whom he as an individual has no power to

i nfluence. [21] The sanme process will continue in the
future. Take genetic engineering, for exanple. Few people



will resist the introduction of a genetic technique that
elimnates a hereditary disease. It does no apparent harm
and prevents. nmuch suffering. Yet a | arge nunber of
genetic inprovenents taken together will nake the hunan
being into an engi neered product rather than a free
creation of chance (or of God, or whatever, depending on
your religious beliefs).

129. Anot her reason why technology is such a powerful
social force is that, within the context of a given

soci ety, technol ogical progress narches in only one
direction; it can never be reversed. Once a technica

i nnovati on has been introduced, people usually becone
dependent on it, so that they can never again do w thout
it, unless it is replaced by sone still nore advanced

i nnovation. Not only do peopl e becone dependent as

i ndividuals on a new item of technol ogy, but, even nore,
the system as a whol e becones dependent on it. (Inagine
what woul d happen to the systemtoday if conputers, for
exanple, were elinnated.) Thus the system can nove in
only one direction, toward greater technol ogi zati on
Technol ogy repeatedly forces freedomto take a step back
but technol ogy can never take a step back -- short of the
overt hrow of the whol e technol ogi cal system

130. Technol ogy advances with great rapidity and
threatens freedomat many different points at the sane
time (crowding, rules and regul ations, increasing
dependence of individuals on |arge organizations,
propaganda and ot her psychol ogi cal techni ques, genetic
engi neering, invasion of privacy through surveillance
devi ces and conputers, etc.). To hold back any ONE of the
threats to freedomwould require a long and difficult
soci al struggle. Those who want to protect freedomare
overwhel ned by the sheer nunber of new attacks and the
rapidity with which they devel op, hence they becone
apathetic and no longer resist. To fight each of the
threats separately would be futile. Success can be hoped
for only by fighting the technol ogi cal systemas a whol ¢;
but that is revolution, not reform

131. Technicians (we use this termin its broad sense to
describe all those who performa specialized task that
requires training) tend to be so involved in their work
(their surrogate activity) that when a conflict arises
bet ween their technical work and freedom they al nost

al ways decide in favor of their technical work. This is
obvious in the case of scientists, but it also appears
el sewhere: Educators humanitarian groups, conservation
organi zations do not hesitate to use propaganda or other
psychol ogi cal techniques to help them achieve their

| audabl e ends. Corporations and government agenci es, when
they find it useful, do not hesitate to collect

i nformati on about individuals without regard to their
privacy. Law enforcenent agencies are frequently

i nconveni enced by the constitutional rights of suspects
and often of conpletely innocent persons, and they do
what ever they can do legally (or sonmetines illegally) to
restrict or circumvent those rights. Mt of these
educators, governnent officials and | aw officers believe
in freedom privacy and constitutional rights, but when
these conflict with their work, they usually feel that
their work is nore inportant.

132. It is well known that people generally work better
and nore persistently when striving for a reward than
when attenpting to avoid a puni shnment or negative



out cone. Scientists and other technicians are notivated
mainly by the rewards they get through their work. But

t hose who oppose technol ogi cal invasions of freedomare
working to avoid a negative outcone, consequently there
are few who work persistently and well at this

di scouraging task. If reforners ever achieved a signa
victory that seened to set up a solid barrier against
further erosion of freedomthrough technical progress,
nost would tend to relax and turn their attention to nore
agreeabl e pursuits. But the scientists would renain busy
in their laboratories, and technology as it progresses
woul d find ways, in spite of any barriers, to exert nore
and nore control over individuals and nake them al ways
nor e dependent on the system

133. No social arrangenents, whether |aws, institutions,
custonms or ethical codes, can provi de pernmanent
protection against technol ogy. History shows that al
soci al arrangenents are transitory; they all change or
break down eventually. But technol ogi cal advances are
permanent within the context of a given civilization.
Suppose for exanple that it were possible to arrive at
sone soci al arrangenments that would prevent genetic

engi neering from being applied to human bei ngs, or
prevent it frombeing applied in such a way as to
threaten freedomand dignity. Still, the technol ogy woul d
remai n waiting. Sooner or |later the social arrangenent
woul d break down. Probably sooner, given the pace of
change in our society. Then genetic engineering would
begin to invade our sphere of freedom and this invasion
woul d be irreversible (short of a breakdown of

technol ogical civilization itself). Any illusions about
achi evi ng anyt hi ng pernmanent through social arrangenents
shoul d be dispelled by what is currently happening wth
environnental |egislation. A few years ago its seened
that there were secure legal barriers preventing at |east
SOME of the worst forms of environnental degradation. A
change in the political wind, and those barriers begin to
crunbl e.

134. For all of the foregoing reasons, technology is a
nore powerful social force than the aspiration for
freedom But this statement requires an inportant
qualification. It appears that during the next severa
decades the industrial-technol ogical systemw || be
under goi ng severe stresses due to econom c and

envi ronnent al probl ens, and especially due to problens of
human behavi or (alienation, rebellion, hostility, a

vari ety of social and psychological difficulties). W
hope that the stresses through which the systemis likely
to pass will cause it to break down, or at least wll
weaken it sufficiently so that a revolution against it
becomes possible. If such a revolution occurs and is
successful, then at that particular nonent the aspiration
for freedomw || have proved nore powerful than

t echnol ogy.

135. In paragraph 125 we used an anal ogy of a weak

nei ghbor who is left destitute by a strong nei ghbor who
takes all his land by forcing on hima series of

conprom ses. But suppose now that the strong nei ghbor
gets sick, so tha he is unable to defend hinself. The
weak nei ghbor can force the strong one to give himhis

| and back, or he can kill him If he lets the strong nman
survive and only forces himto give the |and back, he is
a fool, because when the strong man gets well he will
again take all the land for hinself. The only sensible



alternative for the weaker man is to kill the strong one
whil e he has the chance. In the sane way, while the

i ndustrial systemis sick we nust destroy it. If we
conpromise with it and let it recover fromits sickness,
it wll eventually w pe out all of our freedom

SI MPLER SOCI AL PROBLEMS HAVE PROVED | NTRACTABLE

136. If anyone still imagines that it would be possible
to reformthe systemin such a way as to protect freedom
from technol ogy, |et him consider how clunsily and for
the nost part unsuccessfully our society has dealt with
other social problens that are far nore sinple and

strai ghfforward. Anong ot her things, the system has
failed to stop environnental degradation, politica
corruption, drug trafficking or donestic abuse.

137. Take our environmental problens, for exanple. Here
the conflict of values is straightforward: econonic
expedi ence now versus saving sonme of our natura
resources for our grandchildren. [22] But on this subject
we get only a lot of blather and obfuscation fromthe
peopl e who have power, and nothing like a clear
consistent line of action, and we keep on piling up

envi ronnental problens that our grandchildren will have
to live with. Attenpts to resolve the environnental issue
consi st of struggles and conproni ses between different
factions, some of which are ascendant at one nonent,
others at another nonent. The |ine of struggl e changes
with the shifting currents of public opinion. This is not
a rational process, nor is it one that is likely to |ead
to a timely and successful solution to the problem Mjor
social problens, if they get "solved" at all, are rarely
or never solved through any rational, conprehensive plan
They just work themsel ves out through a process in which
various conpeting groups pursuing their own (usually
short-tern) self-interest [23] arrive (mainly by l[uck) at
sone nore or |less stable nodus vivendi. In fact, the
principles we formulated i n paragraphs 100-106 nake it
seem doubtful that rational |ong-term social planning can
EVER be successf ul

138. Thus it is clear that the human race has at best a
very limted capacity for solving even relatively

strai ghtforward social problens. How then is it going to
solve the far nore difficult and subtle probl em of
reconciling freedomw th technol ogy? Technol ogy presents
clear-cut material advantages, whereas freedomis an
abstraction that neans different things to different
people. and its loss is easily obscured by propaganda and
fancy tal k.

139. And note this inportant difference: It is

concei vabl e that our environnental problens (for exanple)
may sone day be settled through a rational, conprehensive
plan, but if this happens it will be only because it is
in the longterminterest of the systemto solve these
problens. But it is NOT in the interest of the systemto
preserve freedom or small-group autonony. On the
contrary, it is in the interest of the systemto bring
human behavi or under control to the greatest possible
extent. [24] Thus, while practical considerations may
eventually force the systemto take a rational, prudent
approach to environnental problens, equally practica
considerations will force the systemto regul ate hunman
behavi or ever nore closely (preferably by indirect nmeans



that will disguise the encroachnent on freedom). This
isn't just our opinion. Em nent social scientists (e.g.
Janmes Q W I son) have stressed the inportance of
"socializing" people nore effectively.

REVOLUTI ON | S EASI ER THAN REFORM

140. W hope we have convinced the reader that the system
cannot be refornmed in such a way as to reconcile freedom
wi th technology. The only way out is to dispense with the
i ndustrialtechnol ogi cal system altogether. This inplies
revol uti on, not necessarily an arned uprising, but
certainly a radical and fundamental change in the nature
of society. 141. People tend to assune that because a
revol ution involves a much greater change than reform
does, it is nmore difficult to bring about than reformis
Actual Iy, under certain circunstances revolution is nmuch
easier than reform The reason is that a revol utionary
novenment can inspire an intensity of conmitnment that a
ref orm novenent cannot inspire. A reformnovenment nerely
offers to solve a particular social problem A

revol utionary novenent offers to solve all problens at
one stroke and create a whole new world; it provides the
kind of ideal for which people will take great risks and
make great sacrifices. For this reasons it would be nuch
easier to overthrow the whol e technol ogi cal systemthan
to put effective, permanent restraints on the devel opnent
or application of any one segnent of technol ogy, such as
genetic engi neering, for exanple. Not nany people will
devote t hensel ves with single-nm nded passion to inposing
and nai ntaining restraints on genetic engi neering, but
under suitable conditions |arge nunbers of people may
devot e t hensel ves passionately to a revol ution agai nst
the industrial-technol ogical system As we noted in
paragraph 132, reforners seeking to limt certain aspects
of technol ogy would be working to avoid a negative
outcome. But revolutionaries work to gain a powerful
reward -- fulfillment of their revolutionary vision and
therefore work harder and nore persistently than
reformers do.

142. Reformis always restrained by the fear of painfu
consequences if changes go too far. But once a

revol utionary fever has taken hold of a society, people
are willing to undergo unlinited hardships for the sake
of their revolution. This was clearly shown in the French
and Russian Revolutions. It may be that in such cases
only a minority of the population is really conmtted to
the revolution, but this mnority is sufficiently |arge
and active so that it becones the domi nant force in
society. W will have nore to say about revolution in
par agr aphs 180- 205.

CONTRCL OF HUVMAN BEHAVI OR

143. Since the beginning of civilization, organized
societies have had to put pressures on human bei ngs of
the sake of the functioning of the social organism The
ki nds of pressures vary greatly fromone society to

anot her. Some of the pressures are physical (poor diet,
excessi ve | abor, environmental pollution), some are
psychol ogi cal (noise, crowding, forcing human behavi or
into the nmold that society requires). In the past, hunan
nat ure has been approxi nately constant, or at any rate
has varied only within certain bounds. Consequently,



soci eti es have been able to push people only up to
certain limts. When the linit of human endurance has
been passed, things start going wong: rebellion, or
crime, or corruption, or evasion of work, or depression
and other nmental problens, or an elevated death rate, or
a declining birth rate or sonmething el se, so that either
the society breaks down, or its functioning becones too
inefficient and it is (quickly or gradually, through
conquest, attrition or evolution) replaced by sone nore
efficient formof society. [25]

144. Thus human nature has in the past put certain lints
on the devel opnent of societies. People could be pushed
only so far and no farther. But today this nay be
changi ng, because nodern technol ogy is devel opi ng ways of
nodi fyi ng human bei ngs.

145. Imagi ne a society that subjects people to conditions
that make themterribly unhappy, then gives themdrugs to
take away their unhappi ness. Science fiction? It is

al ready happening to sonme extent in our own society. It
is well known that the rate of clinical depression has
been greatly increasing in recent decades. W believe
that this is due to disruption of the power process, as
expl ai ned i n paragraphs 59-76. But even if we are wong,
the increasing rate of depression is certainly the result
of SOME conditions that exist in today’'s society. |nstead
of removing the conditions that nmake peopl e depressed,
nodern society gives them anti depressant drugs. In

ef fect, antidepressants are a neans of nodifying an
individual's internal state in such a way as to enable
himto tolerate social conditions that he woul d otherw se
find intolerable. (Yes, we know that depression is often
of purely genetic origin. W are referring here to those
cases in which environnent plays the predoninant role.)

146. Drugs that affect the nmind are only one exanpl e of
the new net hods of controlling human behavi or that nodern
society is devel oping. Let us |ook at sone of the other
net hods.

147. To start with, there are the techniques of
surveillance. Hi dden video caneras are now used in nost
stores and in many ot her places, conputers are used to
coll ect and process vast anounts of information about

i ndi viduals. Infornation so obtained greatly increases
the effectiveness of physical coercion (i.e., |aw
enforcenent). [26] Then there are the nethods of
propaganda, for which the nmass communi cation nedi a
provi de effective vehicles. Efflcient techni ques have
been devel oped for w nning el ections, selling products,

i nfl uencing public opinion. The entertai nment industry
serves as an inportant psychol ogical tool of the system
possi bly even when it is dishing out |arge anpbunts of sex
and vi ol ence. Entertai nment provides nmodern man with an
essential nmeans of escape. Wile absorbed in television
vi deos, etc., he can forget stress, anxiety, frustration
di ssatisfaction. Many prinmitive peoples, when they don’t
have work to do, are quite content to sit for hours at a
tinme doing nothing at all, because they are at peace with
t hensel ves and their world. But nbst nobdern peopl e nust
be constantly occupi ed or entertained, otherw se they get
"bored," i.e., they get fidgety, uneasy, irritable.

148. Ot her techniques strike deeper than the foregoing.
Education is no longer a sinple affair of paddling a
ki d' s behind when he doesn’t know his | essons and patting



hi m on the head when he does know them It is beconming a
scientific technique for controlling the child' s

devel opnent. Sylvan Learning Centers, for exanple, have
had great success in notivating children to study, and
psychol ogi cal techniques are al so used with nore or |ess
success in many conventional schools. "Parenting"

techni ques that are taught to parents are designed to
make children accept fundanmental values of the system and
behave in ways that the system finds desirable. "Mental
heal th" prograns, "intervention" techniques,

psychot herapy and so forth are ostensibly designed to
benefit individuals, but in practice they usually serve
as met hods for inducing individuals to think and behave
as the systemrequires. (There is no contradiction here;
an individual whose attitudes or behavior bring himinto
conflict with the systemis up against a force that is
too powerful for himto conquer or escape from hence he
is likely to suffer fromstress, frustration, defeat. His
path will be nuch easier if he thinks and behaves as the
systemrequires. In that sense the systemis acting for
the benefit of the individual when it brai nwashes him
into conformity.) Child abuse in its gross and obvi ous
forms is disapproved in nost if not all cultures.
Tornmenting a child for a trivial reason or no reason at
all is sonething that appalls al nbst everyone. But nany
psychol ogi sts interpret the concept of abuse nmuch nore
broadly. |Is spanking, when used as part of a rational and
consi stent system of discipline, a formof abuse? The
question will ultimately be deci ded by whether or not
spanki ng tends to produce behavi or that nakes a person
fit in well with the existing systemof society. In
practice, the word "abuse" tends to be interpreted to

i ncl ude any nethod of child-rearing that produces
behavi or inconvenient for the system Thus, when they go
beyond the prevention of obvious, sensel ess cruelty,
progranms for preventing "child abuse" are directed toward
the control of human behavi or on behal f of the system

149. Presunably, research will continue to increase the
ef fecti veness of psychol ogi cal techniques for controlling
human behavior. But we think it is unlikely that
psychol ogi cal techniques alone will be sufficient to

adj ust hunman beings to the kind of society that
technology is creating. Biological nethods probably will
have to be used. W have already nentioned the use of
drugs in this connection. Neurol ogy nmay provide ot her
avenues for nodifying the human m nd. CGenetic engineering
of human beings is already beginning to occur in the form
of "gene therapy," and there is no reason to assune that
such nethods will not eventually be used to nodify those
aspects of the body that affect mental functioning.

150. As we nmentioned in paragraph 134, industrial society
seens likely to be entering a period of severe stress,
due in part to problens of human behavior and in part to
econonmi ¢ and environnental problens. And a consi derable
proportion of the system s econonic and environnenta
problenms result fromthe way hunman bei ngs behave.
Alienation, |ow self-esteem depression, hostility,
rebellion; children who won't study, youth gangs, illega
drug use, rape, child abuse, other crines, unsafe sex,
teen pregnancy, popul ation growth, political corruption
race hatred, ethnic rivalry, bitter ideological conflict
(e.g., pro-choice vs. pro-life), political extrenm sm
terrorism sabotage, anti-governnent groups, hate groups.
Al'l these threaten the very survival of the system The
systemw || therefore be FORCED to use every practi cal



means of controlling human behavi or.

151. The social disruption that we see today is certainly
not the result of nere chance. It can only be a result of
the conditions of life that the systeminposes on people.
(We have argued that the nost inportant of these
conditions is disruption of the power process.) If the
systems succeeds in inposing sufficient control over
human behavi or to assure its own survival, a new

wat ershed in human history will have been passed. Wereas
formerly the limts of human endurance have i nposed
limts on the devel opnment of societies (as we expl ai ned

i n Paragraphs 143, 144), industrial-technol ogical society
will be able to pass those lints by nodifying human

bei ngs, whether by psychol ogi cal nethods or bi ol ogi ca

net hods or both. In the future, social systems will not
be adjusted to suit the needs of human beings. |nstead,
human being will be adjusted to suit the needs of the
system [27]

152. Generaly speaking, technol ogical control over human
behavi or will probably not be introduced with a
totalitarian intention or even through a conscious desire
to restrict hunman freedom [28] Each new step in the
assertion of control over the human mind will be taken as
a rational response to a problemthat faces society, such
as curing alcoholism reducing the crinme rate or inducing
young people to study science and engi neering. In nany
cases there will be a humanitarian justification. For
exanpl e, when a psychiatrist prescribes an
anti-depressant for a depressed patient, he is clearly
doi ng that individual a favor. It would be inhumane to

wi t hhol d the drug from soneone who needs it. Wen Parents
send their children to Sylvan Learning Centers to have

t hem mani pul ated i nto becom ng enthusi astic about their
studies, they do so fromconcern for their children’'s
welfare. It may be that some of these parents w sh that
one didn't have to have specialized training to get a job
and that their kid didn’'t have to be brai nwashed into
becom ng a conputer nerd. But what can they do? They
can't change society, and their child nay be unenpl oyabl e
if he doesn’'t have certain skills. So they send himto

Syl van.

153. Thus control over human behavior will be introduced
not by a cal cul ated decision of the authorities but
through a process of social evolution (RAPID evol ution
however). The process will be inpossible to resist,
because each advance, considered by itself, wll appear

to be beneficial, or at least the evil involved in making
the advance will appear to be beneficial, or at |east the
evil involved in making the advance will seemto be |ess

than that which would result fromnot making it (see
paragraph 127). Propaganda for exanple is used for many
good purposes, such as discouraging child abuse or race
hatred. [14] Sex education is obviously useful, yet the
effect of sex education (to the extent that it is
successful) is to take the shaping of sexual attitudes
away fromthe famly and put it into the hands of the
state as represented by the public school system

154. Suppose a biological trait is discovered that

i ncreases the likelihood that a child will grow up to be
a crimnal, and suppose sone sort of gene therapy can
renove this trait. [29] O course nobst parents whose
children possess the trait will have them undergo the



therapy. It would be inhumane to do otherw se, since the
child would probably have a miserable life if he grew up
to be a crimnal. But many or nost prinitive societies
have a low crine rate in conparison with that of our

soci ety, even though they have neither high-tech nethods
of child-rearing nor harsh systenms of punishnent. Since
there is no reason to suppose that nore nodern nmen than
primtive men have innate predatory tendencies, the high
crime rate of our society nust be due to the pressures
that nodern conditions put on people, to which many
cannot or will not adjust. Thus a treatnment designed to
renmove potential crimnal tendencies is at |east in part
a way of re-engineering people so that they suit the
requi renents of the system

155. Qur society tends to regard as a "sickness" any node
of thought or behavior that is inconvenient for the
system and this is plausible because when an i ndividua
doesn't fit into the systemit causes pain to the

i ndi vidual as well as problens for the system Thus the
mani pul ation of an individual to adjust himto the system
is seen as a "cure" for a "sickness" and therefore as
good.

156. I n paragraph 127 we pointed out that if the use of

a new itemof technology is INITIALLY optional, it does
not necessarily REMAIN optional, because the new
technol ogy tends to change society in such a way that it
beconmes difficult or inpossible for an individual to
function wi thout using that technol ogy. This applies also
to the technol ogy of human behavior. In a world in which
nost children are put through a programto nake them

ent husi asti ¢ about studying, a parent will al nost be
forced to put his kid through such a program because if
he does not, then the kid will grow up to be
conparatively speaking, an ignoranus and therefore

unenpl oyabl e. O suppose a biological treatnent is

di scovered that, wi thout undesirable side-effects, wll
greatly reduce the psychol ogical stress fromwhich so
many people suffer in our society. |If |arge nunbers of
peopl e choose to undergo the treatnent, then the genera

| evel of stress in society will be reduced, so that it
wi Il be possible for the systemto increase the
stress-produci ng pressures. In fact, sonething like this
seens to have happened already with one of our society's
nost i nmportant psychol ogi cal tools for enabling people to
reduce (or at least tenporarily escape from stress,
nanely, mass entertai nment (see paragraph 147). CQur use
of mass entertainnent is "optional”: No |aw requires us
to watch television, listen to the radi o, read nmagazi nes.
Yet nass entertainnment is a neans of escape and
stress-reduction on which nost of us have becone
dependent. Everyone conpl ai ns about the trashi ness of

tel evision, but al nost everyone watches it. A few have

ki cked the TV habit, but it would be a rare person who
could get along today wi thout using ANY form of nass
entertainnent. (Yet until quite recently in hunman histo}y
nost people got along very nicely with no other

entertai nnent than that which each |ocal community
created for itself.) Wthout the entertai nment industry

t he system probably woul d not have been able to get away
with putting as nuch stressproduci ng pressure on us as it
does.

157. Assuming that industrial society survives, it is
likely that technology will eventually acquire sonething
approachi ng conplete control over human behavior. It has



been established beyond any rational doubt that human

t hought and behavi or have a largely biological basis. As
experi menters have denonstrated, feelings such as hunger
pl easure, anger and fear can be turned on and off by
electrical stinulation of appropriate parts of the brain.
Menmori es can be destroyed by damagi ng parts of the brain
or they can be brought to the surface by electrica
stinulation. Hallucinations can be induced or npods
changed by drugs. There may or nmay not be an inmateri al
human soul, but if there is one it clearly is |less

power ful that the biol ogical nmechani sns of hunan
behavior. For if that were not the case then researchers
woul d not be able so easily to mani pul ate human feelings
and behavior with drugs and electrical currents.

158. It presunmably would be inpractical for all people to
have el ectrodes inserted in their heads so that they
could be controlled by the authorities. But the fact that
human thoughts and feelings are so open to biol ogica

i ntervention shows that the problemof controlling hunman
behavior is mainly a technical problem a problem of

neur ons, hornones and conpl ex nol ecul es; the kind of
problemthat is accessible to scientific attack. Gven

t he outstanding record of our society in solving
technical problens, it is overwhelm ngly probabl e that
great advances will be made in the control of hunman
behavi or .

159. WII public resistance prevent the introduction of
technol ogi cal control of hunman behavior? It certainly
would if an attenpt were made to introduce such control
all at once. But since technol ogical control wll be

i ntroduced through a | ong sequence of small advances,
there will be no rational and effective public

resi stance. (See paragraphs 127, 132, 153.)

160. To those who think that all this sounds |ike science
fiction, we point out that yesterday’ s science fiction is
today’s fact. The Industrial Revolution has radically
altered man’s environnent and way of life, and it is only
to be expected that as technology is increasingly applied
to the hunman body and nind, man hinmself will be altered
gs radically as his environnent and way of life have

een.

HUMAN RACE AT A CROSSROADS

161. But we have gotten ahead of our story. It is one
thing to develop in the |aboratory a series of
psychol ogi cal or biological techniques for manipul ating
human behavi or and quite another to integrate these
techniques into a functioning social system The latter
problemis the nore difficult of the two. For exanpl e,
whil e the techni ques of educational psychol ogy doubtl ess
work quite well in the "lab schools" where they are
devel oped, it is not necessarily easy to apply them

ef fectively throughout our educational system W al
know what nany of our schools are |ike. The teachers are
too busy taking knives and guns away fromthe kids to
subject themto the | atest techniques for making them
into conputer nerds. Thus, in spite of all its technica
advances relating to human behavior, the systemto date
has not been inpressively successful in controlling human
bei ngs. The peopl e whose behavior is fairly well under
the control of the systemare those of the type that

m ght be called "bourgeois." But there are grow ng



nunbers of people who in one way or another are rebels
agai nst the system welfare | eaches, youth gangs,
cultists. satanists, nazis, radical environnentalists,
mlitianen, etc.

162. The systemis currently engaged in a desperate
struggle to overcone certain problens that threaten its
survival, anmong which the problens of human behavi or are
the nost inportant. If the system succeeds in acquiring
sufficient control over human behavi or quickly enough, it
will probably survive. Oherwise it will break down. W
think the issue will nmost likely be resolved within the
next several decades, say 40 to 100 years.

163. Suppose the system survives the crisis of the next
several decades. By that tine it will have to have
solved, or at |east brought under control, the principa
problens that confront it, in particular that of
"socializing" human beings; that is, making people
sufficiently docile so that heir behavior no | onger
threatens the system That being acconplished, it does
not appear that there would be any further obstacle to

t he devel opnent of technol ogy, and it woul d presumably
advance toward its |ogical conclusion, which is conplete
control over everything on Earth, including hunan bei ngs
and all other inportant organi sns. The system nay becone
a unitary, monolithic organization, or it may be nore or
| ess fragnmented and consist of a nunber of organizations
coexisting in a relationship that includes el enents of
bot h cooperation and conpetition, just as today the
governnent, the corporations and other |arge

organi zati ons both cooperate and conpete with one

anot her. Human freedom nostly will have vani shed, because
i ndividuals and small groups will be inpotent vis-a-vis
| arge organi zations armed with supertechnol ogy and an
arsenal of advanced psychol ogi cal and bi ol ogi cal tools
for mani pul ati ng human bei ngs, besides instrunents of
surveill ance and physical coercion. Only a small nunber
of people will have any real power, and even these
probably will have only very limted freedom because
their behavior too will be regulated; just as today our
politicians and corporation executives can retain their
positions of power only as long as their behavior remains
within certain fairly narrowlimts

164. Don’t inmagine that the systenms will stop devel oping
further techniques for controlling human bei ngs and
nature once the crisis of the next few decades is over
and increasing control is no longer necessary for the
systenmis survival. On the contrary, once the hard tines
are over the systemw |l increase its control over people
and nature nore rapidly, because it will no | onger be
hanpered by difficulties of the kind that it is currently
experiencing. Survival is not the principal notive for
extendi ng control. As we expl ained in paragraphs 87-90,
technicians and scientists carry on their work largely as
a surrogate activity; that is, they satisfy their need
for power by solving technical problens. They will
continue to do this w th unabated enthusiasm and anbng
the nost interesting and chall enging problens for themto
solve will be those of understanding the hunan body and
mnd and intervening in their devel opnment. For the "good
of humanity," of course.

165. But suppose on the other hand that the stresses of
the conmi ng decades prove to be too nuch for the system
If the system breaks down there may be a period of chaos,



a "time of troubles" such as those that history has
recorded at various epochs in the past. It is inpossible
to predict what would enmerge fromsuch a tinme of
troubles, but at any rate the human race woul d be given
a new chance. The greatest danger is that industrial
society may begin to reconstitute itself within the first
few years after the breakdown. Certainly there will be
many peopl e (power-hungry types espeeially) who will be
anxious to get the factories running again.

166. Therefore two tasks confront those who hate the
servitude to which the industrial systemis reducing the
human race. First, we rmust work to heighten the social
stresses within the systemso as to increase the
likelihood that it will break down or be weakened
sufficiently so that a revolution against it becones
possi bl e. Second, it is necessary to devel op and
propagate an ideol ogy that opposes technol ogy and the

i ndustrial society if and when the system becones
sufficiently weakened. And such an ideology will help to
assure that, if and when industrial society breaks down,
its remmants will be smashed beyond repair, so that the
system cannot be reconstituted. The factories should be
destroyed, technical books burned, etc.

HUVAN SUFFERI NG

167. The industrial systemw ||l not break down purely as
a result of revolutionary action. It will not be

vul nerabl e to revol utionary attack unless its own

i nternal problens of developnent lead it into very
serious difficulties. So if the system breaks down it
will do so either spontaneously, or through a process
that is in part spontaneous but hel ped al ong by

revol utionaries. |f the breakdown is sudden, many peopl e
will die, since the world s popul ati on has becone so

over Mown that it cannot even feed itself any | onger

wi t hout advanced technol ogy. Even if the breakdown is
gradual enough so that reduction of the popul ation can
occur nore through lowering of the birth rate than

t hrough el evation of the death rate, the process of
de-industrialization probably will be very chaotic and

i nvol ve much suffering. It is naive to think it likely
that technol ogy can be phased out in a snoothly nanaged,
orderly way, especially since the technophiles will fight
stubbornly at every step. Is it therefore cruel to work
for the breakdown of the systen? Maybe, but maybe not. In
the first place, revolutionaries will not be able to
break the system down unless it is already in enough
trouble so that there woul d be a good chance of its
eventual |y breaking down by itself anyway; and the bigger
the system grows, the nore disastrous the consequences of
its breakdown will be; so it may be that revolutionaries
by hastening the onset of the breakdown, will be reducing
the extent of the disaster

168. In the second place, one has to bal ance struggle and
death against the | oss of freedomand dignity. To many of
us, freedomand dignity are nore inportant than a | ong
life or avoidance of physical pain. Besides, we all have
to die sone tine, and it nay be better to die fighting
for survival, or for a cause, than to live a | ong but
enpty and purposeless |ife.

169. In the third place, it is not at all certain that
survival of the systemw |l lead to | ess suffering than



breakdown of the system woul d. The system has al r eady
caused, and is continuing to cause, immense suffering al
over the world. Ancient cultures, that for hundreds of
years gave people a satisfactory relationship with each
other and with their environnent, have been shattered by
contact with industrial society, and the result has been
a whol e cat al ogue of econonic, environnental, social and
psychol ogi cal problens. One of the effects of the
intrusion of industrial society has been that over nuch
of the world traditional controls on popul ati on have been
thrown out of balance. Hence the popul ati on expl osion
with all that that inplies. Then there is the
psychol ogi cal suffering that is w despread throughout the
supposedly fortunate countries of the Wst (see

par agraphs 44, 45). No one knows what will happen as a
result of ozone depletion, the greenhouse effect and

ot her environmental problens that cannot yet be foreseen
And, as nuclear proliferation has shown, new technol ogy
cannot be kept out of the hands of dictators and
irresponsible Third Wrld nations. Wwuld you like to
specul ate about what Iraq or North Korea will do with
geneti c engi neering?

170. "On!" say the technophiles, "Science is going to fix
all that! We will conquer fanine, elinmnate psychol ogica
suffering, make everybody healthy and happy!" Yeah, sure.
That’' s what they said 200 years ago. The I ndustri al

Revol ution was supposed to elim nate poverty, make
everybody happy, etc. The actual result has been quite
different. The technophiles are hopel essly naive (or

sel f-deceiving) in their understandi ng of social

probl enms. They are unaware of (or choose to ignore) the
fact that when | arge changes, even seeningly beneficial
ones, are introduced into a society, they lead to a |ong
sequence of other changes, nost of which are inpossible
to predict (paragraph 103). The result is disruption of
the society. So it is very probable that in their
attenpts to end poverty and di sease, engi neer docile,
happy personalities and so forth, the technophiles will
create social systens that are terribly troubled, even
nore so than the present once. For exanple, the
scientists boast that they will end fanmine by creating
new, genetically engineered food plants. But this wll
al | ow the hunan popul ati on to keep expandi ng
indefinitely, and it is well known that crowding |eads to
i ncreased stress and aggression. This is nerely one
exanpl e of the PREDI CTABLE problenms that will arise. W
enphasi ze that, as past experience has shown, technica
progress will lead to other new problens that CANNOT be
predi cted in advance (paragraph 103). In fact, ever since
the Industrial Revolution, technology has been creating
new probl ens for society far nore rapidly than it has
been solving old ones. Thus it will take a |ong and
difficult period of trial and error for the technophiles
to work the bugs out of their Brave New World (if they
every do). In the neantinme there will be great suffering.
So it is not at all clear that the survival of industrial
soci ety woul d involve | ess suffering than the breakdown
of that society would. Technol ogy has gotten the hunman
race into a fix fromwhich there is not likely to be any
easy escape.

THE FUTURE

171. But suppose now that industrial society does survive
the next several decades and that the bugs do eventually



get worked out of the system so that it functions
snoot hly. What kind of systemw Il it be? W will
consi der several possibilities.

172. First let us postulate that the conputer scientists
succeed in devel oping intelligent machi nes that can do
all things better than human beings can do them In that
case presunably all work will be done by vast, highly
organi zed systens of machines and no hunman effort will be
necessary. Either of two cases night occur. The nmchines
m ght be permitted to make all of their own decisions

wi t hout human oversi ght, or else human control over the
machi nes m ght be retained.

173. If the machines are permitted to make all their own
deci sions, we can’t nake any conjectures as to the
results, because it is inpossible to guess how such
machi nes m ght behave. W only point out that the fate of
the hunan race would be at the nmercy of the machines. It
m ght be argued that the human race woul d never be
foolish enough to hand over all power to the nachines.
But we are suggesting neither that the human race would
voluntarily turn power over to the machines nor that the
machi nes would willfully seize power. What we do suggest
is that the human race mght easily pernit itself to
drift into a position of such dependence on the machi nes
that it would have no practical choice but to accept al
of the machi nes’ decisions. As society and the probl ens
that face it becone nore and nore conpl ex and as nmchi nes
beconme nore and nore intelligent, people will |et

nmachi nes make nore and nore of their decisions for them
si mply because machi ne-nmade decisions will bring better
results than nman-made ones. Eventually a stage nay be
reached at which the decisions necessary to keep the
systemrunning will be so conplex that hunan beings wl|l
be i ncapable of making themintelligently. At that stage
the machines will be in effective control. People won't
be able to just turn the machi ne off, because they will
be so dependent on themthat turning themoff would
amount to suicide

174. On the other hand it is possible that human control
over the machines nay be retained. In that case the
average nman nay have control over certain private

machi nes of his own, such as his car or his persona
conputer, but control over |arge systens of machines will
be in the hands of a tiny elite -- just as it is today,
but with two differences. Due to inproved techni ques the
elite will have greater control over the nasses; and
because hunman work will no | onger be necessary the nmasses
wi Il be superfluous, a useless burden on the system |If
the elite is ruthless they nay sinply decide to

exterm nate the mass of humanity. |If they are humane they
may use propaganda or ot her psychol ogi cal or biologica
techni ques to reduce the birth rate until the mass of
humani ty becones extinct, leaving the world to the elite.
O, if the elite consists of soft-hearted liberals, they
may decide to play the role of good shepherds to the rest
of the human race. They will see to it that everyone's
physi cal needs are satisfied, that all children are

rai sed under psychol ogi cally hygi enic conditions, that
everyone has a whol esone hobby to keep hi m busy, and that
anyone who may becone dissatisfied undergoes "treatnent"
to cure his "problem" O course, life wll be so

pur posel ess that people will have to be biologically or
psychol ogi cal |y engi neered either to renove their need
for the power process or to nmake them "sublinmate" their



drive for power into sonme harm ess hobby. These

engi neered hurman bei ngs may be happy in such a society,
but they nost certainly will not be free. They will have
been reduced to the status of donestic aninals.

175. But suppose now that the conputer scientists do not
succeed in developing artificial intelligence, so that
human wor k remai ns necessary. Even so, nmachines will take
care of nore and nore of the sinpler tasks so that there
wi |l be an increasing surplus of human workers at the

| ower levels of ability. (W see this happening already.
There are many people who find it difficult or inmpossible
to get work, because for intellectual or psychol ogica
reasons they cannot acquire the level of training
necessary to nmake thensel ves useful in the present
system) On those who are enpl oyed, ever-increasing
demands will be placed: They will need nore and nore
training, nore and nore ability, and will have to be ever
nore reliable, conform ng and docile, because they will
be nore and nore like cells of a giant organism Their
tasks will be increasingly specialized, so that their
work will be, in a sense, out of touch with the rea
wor |l d, being concentrated on one tiny slice of reality.
The systemwi || have to use any neans that it can

whet her psychol ogi cal or biological, to engi neer people
to be docile, to have the abilities that the system
requires and to "sublimate" their drive for power into
sone specialized task. But the statenment that the people
of such a society will have to be docile may require
qualification. The society may find conpetitiveness
useful, provided that ways are found of directing
conpetitiveness into channels that serve the needs of the
system W can imagine a future society in which there is
endl ess conpetition for positions of prestige and power.
But no nore than a very few people will ever reach the
top, where the only real power is (see end of paragraph
163). Very repellent is a society in which a person can
satisfy his need for power only by pushing | arge nunbers
of other people out of the way and depriving them of
THEI R opportunity for power.

176. One can envi sion scenarios that incorporate aspects
of nore than one of the possibilities that we have just
di scussed. For instance, it may be that machines wll
take over nost of the work that is of real, practica

i mportance, but that hunan beings will be kept busy by
bei ng given relatively uninmportant work. It has been
suggested, for exanple, that a great devel opnment of the
service industries mght provide work for human bei ngs.
Thus peopl e woul d spent their tine shining each other’s
shoes, driving each other around in taxicabs, naking
handi crafts for one anot her, wai hng on each other’s
tables, etc. This seens to us a thoroughly contenptible
way for the human race to end up, and we doubt that many
people would find fulfilling lives in such pointless
busy-work. They woul d seek ot her, dangerous outlets
(drugs, crinme, "cults," hate groups) unless they were

bi ol ogi cally or psychol ogically engineered to adapt them
to such a way of Iffe.

177. Needless to say, the scenarios outlined above do not
exhaust all the possibilities. They only indicate the

ki nds of outconmes that seemto us nost likely. But we can
envi si on no plausible scenarios that are any nore

pal atabl e than the ones we’ve just described. It is
overwhel mi ngly probable that if the

i ndustrial -technol ogi cal system survives the next 40 to



100 years, it will by that tinme have devel oped certain
general characteristics: Individuals (at |east those of
the "bourgeois" type, who are integrated into the system
and nake it run, and who therefore have all the power)
wi || be nore dependent than ever on | arge organi zations;
they will be nore "socialized" than ever and their
physical and nmental qualities to a significant extent
(possibly to a very great extent) will be those that are
engineered into themrather than being the results of
chance (or of God’'s will, or whatever); and whatever nay
be left of wild nature will be reduced to remants
preserved for scientific study and kept under the
supervi sion and managenent of scientists (hence it wll
no longer be truly wild). In the long run (say a few
centuries fromnow) it is likely that neither the hunman
race nor any other inportant organisnms will exist as we
know t hem t oday, because once you start nodifying

organi sms through genetic engineering there is no reason
to stop at any particular point, so that the

nodi fications will probably continue until man and ot her
organi sns have been utterly transforned.

178. \Whatever el se nmay be the case, it is certain that
technology is creating for human bei ngs a new physica
and social environnment radically different fromthe
spectrum of environnents to which natural selection has
adapted the hunan race physically and psychol ogically. If
man i s not adjusted to this new environnent by being
artificially re-engineered, then he will be adapted to it
through a long and pai nful process of natural selection.
The fornmer is far nore likely than the latter

179. 1t would be better to dunp the whol e stinking system
and take the consequences.

STRATEGY

180. The technophiles are taking us all on an utterly
reckless ride into the unknown. Many peopl e under st and
sonet hi ng of what technol ogical progress is doing to us
yet take a passive attitude toward it because they think
it is inevitable. But we (FC) don’'t think it is
inevitable. W think it can be stopped, and we will give
here sone indications of howto go about stopping it.

181. As we stated in paragraph 166, the two nain tasks
for the present are to pronote social stress and
instability in industrial society and to devel op and
propagate an ideol ogy that opposes technol ogy and the

i ndustrial system Wen the system becones sufficiently
stressed and unstable, a revol ution agai nst technol ogy
may be possible. The pattern would be sinmlar to that of
the French and Russi an Revol utions. French society and
Russi an society, for several decades prior to their
respective revol utions, showed increasing signs of stress
and weakness. Meanwhil e, ideol ogi es were being devel oped
that offered a new world view that was quite different
fromthe old one. In the Russian case, revolutionaries
were actively working to undernine the old order. Then
when the old systemwas put under sufficient additiona
stress (by financial crisis in France, by nilitary defeat
in Russia) it was swept away by revol ution. Wat we
propose is sonething along the sane |ines.

182. It will be objected that the French and Russian
Revol utions were failures. But nobst revol utions have two



goals. One is to destroy an old formof society and the
other is to set up the new form of society envisioned by
the revol utionaries. The French and Russi an

revol utionaries failed (fortunately!) to create the new
kind of society of which they dreaned, but they were

qui te successful in destroying the old society. W have
no illusions about the feasibility of creating a new,

i deal form of society. Qur goal is only to destroy the
exi sting form of society.

183. But an ideology, in order to gain enthusiastic
support, nust have a positive ideal as well as a negative
one; it rmust be FOR sonething as well as AGAI NST

sonet hing. The positive ideal that we propose is Nature.
That is, WLD nature: those aspects of the functioning of
the Earth and its living things that are i ndependent of
human managenent and free of human interference and
control. And with wild nature we include human nature, by
whi ch we nean those aspects of the functioning of the
human i ndi vi dual that are not subject to regulation by
organi zed soci ety but are products of chance, or free
will, or God (depending on your religious or

phi | osophi cal opi ni ons).

184. Nature nakes a perfect counter-ideal to technol ogy
for several reasons. Nature (that which is outside the
power of the systen) is the opposite of technol ogy (which
seeks to expand indefinitely the power of the systenj.
Most people will agree that nature is beautiful

certainly it has trenendous popul ar appeal. The radica
environnental i sts ALREADY hold an ideology that exalts
nature and opposes technology. [30] It is not necessary
for the sake of nature to set up sone chinerical utopia
or any new kind of social order. Nature takes care of
itself: It was a spontaneous creation that existed |ong
bef ore any human society, and for countless centuries
many di fferent kinds of human societies coexisted with
nature without doing it an excessive amount of danage.
Only with the Industrial Revolution did the effect of
human soci ety on nature becone really devastating. To
relieve the pressure on nature it is not necessary to
create a special kind of social system it is only
necessary to get rid of industrial society. Granted, this
will not solve all problens. Industrial society has

al ready done trenmendous danage to nature and it will take
a very long tine for the scars to heal. Besides, even
prei ndustrial societies can do significant damage to
nature. Nevertheless, getting rid of industrial society

will acconplish a great deal. It will relieve the worst
of the pressure on nature so that the scars can begin to
heal. It will renpove the capacity of organi zed society to

keep increasing its control over nature (including human
nature). Whatever kind of society may exist after the
dem se of the industrial system it is certain that nost
people will live close to nature, because in the absence
of advanced technol ogy there is no other way that people
CAN live. To feed thensel ves they nust be peasants or
herdsmen or fishermen or hunters, etc. And, generally
speaki ng, | ocal autonony should tend to increase, because
| ack of advanced technol ogy and rapid comunications will
limt the capacity of governnents or other |arge

organi zations to control |ocal comunities.

185. As for the negative consequences of elimnnating

i ndustrial society -- well, you can't eat your cake and
have it too. To gain one thing you have to sacrifice
anot her .



186. Most peopl e hate psychol ogical conflict. For this
reason they avoid doing any serious thinking about
difficult social issues, and they like to have such

i ssues presented to themin sinple, black-and-white
terns: THIS is all good and THAT is all bad. The

revol utionary ideol ogy should therefore be devel oped on
two | evel s.

187. On the nore sophisticated | evel the ideol ogy should
address itself to people who are intelligent, thoughtfu
and rational. The object should be to create a core of
peopl e who will be opposed to the industrial systemon a
rational, thought-out basis, with full appreciation of
the problens and anbi guities involved, and of the price
that has to be paid for getting rid of the system It is
particularly inportant to attract people of this type, as
they are capable people and will be instrunental in

i nfluencing others. These peopl e shoul d be addressed on
as rational a level as possible. Facts should never
intentionally be distorted and intenperate |anguage
shoul d be avoi ded. This does not nean that no appeal can
be nade to the enotions, but in making such appeal care
shoul d be taken to avoid misrepresenting the truth or
doi ng anything el se that would destroy the intell ectual
respectability of the ideol ogy.

188. On a second level, the ideol ogy should be propagated
inasinplified formthat will enable the unthinking
majority to see the conflict of technology vs. nature in
unanbi guous terns. But even on this second |level the

i deol ogy shoul d not be expressed in |anguage that is so
cheap, intenperate or irrational that it alienates people
of the thoughfful and rational type. Cheap, intenperate
propaganda sonetimes achi eves inpressive short-term
gains, but it will be nore advantageous in the long run
to keep the loyalty of a small nunmber of intelligently
conmitted people than to arouse the passions of an

unt hi nki ng, fickle nob who will change their attitude as
soon as soneone cones along with a better propaganda

gi mmi ck. However, propaganda of the rabbl e-rousing type
may be necessary when the systemis nearing the point of
col l apse and there is a final struggle between riva

i deol ogi es to determine which will becone doni nant when
the ol d worl d-vi ew goes under

189. Prior to that final struggle, the revol utionaries
shoul d not expect to have a majority of people on their
side. History is nade by active, deternined mnorities,
not by the mgjority, which seldomhas a clear and
consistent idea of what it really wants. Until the tine
cones for the final push toward revolution [31], the task
of revolutionaries will be less to win the shall ow
support of the mpjority than to build a small core of
deeply conmmtted people. As for the mpjority, it will be
enough to make them aware of the existence of the new

i deol ogy and renmind themof it frequently; though of
course it will be desirable to get majority support to
the extent that this can be done w t hout weakeni ng the
core of seriously conmtted people.

190. Any kind of social conflict helps to destabilize the
system but one should be careful about what kind of
conflict one encourages. The line of conflict should be
drawn between the nmass of the people and the
power-holding elite of industrial society (politicians,
scientists, upper-level business executives, government



officials, etc.). It should NOT be drawn between the
revol utionaries and the nmass of the people. For exanple,
it would be bad strategy for the revolutionaries to
condemm Anericans for their habits of consunption

I nstead, the average Anerican should be portrayed as a
victimof the advertising and narketing industry, which
has suckered himinto buying a ot of junk that he
doesn’t need and that is very poor conpensation for his
| ost freedom Either approach Is consistent with the
facts. It is merely a matter of attitude whether you

bl ane the advertising industry for nanipulating the
public or blane the public for allowing itself to be
mani pul ated. As a matter of strategy one should generally
avoid blam ng the public.

191. One shoul d think twi ce before encouragi ng any ot her
social conflict than that between the power-holding elite
(which wields technology) and the general public (over
whi ch technol ogy exerts its power). For one thing, other
conflicts tend to distract attention fromthe inportant
conflicts (between power-elite and ordinary peopl e,

bet ween technol ogy and nature); for another thing, other
conflicts may actually tend to encourage

t echnol ogi zati on, because each side in such a conflict
wants to use technol ogi cal power to gain advantages over
its adversary. This is clearly seen in rivalries between
nations. It also appears in ethnic conflicts within
nations. For exanple, in America many bl ack | eaders are
anxious to gain power for African Anericans by placing
back individuals in the technol ogi cal power-elite. They
want there to be nmany black government officials,
scientists, corporation executives and so forth. In this
way they are hel ping to absorb the African Anerican
subculture into the technol ogi cal system GCenerally
speaki ng, one shoul d encourage only those soci al
conflicts that can be fitted into the framework of the
conflicts of power-elite vs. ordinary people, technol ogy
VS nature.

192. But the way to discourage ethnic conflict is NOT
through mlitant advocacy of mnority rights (see
paragraphs 21, 29). Instead, the revolutionaries should
enphasi ze that although minorities do suffer nore or |ess
di sadvantage, this disadvantage is of periphera
significance. Qur real eneny is the industrial-
technol ogi cal system and in the struggl e against the
system ethnic distinctions are of no inportance.

193. The kind of revolution we have in mnd will not
necessarily involve an arnmed uprising agai nst any
governnent. It may or may not involve physical violence,
but it will not be a PCLITICAL revolution. Its focus wll
be on technol ogy and econonics, not politics. [32]

194. Probably the revol utionaries should even AVO D
assum ng political power, whether by legal or illega
means, until the industrial systemis stressed to the
danger point and has proved itself to be a failure in the
eyes of nost people. Suppose for exanple that sone
"green" party should win control of the United States
Congress in an election. In order to avoid betraying or
wat eri ng down their own ideol ogy they would have to take
vi grous nmeasures to turn econonic growh into economnic
shrinkage. To the average nman the results woul d appear

di sastrous: There would be nassive unenpl oynent,
shortages of commodities, etc Even if the grosser il
effects could be avoi ded through superhumanly skillful



managenent, still people would have to begin giving up
the luxuries to which they have becone addi cted.

Di ssatisfaction would grow, the "green" party woul d be
voted out o,f offfice and the revol utionaries would have
suffered a severe setback. For this reason the

revol utionaries should not try to acquire political power
until the system has gotten itself into such a ness that
any hardships will be seen as resulting fromthe failures
of the industrial systemitself and not fromthe policies
of the revolutionaries. The revol uti on agai nst technol ogy
wi Il probably have to be a revolution by outsiders, a
revol ution from bel ow and not from above.

195. The revolution nust be international and worl dwi de.
It cannot be carried out on a nation-by-nation basis.
Whenever it is suggested that the United States, for
exanpl e, should cut back on technol ogi cal progress or
econom ¢ growth, people get hysterical and start
screanming that if we fall behind in technol ogy the
Japanese will get ahead of us. Holy robots! The world
will fly off its orbit if the Japanese ever sell nore
cars than we do! (Nationalismis a great pronoter of
technol ogy.) More reasonably, it is argued that if the
relatively denocratic nations of the world fall behind in
technol ogy while nasty, dictatorial nations |ike China,

Vi etnam and North Korea continue to progress, eventually
the dictators nay conme to dominate the world. That is why
the industrial systemshould be attacked in all nations
simul taneously, to the extent that this may be possible.
True, there is no assurance that the industrial system
can be destroyed at approximtely the sane tine all over
the world, and it is even conceivable that the attenpt to
overthrow the systemcould [ ead instead to the domni nation
of the systemby dictators. That is a risk that has to be
taken. And it is worth taking, since the difference
between a "denocratic" industrial systemand one
controlled by dictators is small conpared with the

di fference between an industrial systemand a
non-industrial one. [33] It mght even be argued that an
i ndustrial systemcontrolled by dictators would be
preferabl e, because dictator-controlled systens usually
have proved ineffficient, hence they are presunably nore
likely to break down. Look at Cuba.

196. Revol utionaries m ght consider favoring neasures
that tend to bind the world econony into a unified whole.
Free trade agreenents |ike NAFTA and GATT are probably
harnful to the environment in the short run, but in the

Il ong run they may perhaps be advant ageous because they
foster econom c interdependence between nations. It will
be easier to destroy the industrial systemon a worldw de
basis if the world econonmy is so unified that its
breakdown in any one major nation will lead to its
breakdown in all industrialized nations.

197. Sone people take the line that nodern nan has too
much power, too nuch control over nature; they argue for
a nore passive attitude on the part of the human race. At
best these people are expressing thensel ves unclearly,
because they fail to distinguish between power for LARGE
ORGANI ZATI ONS and power for | NDIVIDUALS and SMALL GROUPS
It is a nistake to argue for powerlessness and passivity,
because peopl e NEED power. Mddern nman as a collective
entity -- that is, the industrial system-- has inmense
power over nature, and we (FC) regard this as evil. But
nodern | NDI VI DUALS and SMALL GROUPS OF | NDI VI DUALS have
far |l ess power than primtive nman ever did. Cenerally



speaki ng, the vast power of "nobdern man" over nature is
exerci sed not by individuals or small groups but by |arge
organi zations. To the extent that the average nodern

I NDI VIDUAL can wield the power of technology, he is
permtted to do so only within narrow limts and only
under the supervision and control of the system (You
need a license for everything and with the license cone
rules and regulations.) The individual has only those

t echnol ogi cal powers with which the system chooses to
provide him H's PERSONAL power over nature is slight.

198. Primtive IND VIDUALS and SMALL GROUPS actual ly had
consi derabl e power over nature; or nmaybe it would be
better to say power WTHI N nature. When primtive nman
needed food he knew how to find and prepare edi ble roots
how to track gane and take it with homenade weapons. He
knew how to protect hinmself from heat cold, rain,
dangerous animals, etc. But prinmtive nman did relatively
little damage to nature because the COLLECTI VE power of
primtive society was negligible conpared to the
COLLECTI VE power of industrial society.

199. Instead of arguing for powerlessness and passivity,
one should argue that the power of the | NDUSTRI AL SYSTEM
shoul d be broken, and that this will greatly | NCREASE the
power and freedom of | ND VIDUALS and SMALL GROUPS

200. Until the industrial system has been thoroughly

wr ecked, the destruction of that system nust be the

revol utionaries’ ONLY goal. Other goals would distract
attention and energy fromthe main goal. Mre inportantly
if the revolutionaries permt thenselves to have any

ot her goal than the destruction of technology, they wll
be tenpted to use technology as a tool for reaching that
other goal. If they give in to that tenptation, they wll
fall right back into the technol ogical trap, because
nodern technology is a unified, tightly organi zed system
so that, in order to retain SOVE technol ogy, one finds
oneself obliged to retain MOST technol ogy, hence one ends
up sacrificing only token anounts of technol ogy.

201. Suppose for exanple that the revol utionaries took
"social justice" as a goal. Human nature being what it

is, social justice would not cone about spontaneously; it
woul d have to be enforced. In order to enforce it the
revol utionaries would have to retain central organization
and control. For that they would need rapid | ong-di stance
transportati on and communi cation, and therefore all the

t echnol ogy needed to support the transportation and
conmmuni cati on systens. To feed and cl ot he poor people
they woul d have to use agricultural and nanufacturing
technol ogy. And so forth. So that the attenpt to insure
social justice would force themto retain nost parts of

t he technol ogi cal system Not that we have anything

agai nst social justice, but it nmust not be allowed to
interfere with the effort to get rid of the technol ogica
system

202. It would be hopeless for revolutionaries to try to
attack the systemw t hout using SOVE nodern technol ogy.

I f nothing el se they nust use the conmunications nmedia to
spread their message. But they should use nodern
technol ogy for only ONE purpose: to attack the

t echnol ogi cal system

203. Inmagine an alcoholic sitting with a barrel of w ne
in front of him Suppose he starts saying to hinself,



"Wne isn’t bad for you if used in noderation. Wy, they
say small anopunts of wine are even good for you! It won't
do ne any harmif | take just one little drink...." Wl
you know what is going to happen. Never forget that the
human race with technology is just like an alcoholic with
a barrel of wine.

204. Revol utionaries should have as many chil dren as they
can. There is strong scientific evidence that social
attitudes are to a significant extent inherited. No one
suggests that a social attitude is a direct outcone of a
person’s genetic constitution, but it appears that
personality traits are partly inherited and that certain
personality traits tend, within the context of our
society, to nake a person nore likely to hold this or
that social attitude. Objections to these findings have
been rai sed, but the objections are feeble and seemto be
i deol ogically notivated. In any event, no one denies that
children tend on the average to hold social attitudes
simlar to those of their parents. From our point of view
it doesn’'t matter all that nuch whether the attitudes are
passed on genetically or through childhood training. In
ei ther case they ARE passed on

205. The trouble is that nany of the people who are
inclined to rebel against the industrial systemare also
concerned about the popul ation probl ens, hence they are
apt to have few or no children. In this way they nmay be
handi ng the world over to the sort of people who support
or at |least accept the industrial system To insure the
strength of the next generation of revolutionaries the
present generation should reproduce itself abundantly. In
doing so they will be worsening the popul ati on probl em
only slightly. And the inportant problemis to get rid of
the industrial system because once the industrial system
is gone the world s popul ation necessarily will decrease
(see paragraph 167); whereas, if the industrial system
survives, it will continue devel opi ng new techni ques of
food production that may enable the world' s population to
keep increasing al nost indefinitely.

206. Wth regard to revolutionary strategy, the only

poi nts on which we absolutely insist are that the single
overriding goal nmust be the elimnation of nobdern
technol ogy, and that no other goal can be allowed to
conpete with this one. For the rest, revolutionaries
shoul d take an enpirical approach. |If experience

i ndi cates that sonme of the reconmendati ons made in the
foregoi ng paragraphs are not going to give good results,
t hen those reconmendati ons shoul d be di scarded.

TWO KINDS OF TECHNOLOGY

207. An argunent likely to be raised agai nst our proposed
revolution is that it is bound to fail, because (it is

cl ai ned) throughout history technol ogy has al ways
progressed, never regressed, hence technol ogi ca
regression is inpossible. But this claimis fal se.

208. We distingui sh between two kinds of technol ogy,
which we will call smallscal e technol ogy and
organi zat i ondependent technol ogy. Snall-scal e technol ogy
is technology that can be used by snmll-scale comunities
wi t hout outside assistance. Organizati on-dependent
technol ogy is technol ogy that depends on |arge-scale
soci al organi zation. W are aware of no significant cases



of regression in snmall-scale technol ogy. But

or gani zat i on- dependent technol ogy DOES regress when the
soci al organi zation on which it depends breaks down.
Exanpl e: Wien the Roman Enpire fell apart the Romans’
smal | -scal e technol ogy survi ved because any cl ever
village craftsman could build, for instance, a water
wheel , any skilled snmth could make steel by Roman

nmet hods, and so forth. But the Romans’ organi zation-
dependent technology DI D regress. Their aqueducts fel
into disrepair and were never rebuilt. Their techniques
of road construction were |ost. The Ronman system of urban
sanitation was forgotten, so that not until rather recent
times did the sanitation of European cities equal that of
Anci ent Rone.

209. The reason why technol ogy has seened al ways to
progress is that, until perhaps a century or two before
the Industrial Revolution, nobst technol ogy was
smal | -scal e technol ogy. But nobst of the technol ogy

devel oped since the Industrial Revolution is
organi zati ondependent technol ogy. Take the refrigerator
for exanple. Wthout factorynmade parts or the facilities
of a postindustrial machine shop it would be virtually

i npossi ble for a handful of local craftsnen to build a
refrigerator. If by some mracle they did succeed in

buil ding one it would be useless to themw thout a
reliable source of electric power. So they would have to
dam a stream and build a generator. Generators require

| arge anpbunts of copper wire. Inmagine trying to make that
wire without nodern machi nery. And where woul d t hey get

a gas suitable for refrigeration? It would be nuch easier
to build an icehouse or preserve food by drying or

pi cki ng, as was done before the invention of the
refrigerator.

210. So it is clear that if the industrial systemwere
once thoroughly broken down, refrigeration technol ogy
woul d quickly be lost. The sane is true of other

or gani zat i on-dependent technol ogy. And once this
technol ogy had been |l ost for a generation or so it would
take centuries to rebuild it, just as it took centuries
to build it the first time around. Surviving technica
books woul d be few and scattered. An industrial society,
if built fromscratch without outside help, can only be
built in a series of stages: You need tools to nake tools
to make tools to nake tools ... . A long process of
economni ¢ devel oprment and progress in social organization
is required. And, even in the absence of an ideol ogy
opposed to technology, there is no reason to believe that
anyone would be interested in rebuilding industrial

soci ety. The enthusiasmfor "progress" is a phenonenon
peculiar to the nmodern form of society, and it seens not
to have existed prior to the 17th century or thereabouts.

211. In the late Mddle Ages there were four main
civilizations that were about equally "advanced": Europe,
the Islamic world, India, and the Far East (China, Japan
Korea). Three of those civilizations remained nore or

| ess stable, and only Europe becane dynam c. No one knows
why Europe becane dynanmic at that tinme; historians have
their theories but these are only specul ation. At any
rate, it is clear that rapid devel opnent toward a

t echnol ogi cal form of society occurs only under special
conditions. So there is no reason to assune that a

| ong-l asting technol ogi cal regression cannot be brought
about .



212. Woul d soci ety EVENTUALLY devel op again toward an

i ndustrial -technol ogi cal forn? Maybe, but there is no use
in worrying about it, since we can’t predict or contro
events 500 or 1,000 years in the future. Those probl ens
nmust be dealt with by the people who will live at that
tinme.

THE DANGER OF LEFTI SM

213. Because of their need for rebellion and for
nmenbership in a novenent, leftists or persons of similar
psychol ogi cal type often are unattracted to a rebellious
or activist novenent whose goal s and nmenbership are not
initially leftist. The resulting influx of leftish types
can easily turn a non-leftist novenent into a leftist
one, so that leftist goals replace or distort the
original goals of the novenent.

214, To avoid this, a novenent that exalts nature and
opposes technol ogy nust take a resolutely anti-leftist
stance and nust avoid all collaboration with |eftists.
Leftismis in the long run inconsistent with wild nature,
with human freedomand with the elimnation of nodern
technol ogy. Leftismis collectivist; it seeks to bind
together the entire world (both nature and the hunan
race) into a unified whole. But this inplies managenent
of nature and of human life by organi zed society, and it
requi res advanced technol ogy. You can't have a united
world without rapid transportation and comuni cati on, you
can’t neke all people |ove one another wthout
sophi sti cated psychol ogi cal techni ques, you can’t have a
"planned society" wi thout the necessary technol ogi ca
base. Above all, leftismis driven by the need for power,
and the leftist seeks power on a collective basis,
through identification with a nass novenment or an

organi zation. Leftismis unlikely ever to give up

technol ogy, because technology is too valuable a source
of collective power.

215. The anarchist [34] too seeks power, but he seeks it
on an individual or small-group basis; he wants

i ndi viduals and small groups to be able to control the
circunstances of their own |lives. He opposes technol ogy
because it nakes snall groups dependent on | arge

organi zati ons.

216. Sone leftists may seemto oppose technol ogy, but
they will oppose it only so long as they are outsiders
and the technol ogical systemis controlled by
non-leftists. If leftismever becones domi nant in

soci ety, so that the technol ogi cal system beconmes a too
in the hands of leftists, they will enthusiastically use
it and pronote its growth. In doing this they will be
repeating a pattern that |efti smhas shown again and
again in the past. Wen the Bol sheviks in Russia were
out si ders, they vigorously opposed censorship and the
secret police, they advocated sel f-deternination for
ethnic mnorities, and so forth; but as soon as they cane
i nto power thenselves, they inposed a tighter censorship
and created a nore ruthless secret police than any that
had exi sted under the tsars, and they oppressed ethnic
mnorities at |least as nuch as the tsars had done. In the
United States, a couple of decades ago when leftists were
a mnority in our universities, leftist professors were
vi gor ous proponents of acadenic freedom but today, in

t hose of our universities where leftists have becone



dom nant, they have shown thensel ves ready to take away
from everyone else’s acadenic freedom (This is
"political correctness.") The same will happen with

| eftists and technol ogy: They will use it to oppress
everyone else if they ever get it under their own
control

217. In earlier revolutions, leftists of the nost
power - hungry type, repeatedly, have first cooperated with
non-leftist revolutionaries, as well as with leftists of
a nore libertarian inclination, and | ater have

doubl e-crossed themto seize power for thensel ves.
Robespierre did this in the French Revol ution, the

Bol sheviks did it in the Russian Revolution, the

communi sts did it in Spain in 1938 and Castro and his
followers did it in Cuba. Gven the past history of
leftism it would be utterly foolish for non-lefti st
revol utionaries today to collaborate with leftists.

218. Various thinkers have pointed out that leftismis a
kind of religion. Leftismis not a religion in the strict
sense because leftist doctrine does not postulate the

exi stence of any supernatural being. But, for the
leftist, leftismplays a psychological role nmuch |ike
that which religion plays for sone people. The |eftist
NEEDS to believe in leftism it plays a vital role in his
psychol ogi cal economny. His beliefs are not easily

nodi fied by logic or facts. He has a deep conviction that
leftismis norally Right with a capital R, and that he
has not only a right but a duty to inpose leftist
norality on everyone. (However, nany of the people we are
referring to as "leftists" do not think of thenselves as
leftists and woul d not describe their systemof beliefs
as leftism W use the term"leftisnl' because we don't
know of any better words to designate the spectrum of

rel ated creeds that includes the femnist, gay rights,
political correctness, etc., nmovenments, and because these
novenents have a strong affinity with the old left. See
par agr aphs 227-230.)

219. Leftismis a totalitarian force. Werever leftismis
in a position of power it tends to invade every private
corner and force every thought into a leftist nold. In
part this is because of the quasi-religious character of

leftism everything contrary to leftist beliefs
represents Sin. More inportantly, leftismis a
totalitarian force because of the leftists’ drive for
power. The leftist seeks to satisfy his need for power
through identification with a social novenent and he
tries to go through the power process by helping to
pursue and attain the goals of the novenent (see
paragraph 83). But no matter how far the novenment has
gone in attaining its goals the leftist is never
satisfied, because his activismis a surrogate activity
(see paragraph 41). That is, the leftist’'s real notive is
not to attain the ostensible goals of leftisny inreality
he is notivated by the sense of power he gets from
struggling for and then reaching a social goal. [35]
Consequently the leftist is never satisfied with the
goal s he has already attained; his need for the power
process | eads him always to pursue sonme new goal. The
leftist wants equal opportunities for minorities. Wen
that is attained he insists on statistical equality of
achi evenent by mnorities. And as |ong as anyone harbors
in sone corner of his mind a negative attitude toward
some mnority, the leftist has to re-educated him And



ethnic mnorities are not enough; no one can be all owed
to have a negative attitude toward honosexual s, disabled
peopl e, fat people, old people, ugly people, and on and
on and on. It's not enough that the public should be

i nfornmed about the hazards of snoking; a warning has to
be stanped on every package of cigarettes. Then cigarette
advertising has to be restricted ff not banned. The
activists will never be satisfied until tobacco is

outl awed, and after that it will be alcohol, then junk
food, etc. Activists have fought gross child abuse, which
is reasonable. But now they want to stop all spanking.
When they have done that they will want to ban sonething
el se they consi der unwhol esone, then another thing and
then another. They will never be satisfied until they
have conplete control over all child rearing practices.
And then they will nove on to another cause.

220. Suppose you asked leftists to nake a list of ALL the
things that were wong with society, and then suppose you
i nstituted EVERY social change that they demanded. It is
safe to say that within a couple of years the mgjority of
leftists would find something new to conpl ain about, sone
new social "evil" to correct because, once again, the
leftist is notivated | ess by distress at society's ills
than by the need to satisfy his drive for power by

i mposi ng his solutions on society.

221. Because of the restrictions placed on their thoughts
and behavior by their high |evel of socialization, nany
leftists of the over-socialized type cannot pursue power
in the ways that other people do. For themthe drive for
power has only one norally acceptable outlet, and that is
in the struggle to inpose their norality on everyone

222. Leftists, especially those of the oversocialized
type, are True Believers in the sense of Eric Hoffer’'s
book, "The True Believer." But not all True Believers are
of the same psychol ogi cal type as leftists. Presumably a
true-believing nazi, for instance, is very different
psychologically froma true-believing leftist. Because of
their capacity for single-ninded devotion to a cause,
True Believers are a useful, perhaps a necessary,

i ngredi ent of any revolutionary novenment. This presents

a problemw th which we nust admt we don’t know how to
deal. W aren’'t sure how to harness the energies of the
True Believer to a revolution against technol ogy. At
present all we can say is that no True Believer will mnake
a safe recruit to the revolution unless his conmtment is
exclusively to the destruction of technology. If he is
conmitted also to another ideal, he may want to use
technol ogy as a tool for pursuing that other ideal (see
par agraphs 220, 221).

223. Sone readers may say, "This stuff about leftismis
a lot of crap. | know John and Jane who are leftish types
and they don't have all these totalitarian tendencies."
It’s quite true that many leftists, possibly even a
nunerical najority, are decent people who sincerely
believe in tolerating others’ values (up to a point) and
woul dn’t want to use hi gh-handed nethods to reach their
social goals. Qur remarks about leftismare not neant to
apply to every individual leftist but to describe the
general character of leftismas a novenent. And the
general character of a novenent is not necessarily
determ ned by the nunerical proportions of the various
ki nds of people involved in the novenent.



224. The people who rise to positions of power in leftist
novenents tend to be leftists of the nost power-hungry
type, because power-hungry people are those who strive
hardest to get into positions of power. Once the
power - hungry types have captured control of the novenent,
there are many leftists of a gentler breed who i nwardly
di sapprove of nmany of the actions of the |eaders, but
cannot bring thenselves to oppose them They NEED their
faith in the nmovenent, and because they cannot give up
this faith they go along with the | eaders. True, SOMVE
leftists do have the guts to oppose the totalitarian
tendenci es that energe, but they generally |ose, because
t he power-hungry types are better organi zed, are nore
rut hl ess and Machi avel lian and have taken care to build

t hensel ves a strong power base.

225. These phenonena appeared clearly in Russia and other
countries that were taken over by leftists. Simlarly,

bef ore the breakdown of communismin the, USSR, |eftish
types in the West would, seldomcriticize that country.

I f prodded they would adnit that the USSR di d many w ong
things, but then they would try to find excuses for the
conmuni sts and begin tal ki ng about the faults of the
West. They al ways opposed Western military resistance to
conmmuni st aggression. Leftish types all over the world
vigorously protested the U S. nilitary action in Vietnam
but when the USSR i nvaded Afghanistan they did not hi ng.
Not that they approved of the Soviet actions; but because
of their leftist faith, they just couldn’t bear to put

t hensel ves in opposition to conmuni sm Today, in those of
our universities where "political correctness" has becone
dom nant, there are probably many leftish types who
privately disapprove of the suppression of acadenic
freedom but they go along with it anyway.

226. Thus the fact that many individual leftists are
personally mild and fairly tol erant people by no neans
prevents leftismas a whole formhaving a totalitarian
t endency.

227. Qur discussion of leftismhas a serious weakness. |t
is still far fromclear what we nmean by the word
"leftist." There doesn’t seemto be nmuch we can do about
this. Today leftismis fragnented into a whol e spectrum
of activist novenments. Yet not all activist novenments are
leftist, and sone activist novenents (e.g., radica

envi ronnental i sn) seemto include both personalities of
the leftist type and personalities of thoroughly
un-leftist types who ought to know better than to
collaborate with leftists. Varieties of leftists fade out
gradually into varieties of non-leftists and we oursel ves
woul d often be hard-pressed to deci de whet her a given
individual is or is not a leftist. To the extent that it
is defined at all, our conception of leftismis defined
by the discussion of it that we have given in this
article, and we can only advise the reader to use his own
judgnment in deciding who is a leftist.

228. But it will be helpful to list sone criteria for

di agnosing leftism These criteria cannot be applied in

a cut and dried manner. Sone individuals may neet sone of
the criteria without being leftists, sone leftists nmay
not meet any of the criteria. Again, you just have to use
your judgnent.

229. The leftist is oriented toward | arge-scale
col l ectivism He enphasizes the duty of the individual to



serve society and the duty of society to take care of the
i ndividual. He has a negative attitude toward

i ndividualism He often takes a noralistic tone. He tends
to be for gun control, for sex education and other
psychol ogi cal ly "enlightened" educational nethods, for
social planning, for affirmative action, for nulti-
culturalism He tends to identify with victinms. He tends
to be against conpetition and against violence, but he
ofte finds excuses for those leftists who do conm t

viol ence. He is fond of using the commopn catch-phrases of

the left, like "racism" "sexism" "honophobia,"
"capitalism" "inperialism" "neocol onialism"
"genoci de," "social change," "social justice," "social

responsibility." Maybe the best diagnostic trait of the
leftist is his tendency to synpathize with the foll ow ng
novenents: fem nism gay rights, ethnic rights,
disability rights, aninmal rights, political correctness.
Anyone who strongly synpathizes with ALL of these
novenments is alnost certainly a leftist. [36]

230. The nore dangerous leftists, that is, those who are
nost power-hungry, are often characterized by arrogance
or by a dogmatic approach to ideol ogy. However, the nost
dangerous leftists of all nmay be certain oversocialized
types who avoid irritating di splays of aggressiveness and
refrain fromadvertising their leftism but work quietly
and unobtrusively to pronote collectivist val ues,
"enl i ght ened" psychol ogi cal techniques for socializing
chil dren, dependence of the individual on the system and
so forth. These crypto-leftists (as we nmay call then)
approxi nate certain bourgeois types as far as practica
action is concerned, but differ fromthemin psychol ogy,

i deol ogy and notivation. The ordinary bourgeois tries to
bring people under control of the systemin order to
protect his way of life, or he does so sinply because his
attitudes are conventional. The crypto-leftist tries to
bring peopl e under control of the system because he is a
True Believer in a collectivistic ideology. The
crypto-leftist is differentiated fromthe average |lefti st
of the oversocialized type by the fact that his

rebel lious inpulse is weaker and he is nore securely
socialized. He is differentiated fromthe ordinary

wel | -soci alized bourgeois by the fact that there is sone
deep lack within himthat nmakes it necessary for himto
devote hinmself to a cause and inmerse hinself in a
collectivity. And nmaybe his (well-sublinmated) drive for
power is stronger than that of the average bourgeois.

FI NAL NOTE

231. Throughout this article we’ve nade inprecise
statenents and statenents that ought to have had all
sorts of qualifications and reservations attached to
them and some of our statenents may be flatly false.
Lack of sufficient infornation and the need for brevity
made it inmpossible for us to formul ate our assertions
nore precisely or add all the necessary qualifications.
And of course in a discussion of this kind one nust rely
heavily on intuitive judgnent, and that can sonetines be
wong. So we don't claimthat this article expresses nore
than a crude approximation to the truth.

232. Al the sane, we are reasonably confident that the
general outlines of the picture we have painted here are
roughly correct. Just one possible weak point needs to be
nmentioned. We have portrayed leftismin its nodern form



as a phenonmenon peculiar to our tine and as a synptom of
the di sruption of the power process. But we m ght

possi bly be wong about this. Oversocialized types who
try to satisfy their drive for power by inposing their
norality on everyone have certainly been around for a
long tine. But we THINK that the decisive role played by
feelings of inferiority, |ow self-esteem powerlessness,
identification with victims by people who are not

thensel ves victins, is a peculiarity of nodern leftism
Identification with victins by people not thensel ves
victims can be seen to sone extent in 19th century
leftismand early Christianity but as far as we can make
out, synptoms of |ow self-esteem etc., were not nearly
so evident in these novenents, or in any other novenents
as they are in nodern leftism But we are not in a
position to assert confidently that no such novenents
have existed prior to nodern leftism This is a
significant question to which historians ought to give
their attention.

NOTES

1. (Paragraph 19) W are asserting that ALL, or even
nost, bullies and ruthless conpetitors suffer from
feelings of inferiority.

2. (Paragraph 25) During the Victorian period nany
oversoci al i zed people suffered from serious psychol ogi ca
problens as a result of repressing or trying to repress
their sexual feelings. Freud apparently based his
theories on people of this type. Today the focus of
soci ali zation has shifted fromsex to aggression

3. (Paragraph 27) Not necessarily including specialists
in engineering or the "hard" sciences.

4. (Paragraph 28) There are many individuals of the

nm ddl e and upper classes who resist sonme of these val ues,
but usually their resistance is nore or |less covert. Such
resi stance appears in the nass nedia only to a very
limted extent. The main thrust of propaganda in our
society is in favor of the stated values. The main reason
why these val ues have beconme, so to speak, the official
val ues of our society is that they are useful to the

i ndustrial system Violence is discouraged because it

di srupts the functioning of the system Racismis

di scouraged because ethnic conflicts al so disrupt the
system and di scrimnation wastes the talents of

m nority-group nenbers who could be useful to the system
Poverty nust be "cured" because the undercl ass causes
problenms for the system and contact with the undercl ass
lowers the norale of the other classes. Winen are
encouraged to have careers because their talents are
useful to the systemand, nore inportantly, because by
havi ng regul ar jobs wonmen becone better integrated into
the systemand tied directly to it rather than to their
famlies. This helps to weaken famly solidarity. (The

| eaders of the systemsay they want to strengthen the
famly, but they really nean is that they want the fanily
to serve as an effective tool for socializing children in
accord with the needs of the system W argue in
paragraphs 51, 52 that the system cannot afford to |et
the family or other small-scale social groups be strong
or aut ononous.)

5. (Paragraph 42) It may be argued that the mgjority of
peopl e don’t want to nmake their own decisions but want



| eaders to do their thinking for them There is an
elenent of truth in this. People like to make their own
decisions in snmall matters, but making decisions on
difficult, fundanental questions requires facing up to
psychol ogi cal conflict, and npbst people hate
psychol ogi cal conflict. Hence they tend to | ean on others
in making difficult decisions. But it does not follow
that they like to have decisions inposed upon them

wi t hout havi ng any opportunity to influence those
decisions. The majority of people are natural followers,
not |eaders, but they like to have direct personal access
to their | eaders, they want to be able to influence the

| eaders and participate to some extent in making even the
difficult decisions. At least to that degree they need
aut onony.

6. (Paragraph 44) Sone of the synptons listed are sinilar
to those shown by caged animals. To explain how these
synptons arise fromdeprivation with respect to the power
process: »>onmmon-sense understandi ng of human nature tells
one that lack of goals whose attainnent requires effort

| eads to boredom and that boredom |ong continued, often
| eads eventually to depression. Failure to attain goals

|l eads to frustration and | owering of self-esteem
Frustration | eads to anger, anger to aggression, often in
the form of spouse or child abuse. It has been shown that
| ong-continued frustration commonly | eads to depression
and that depression tends to cause guilt, sleep

di sorders, eating disorders and bad feelings about
onesel f. Those who are tending toward depression seek

pl easure as an antidote; hence insatiabl e hedoni sm and
excessive sex, with perversions as a means of getting new
ki cks. Boredomtoo tends to cause excessive

pl easur e-seeki ng since, |acking other goals, people often
use pleasure as a goal. See acconpanyi ng di agram

The foregoing is a sinplification. Reality is nore

conpl ex, and of course, deprivation with respect to the
power process is not the ONLY cause of the synptons
descri bed. By the way, when we nention depression we do
not necessarily nmean depression that is severe enough to
be treated by a psychiatrist. Oten only mld forns of
depression are involved. And when we speak of goals we do
not necessarily nean |long-term thoughtout goals. For
many or nost peopl e through nuch of human history, the
goal s of a hand-to-nouth existence (nmerely providing
oneself and one’s famly with food fromday to day) have
been quite sufficient.

7. (Paragraph 52) A partial exception nay be made for a
few passive, inwardlooking groups, such as the Anish,
which have little effect on the wider society. Apart from
t hese, sone genuine small-scale comunities do exist in
Anerica today. For instance, youth gangs and "cults."
Everyone regards them as dangerous, and so they are,
because the nenbers of these groups are loyal primarily
to one another rather than to the system hence the
system cannot control them O take the gypsies. The
gypsi es commonly get away with theft and fraud because
their loyalties are such that they can al ways get ot her
gypsies to give testinony that "proves" their innocence.
Qoviously the systemwoul d be in serious trouble if too
many peopl e bel onged to such groups. Sone of the
early-20th century Chinese thinkers who were concerned
wi t h noder ni zi ng Chi na recogni zed the necessity breaking
down snal | -scal e social groups such as the famly
"(According to Sun Yat-sen) the Chinese people needed a



new surge of patriotism which would lead to a transfer
of loyalty fromthe fanmily to the state.... (According to
Li Huang) traditional attachnents, particularly to the
famly had to be abandoned if nationalismwere to devel op
in China." (Chester C Tan, "Chinese Political Thought in
the Twentieth Century," page 125, page 297.)

8. (Paragraph 56) Yes, we know that 19th century Anerica
had its problens, and serious ones, but for the sake of
brevity we have to express ourselves in sinplified terns.

9. (Paragraph 61) W | eave aside the "underclass." W are
speaki ng of the mai nstream

10. (Paragraph 62) Some social scientists, educators,
"mental health" professionals and the like are doing
their best to push the social drives into group 1 by
trying to see to it that everyone has a satisfactory
social life.

11. (Paragraphs 63, 82) Is the drive for endless material
acquisition really an artificial creation of the
advertising and marketing industry? Certainly there is no
i nnate human drive for nmaterial acquisition. There have
been nany cultures in which people have desired little
material wealth beyond what was necessary to satisfy
their basic physical needs (Australian aborigines,
tradi ti onal Mexican peasant culture, some African
cultures). On the other hand there have al so been many
pre-industrial cultures in which material acquisition has
pl ayed an inportant role. So we can’t claimthat today’'s
acqui sition-oriented culture is exclusively a creation of
the advertising and marketing industry. But it is clear
that the advertising and marketing industry has had an

i mportant part in creating that culture. The big
corporations that spend mllions on advertising wouldn’t
be spending that kind of noney wi thout solid proof that
they were getting it back in increased sal es. One nenber
of FC net a sal es manager a couple of years ago who was
frank enough to tell him "Qur job is to nmake people buy
things they don't want and don’t need." He then descri bed
how an untrai ned novice could present people with the
facts about a product, and nake no sales at all, while a
trai ned and experienced professional sal esman woul d nake
lots of sales to the sane people. This shows that people
are mani pul ated into buying things they don't really
want .

12. (Paragraph 64) The probl em of purposel essness seens
to have beconme | ess serious during the last 15 years or
so, because people now feel |ess secure physically and
econonmically than they did earlier, and the need for
security provides themw th a goal. But purposel essness
has been replaced by frustration over the difficulty of
attaining security. W enphasize the probl em of

pur posel essness because the liberals and leftists would
wi sh to solve our social problens by having society

guar ant ee everyone's security; but if that could be done
it would only bring back the probl em of purposel essness.
The real issue is not whether society provides well or
poorly for people’'s security; the trouble is that people
are dependent on the systemfor their security rather
than having it in their own hands. This, by the way, is
part of the reason why sone people get worked up about
the right to bear arns; possession of a gun puts that
aspect of their security in their own hands.



13. (Paragraph 66) Conservatives' efforts to decrease the
anount of government regulation are of little benefit to
the average man. For one thing, only a fraction of the
regul ati ons can be elimnated because nost regul ations
are necessary. For another thing, nost of the

deregul ation affects business rather than the average
individual, so that its main effect is to take power from
the governnent and give it to private corporations. \What
this means for the average nan is that governnent
interference in his life is replaced by interference from
bi g corporations, which may be permtted, for exanple, to
dunp nore chenmicals that get into his water supply and
gi ve himcancer. The conservatives are just taking the
average man for a sucker, exploiting his resentnent of
Bi g Governnent to pronote the power of Bi g Business.

14. (Paragraph 73) \Wen someone approves of the purpose
for which propaganda is being used in a given case, he
generally calls it "education" or applies to it sone
sim | ar euphenmi sm But propaganda i s propaganda

regardl ess of the purpose for which it is used.

15. (Paragraph 83) W are not expressing approval or
di sapproval of the Panama invasion. We only use it to
illustrate a point.

16. (Paragraph 95) \Wen the American col oni es were under
British rule there were fewer and | ess effective | ega
guar antees of freedomthan there were after the Anmerican
Constitution went into effect, yet there was nore
personal freedomin pre-industrial Anerica, both before
and after the War of |ndependence, than there was after
the Industrial Revolution took hold in this country. W
gquote from"Violence in Anerica: Historical and

Conpar ative Perspectives," edited by Hugh Davis G aham
and Ted Robert Gurr, Chapter 12 by Roger Lane, pages
476-478: "The progressive hei ghteni ng of standards of
propriety, and with it the increasing reliance on
official law enforcenent (in |19th century Anerica)

were comon to the whole society.... [T]he change in
soci al behavior is so long termand so wi despread as to
suggest a connection with the nost fundanental of
contenmporary soci al processes; that of industrial

urbani zation itself...."Massachusetts in 1835 had a
popul ati on of sone 660, 940, 81 percent rural
overwhel m ngly preindustrial and native born. It’'s
citizens were used to considerabl e personal freedom

Whet her teansters, farners or artisans, they were al
accustoned to setting their own schedul es, and the nature
of their work made t hem physically independent of each
other.... Individual problens, sins or even crines, were
not generally cause for w der social concern...."But the
i npact of the twin novenents to the city and to the
factory, both just gathering force in 1835, had a
progressive effect on personal behavior throughout the
19th century and into the 20th. The factory demanded
regularity of behavior, a life governed by obedience to
the rhythns of clock and cal endar, the denands of forenman
and supervisor. In the city or town, the needs of living
in closely packed nei ghborhoods i nhibited many acti ons
previously unobjectionable. Both blue- and white-collar
enpl oyees in larger establishments were nutually
dependent on their fellows; as one man’s work fit into
anther’s, so one nan’'s business was no |onger his own.
"The results of the new organi zation of life and work
wer e apparent by 1900, when sone 76 percent of the

2, 805, 346 inhabitants of Massachusetts were classified as



urbanites. Miuch violent or irregular behavior which had

been tolerable in a casual, independent society was no
| onger acceptable in the nmore formalized, cooperative
at nosphere of the later period.... The nove to the cities

had, in short, produced a nore tractable, nore
socialized, nore 'civilized generation than its
predecessors. "

17. (Paragraph 117) Apologists for the systemare fond of
citing cases in which el ections have been deci ded by one
or two votes, but such cases are rare

18. (Paragraph 119) "Today, in technol ogically advanced

| ands, nen live very sinlar lives in spite of
geographical, religious, and political differences. The
daily lives of a Christian bank clerk in Chicago, a
Buddhi st bank clerk in Tokyo, and a Conmmuni st bank clerk
in Moscow are far nore alike than the life of any one of
themis like that of any single nan who |ived a thousand
years ago. These sinilarities are the result of a comon
technology...." L. Sprague de Canp, "The Ancient

Engi neers," Ballantine edition, page 17. The lives of the
t hree bank clerks are not |DENTI CAL. |deol ogy does have
SOME effect. But all technol ogical societies, in order to
survive, nust evolve al ong APPROXI MATELY t he sane
trajectory.

19. (Paragraph 123) Just think an irresponsible genetic
engi neer mght create a lot of terrorists.

20. (Paragraph 124) For a further exanple of undesirable
consequences of medi cal progress, suppose a reliable cure
for cancer is discovered. Even if the treatnent is too
expensive to be available to any but the elite, it wll
greatly reduce their incentive to stop the escape of

carci nogens into the environnent.

21. (Paragraph 128) Since nmany people may find

par adoxi cal the notion that a |arge number of good things
can add up to a bad thing, we illustrate w th an anal ogy.
Suppose M. Ais playing chess with M. B. M. C, a Gand
Master, is looking over M. A's shoulder. M. A of course
wants to win his gane, so if M. C points out a good nove
for himto nake, he is doing M. A a favor. But suppose
now that M. Ctells M. A how to nmake ALL of his noves
In each particular instance he does M. A a favor by
showi ng himhis best nove, but by making ALL of his noves
for himhe spoils his gane, since there is not point in
M. A's playing the gane at all if soneone el se nakes al
his noves. The situation of nbdern man is anal ogous to
that of M. A The system makes an individual's life
easier for himin innunerable ways, but in doing so it
deprives himof control over his own fate.

22. (Paragraph 137) Here we are considering only the
conflict of values within the nainstream For the sake of
sinplicity we | eave out of the picture "outsider" val ues
like the idea that wild nature is nore inportant than
human econonic wel fare

23. (Paragraph 137) Self-interest is not necessarily
MATERI AL self-interest. It can consist in fulfillnment of
some psychol ogi cal need, for exanple, by pronoting one's
own ideology or religion

24. (Paragraph 139) A qualification: It is in the
interest of the systemto pernit a certain prescribed



degree of freedomin sone areas. For exanple, econonic
freedom (with suitable linmtations and restraints) has
proved effective in pronoting econonmic growh. But only
pl anned, circunscribed, limted freedomis in the
interest of the system The individual nust always be
kept on a leash, even if the leash is sonetines |long (see
par agraphs 94, 97).

25. (Paragraph 143) W don't nean to suggest that the
efficiency or the potential for survival of a society has
al ways been inversely proportional to the anount of
pressure or disconfort to which the society subjects
peopl e. That certainly is not the case. There is good
reason to believe that nmany prinitive societies subjected
people to | ess pressure than European society did, but
Eur opean society proved far nore efficient than any
primtive society and al ways won out in conflicts with
such soci eties because of the advantages conferred by

t echnol ogy.

26. (Paragraph 147) |If you think that nore effective | aw
enforcenent is unequivocally good because it suppresses
crime, then renenber that crinme as defined by the system
is not necessarily what YOU would call crine. Today,
snoking nmarijuana is a "crine," and, in sonme places in
the U S., so is possession of an unregistered handgun
Tonorrow, possession of ANY firearm registered or not,
may be nade a crinme, and the sane thing nmay happen with
di sapproved nethods of child-rearing, such as spanking.
In sone countries, expression of dissident politica
opinions is a crime, and there is no certainty that this
wi Il never happen in the U S., since no constitution or
political systemlasts forever. If a society needs a

| arge, powerful |aw enforcenent establishnent, then there
is sonething gravely wong with that society; it nust be
subj ecting people to severe pressures if so many refuse
to follow the rules, or follow themonly because forced.
Many societies in the past have gotten by with little or
no formal |aw enforcenent.

27. (Paragraph 151) To be sure, past societies have had
neans of influencing human behavior, but these have been
primtive and of |ow effectiveness conpared with the
technol ogi cal neans that are now bei ng devel oped.

28. (Paragraph 152) However, sone psychol ogi sts have
publicly expressed opinions indicating their contenpt for
human freedom And the nathematici an C aude Shannon was
gquoted in Omi (August 1987) as saying, "l visualize a
time when we will be to robots what dogs are to hunans
and I'"mrooting for the nachines."

29. (Paragraph 154) This is no science fiction! After
writing paragraph 154 we cane across an article in
Scientific Anerican according to which scientists are
actively devel opi ng techniques for identffying possible
future crinmnals and for treating themby a conbination
of biol ogical and psychol ogi cal means. Sone scientists
advocat e conpul sory application of the treatnent, which
may be available in the near future. (See "Seeking the
Crimnal Elenent," by W Wayt G bbs, Scientific American
March 1995.) Maybe you think this is OK because the
treatnent would be applied to those who ni ght becone
violent crimnals. But of course it won't stop there.
Next, a treatnent will be applied to those who m ght
becone drunk drivers (they endanger human life too), then
perhaps to peel who spank their children, then to



environnmental i sts who sabotage | oggi ng equi pnent,
eventual ly to anyone whose behavior is inconvenient for
t he system

30. (Paragraph 184) A further advantage of nature as a
counter-ideal to technology is that, in many peopl e,
nature inspires the kind of reverence that is associated
with religion, so that nature could perhaps be idealized
on a religious basis. It is true that in nmany societies
religion has served as a support and justification for
the established order, but it is also true that religion
has often provided a basis for rebellion. Thus it may be
useful to introduce a religious elenent into the
rebel I i on agai nst technol ogy, the nore so because Western
soci ety today has no strong religious foundation
Rel i gi on, nowadays either is used as cheap and
transparent support for narrow, short-sighted selfishness
(sone conservatives use it this way), or even is
cynically exploited to nmake easy noney (by nany
evangel i sts), or has degenerated into crude irrationalism
(fundanental i st protestant sects, "cults"), or is sinply
stagnant (Catholicism nmain-line Protestantisn). The
nearest thing to a strong, w despread, dynanic religion
that the West has seen in recent tinmes has been the
quasi-religion of leftism but leftismtoday is
fragmented and has no clear, unified, inspiring goal

Thus there is a religious vacuumin our society that
could perhaps be filled by a religion focused on nature
in opposition to technology. But it would be a mstake to
try to concoct artificially a religionto fill this role.
Such an invented religion would probably be a failure.
Take the "Gaia" religion for exanple. Do its adherents
REALLY believe in it or are they just play-acting? If
they are just play-acting their religion will be a flop
inthe end. It is probably best not to try to introduce
religion into the conflict of nature vs. technol ogy

unl ess you REALLY believe in that religion yourself and
find that it arouses a deep, strong, genuine response in
many ot her peopl e.

31. (Paragraph 189) Assunming that such a final push
occurs. Conceivably the industrial system m ght be
elimnated in a sonewhat gradual or pieceneal fashion
(see paragraphs 4, 167 and Note 4).

32. (Paragraph 193) It is even conceivable (renotely)
that the revolution nmight consist only of a nmassive
change of attitudes toward technology resulting in a
relatively gradual and painless disintegration of the

i ndustrial system But if this happens we’'ll be very
lucky. It's far nore probably that the transition to a
nont echnol ogi cal society will be very difficult and ful
of conflicts and disasters.

33. (Paragraph 195) The economi c and technol ogica
structure of a society are far nore inportant than its
political structure in deternining the way the average
man |ives (see paragraphs 95, 119 and Notes 16, 18).

34. (Paragraph 215) This statenent refers to our
particul ar brand of anarchism A w de variety of social
attitudes have been called "anarchist," and it may be
that many who consi der thensel ves anarchi sts woul d not
accept our statenent of paragraph 215. It should be
noted, by the way, that there is a nonviol ent anarchi st
novenent whose nenmbers probably woul d not accept FC as
anarchi st and certainly would not approve of FC s violent



met hods.

35. (Paragraph 219) Many leftists are notivated al so by
hostility, but the hostility probably results in part
froma frustrated need for power.

36. (Paragraph 229) It is inportant to understand that we
nmean soneone who synpathi zes with these MOVEMENTS as t hey
exi st today in our society. One who believes that wonen,
honosexual s, etc., should have equal rights is not
necessary a leftist. The femnist, gay rights, etc.
novenents that exist in our society have the particul ar

i deol ogi cal tone that characterizes leftism and if one
bel i eves, for exanple, that wonen shoul d have equa

rights it does not necessarily foll ow that one nust
synpathi ze with the feninist novenent as it exists today.

I f copyright problenms nmake it inmpossible for this long
guotation to be printed, then please change Note 16 to
read as foll ows:

16. (Paragraph 95) \Wen the American col oni es were under
British rule there were fewer and | ess effective | ega
guarantees of freedomthan there were after the Anmerican
Constitution went into effect, yet there was nore
personal freedomin pre-industrial Anmerica, both before
and after the War of |ndependence, than there was after
the Industrial Revolution took hold in this country. In
"Violence in Anerica: Historical and Conparative
Perspectives," edited by Hugh Davis G aham and Ted Robert
Qurr, Chapter 12 by Roger Lane, it is explained howin
pre-industrial America the average person had greater

i ndependence and aut onony than he does today, and how the
process of industrialization necessarily led to the
restriction of personal freedom

[[ Ver bal approxi mati on The Washi ngt on Post graphic.]]

DI AGRAM OF SYMPTOVS RESULTI NG FROM DI SRUPTI ON OF THE
POVNER PROCESS

LACK OF GOALS WHOSE ATTAI NMVENT REQUI RES EFFORT [[box]]
linked to Boredomwhich is |linked to Excessive

pl easure-seeking and both linked are to Tendency to
depr essi on.

Excessive pl easure-seeking linked to Insatiable hedonis,
Sexual perversion and Overeati ng.

Tendency to depression [[center of diagramspoke]] Iinked
to Frustration linked to FAILURE TO ATTAI N GOALS [[ box]].

Tendency to depression linked to Eating disorders, Sleep
di sorders, Quilt, Anxiety and Low self-esteem

Frustration linked to Anger which is |inked to Abuse.

FAI LURE TO ATTAI N GOALS |inked to Low sel f-esteem



