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This book engages with the politics of social and environmental justce, and
seeks new ways fo think about the future of wbanization m the twenty-first
century. [t establishes foundational concepts for understanding how space,
time, place and nature — the matenal frames of daily life — are constituted and
represented through sorial practices, not as separate elements but in relation to
cachother. It describes how geographical differences are produced, and shows
how they then become fundamental to the exploration of political, economic
and ecological altesnatives to contemporary kife.

The book is divided into four parts. Part I deseribes the problematic nature
of action and analysis at different scales of time and space, and iniroduces the
reader to the modes of dialectical thinking and discourse which are used
throughout the remainder of the work. Part 1l examines how “nature” and
“environment” have been understood and valued in relation to processes of
social change and seeks, from this basis, to make sense of contemporary
environmental 1ssues.

Part TH, in & widevanging discussion of history, geography and culture,
explores the meaning of the social “production” of space and time, and clarifies
problers related to “othevness” and “difference”. The final part of the book
deploys the foundational arguments the author has established to consider
contemporary problems of socal justice that have resulted from recent changes
in geographical divisions of labor, in the environment, and in the pace and
quality of urbanization. '

Justice, Neture and the Geography of Difference speaks to a wide readership
of students of social, cultural and spatial theory and of the dynamics of
contemnporary life. It is a convineing demenstration that it is both possible and
necessary to value difference and to seek a just social order.

David Harvey is Professor of Geography at the Johns Hopkins University,
From 1987-1993 he was Halford Mackinder Professor of Geography at
Oixford University. He received the Qutstanding Centributor Award from
the Association of American Geographers in 1 980: the Anders Retzius Gold
Medal from the Swedish Seaety for Anthropology and Geography n 1989;
the Patron’s Medal of the Royal Geographical Seciety in 1995, and the
Vautrin Lud Prize in France in the same vear, His books include Explanation
irr Geography (1969): Sociol Justice and the City (1973, new edition 1988)%;
The Limits to Capital (1982)%; The Urban Experience {1988)*, and The
Condition of Postmoderaity (1989)*. *Published by Blackwell
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Here is a map of our country:

here is the Sea of Indifference, glazed with salt

This is the haunted river flowing from brow to groin

we dare not taste its water

This is the desert where missiles are planted like corms

This is the breadbasket of foreciosed farms

This is the birchplace of the rockabilly boy

This is the cemetery of the poor

who died for democracy  This is a bautlefield

from a nineteenth-century war the shrine is famous

T'his is the sea-town of myth and story  when the fishing fleets

went bankrupt  here is where the jobs were  on the pier

processing frozen fishsticks  hously wages and no shares

These are other batdefields  Centralia  Detront

here are the forests primeval the copper  the silver lodes

These are the suburbs of acquiescence  silence mising fumelike
from the streets

This is the capital of meney and dolor whose spires

flase up through air inversions whose bridges are crumbling

whose children are drifting blind alleys pent

berween coiled rolls of razor wire

1 promised to show you a map you say but this is 2 mural

then yes ler it be  these are small distincrions

where do we see it from is the question
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Introduction

In recent years | have frequently found myself speaking ar conferences on
“globalization.” The conference at Duke University in November, 1994, was
by far the most interesting, It brought wgether diverse peopie not anly from
many disciplines and walks of Iifc but also from many different countries. Ir
was a weloume change o listen to academics, actvists, and representatives from
the arts from countries like South Korea, China, India, Russia, and Egypr as
opposed ta the rather repetitive and sterile discussions of globalization
{increasingly dubbed. by cynics “globaloney”) thar all tao often occur in
university settings in the Unired States or Europe. But the atmosphere of the
conference was frequently temse and arguments often hard 1o follow,
illustrative of the inroads that hypereritical currents of thoughe like
poststructuralism, postmodernism, deconstruction, and the like have made
throughout the world.

But what truly rendered the accasion memorable for me was my stay in the
Omei Horel in Durham, North Carclina, The hotel was full of famelier — of
a very distinctive soet. The men wore either slighdy bagpy suits, or blazers and
flannels, usnally embcllished with a jolly neckrie. The children were remarkably
well behaved, the boys typically dressed in blazers and Sannels and the girls
for the most part in frilly dresses. And the women all wore ankle-length dresses
and, most distinetive of 2], had long hair, the only permissible deviation
apparently being to loop it up into a bun, This was definitely not Levi, Calvin
Klein or even Benetton werritory (though Laura Ashley could have made i} —
not 2 pair of jeans in sight. And everyone was remarkably friendly, bestowing
beaming “hellos™ and “good-days” to obvious deviatus from the sarrorial norm
such as myself.

‘1 'was curious enough to follow this distincrive crowd whither it was headed
and soon found myself in the midst of the Southeastern Regional Meeting of
Evangelical Pentecostal Preachers. I was intrigued enough to stay. An evening
of participant observation taught me a lot. I could ot help contrasting, for
wxample, the incredible enthusiasm, joy, and vigor of the Pentecostal meeting
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with the angst and compettive tension ar the globalization conference. While
the Pentecostal meeting was very much led from the front by white male
preachers {no concern here to balance the program according to criteriz of
gender or race}, the levels and degree of enthusiastic audience parriciparion
were extraordinarily high, compared ro the heard-it-all-before incredulity and
resentfal passivity of the campus audience. Purthermore, for the Pentecostals
it was an orchestration of emotions and passions rather than of intellect char
was being sought and the ends and objectives of the orchestradion were clear.
I wondered what the parallel ohjective of the globalization conference mighr
be. Lhad a hard time finding any strang or coherent answer to that question.

The preacher who opened the ceremonies that evening did so with the
following invecation. “Through these four days,” he said, “we have come w0
understand the foundational belicks that keep us firmly on the rock”
Foundational beliefi! 1 wondered what en carth would happen if I started w
talk about foundational heliefs in the globalization conference. The decon-
structionists would go 1o work with icy precision, the refadvists would callously
sneer, the ctitical theotises would rub their hands and say “this simply will not
do” and the postmadernists would exclaim “whar a dinosaur?” And I myseif
agree thae all foundational belicts should be scrutinized and questioned. But
what troubled me was the thought that when 2 political group asmed with
strong and unambiguous foundational beliefs conlronts a bunch of doubting
Thomases whose anly fonndational belief is skepticiem towards all foundatonal
beliefs, then it is rather easy to peedict whe will win, Which led me w the
following reflection: the task of crtical analysis is not, surely, to prove the
impossibility of toundational beliefs {or truthsh, but to ind a more plausible
and adequate basis for the foandational heliefs that make interpreration and
political action meaningful, creative, and possible,

In this book, I try to define a ser of workable foundational concepts for
understanding space-time, place, and environment (namirc}. The critical search
for such foundational concepss i, of course, no trivial or easy rask. It requires
nothing short of establishing a metaphysical basis for enquiry. But it is
dangerous in academis these days to confess to being meera ahour anything, for
to do so is to suggest a longing for something mystically ousside of us {or
sometimes within us) to which we can appeal to stabilize the flood of chaotic
images, ephemeral representations, contorted positionings, and multiple
fragmentations of knowledge within. which we now have our collective heing.
But meraphysics in its traditional sense is precisely 2bout the kind of critical
enquiry that allows for the free interplay of passions, emotions, rationality, and
intellecr rather than their restricdve comparementalizations. That balance is
not always easy to strike. I, for example, the Pentecostals were unduly high
on chatged emotions and the collective orchestrarion of passions and desires
for highly restiictive cuds, then we academics surely err in being far too highly
captivated by the cerebral and highly discipiined {in every sense, both positive
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and negatve, of that word) qualities of our own individualistic, professionally
defined, fragmented, and often egotistically driven enterprises. Mctaphys.ics at
its best also secks general principles ro understand but never repress the :ewden{
complexity of physical, biological, and social life. Enquiry of this sort is never
casy going and duting the writing of dhis book I have often ﬁ}um:i mysell
longing for the casy simplicitics of faith of the Pentecostals, the certitudes of
positvism ar the absolutes of dogmatic Marxism. .

As the evening with the Pentecostals wore on, it became evident that there
was a very pardiculas political target for the occasion. And that warger was
racisma. The blood of Jesus, it was said, will wash away all signs of racial
distinction. Racial discrimination within the church was construed as a barrier
to the expansion of its powers and in the midst of extraordinary scenes preacher
after preacher exhorted the assembled whites to embrace their black breti’lrcfn
with joy, humility, and understanding. And so it was that an audience that in
the context of the US south would be traditionally thought hostile to racial
integration came ro embrace (on the surface at least) not only the black
brethren present bat also the ideal of racial equality in the eyes of the church
and of the Lord. Now 1 happen to be in favor of almost anything that mitigates
the destructive, degrading, and debilitating practices of racism in the United
States and it certainly seemed to me that more may have been accomplished
on that score in one evening of Penrecostal preaching than in two decades of
lip-service paid in my own university to ideals of affirmative action. There was,
however, a hitch. Ewvil has, apparently, w reside somewherc and the
denundiation of the traitorous Jews, the murderers of Jesus Christ, hovered over
the Pentecastal proceedings making me wonder how much the politics of the
occasion was also deminated by an anempt to wean away actual or potential
Aftican—American supporters of Farrakhan’s “Nadion of Islam.” )

On my way out of the meeting I found myself confronted not only with a
whole battery of preachers dying to tell me what appalling sinners they once
had been and how wondrous it was te rediscover the ways of the Lord, but a
set of booths selling everything fiom religious icons and books to T-shirs. A
particular T-shirc caught my eys and I could cot resist buying it. Preduced‘ by
Righteous Wear, a Jesus Chriss Centered Company, it proclaimed in startling
colors:

GET RIGHT
OR
. GET LEFT
Deconstructionists could have a field day with that one, T thought. Authority
for the lopo was located, however, in Ecclesiastes 10:2 and Matthew 25:33-4.

.. Being in the Gimni Hotel, I had instant access fo (Fideois Bible and, on

repairing to my room, I checked the two citations, Ecclesiastes merely SZ?.EC(F
that God placed wisdom on His right hand and foolishness on His left. T didn’t

" mind thar since being of the political left T have long recognized that it takes
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a lirtle foolishness to change anything. Bur the passage from Matthew was
much more bothersome. God separates the nations as a shepherd separates the
sheep from the geats. And the sheep were placed on His right hand from
whenee they inhericed the kingdom and the goats were placed on His left hand
and condemned to “the eternal fire prepared for the devil and his angels.” Now
it is a standing joke among many of his friends that God is not a leftist
sympathizer, but condemnation to such total damnation seemed a bit toc
much.

So why, exacty, were the goats condemned w the eternal fiee? The reason
given is that

T was hungry and you gave me no food, I was thirsty and you gave me no drink,
I was a stranger and you did not welcome me, naked and you did nor clothe
me, sick or in prisen znd you did not visit me.

The poats protest that they did not see Him hungry, thirsty, naked, sick, or in
prison. God notes that they have met such people alt around them on a daily
basis and sayz “if you did it not to the least of these, you did it not 1o me.”

Now these happen to be rather old-fashioned, traditivaal, and, dare I say
it, “foundartional” values for a socialist politics. So what has happened to those
concerns? Why was there so litde take: up on such questions in the globalizarion
conference? And how come the religious “right” now claims these concerns as
their own? On this last point I immediately had a provocative thought. If God
is locared somewhere in space then maybe what appears to be on His left is
actually 1o our right! This curns our to be a far from trivial point: Leibniz,
whose ideas [ will often invoke {particularly in chapeer 10), contested Newton's
theories of absolute space and time and insisted upon a relational theory of
space—time on the theolagical grounds that the absolute theory diminished
God's powers by making it seem as if He was located in {rather than creator
and Lord of) space and time. In the Leibnizian view it would be impossible
to tallc of God having a left or right hand because Ged is an omnipresent power
throughour the universe and not ta be construed as someone who sits
semewhere in space and time surveying all that happens.

Whar scems like an accane seventeenth-century theological controversy has
a comempeorary echo. In the current rush to provide “cognitive maps” of
everything going on in art, politics, the humanities, literary, and social theory,
etc. {(Mapping the West European Lefi, Mapping ldeology, ot Lecating Cninre
te cite some recent book titles), the question of the refative location of various
political groupings, stances, ideas, and movements has become a major
cricerion of evaluation and judgment. The discussion nnforrunately evades the
problem that mapping tequires 2 map and that maps are typically roralizing,
usually two-dimensional, Cartesian, and very undialecrical devices with which
it is possible to propound any mixture of extracrdinary insights and monstrous
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liss. Mathermaticians {like Euler and Gauss} long ago proved. for cxample, drat
it is impossible to map even the spherical surface of the eardh on a flat piece
of paper without distartion, and the history of map projections (including
those of a tapological variety} indicates an infinity of possible mapping systems
making it possible to transform left into right or both into nowhere, depending
upen the pardcular projection chosen. This is not to say that maps are useless
— far from it {and T shall frequentdy appeal to them in what follows}). Bur the
mapping metaphor subsumes {and sometimes obscutes) the problematics of
represeniation within an often unguestioned choice 1o employ one particular
projection {and T deliberarcly use the term in borh irs mathematical and
psychological sense) rather than some other. For myself, T think the whole
thetoric of left wersus righe {radical versus reactionary, progressive versus
conservative; revohitionary versus counterrevolutionary) is less than helptul
these days since all sorts of F differert meanings are being assigned to those terms
{often depending upon the unspecificd map deployed). If I generally resort in
what follows to the binary of pro- or ant-capitalist (socialist} then it is partly
our of an urge to come up with somewhat clearer terms of discussion, even
though, I hasten to concede, even thar binary is confused enough.

But weascling out of Gods damning judgment through such arcane
arguments (theologival or oitherwise) hardly scemed the point. T needed o
reflect upen how the conference on globalization {myself included),
ostensibly “radical” and “leftise” {though not remarkably anti-capitalist) in its
erientation, might help t feed the hungry, clothe the naked, minister to the
sick, and generalk pursue the foundational aims of socialist/anti-capitalist

! politics. It is mot sufficient, I concluded, to explore the meraphysical
{ groundings, the foundational beliefs, that might be applied 1o understanding
; abstract rerms as well as the concrete politice of space, time, place, and
1 environment (pature) in isclaton. Such explorations should simui{aﬁecus‘y
\ pursuca §Johtical commitment to feed, nourish, clothe and suswin the hungry,
% the poor, and the weak. Concerns abour social justice {and how o understand
{ ard operationalize foundational beliefs about that contested term} thereby
mte:twmr: with the question of how to understand foundational geegraphical
wncepts.

At_the intersection of all these arguments lies the question of dhe just

production of just geagmpﬁ;mz' differences. We need critical ways 1o think abour
Thow differences in ecological, cultural, ecomomic, polidcal, and social
i conditions get preduccd {particulatly through those human activities that we
jate in a position in principle to modify or control) and we also need ways to
| | evaluate the ;usmce/m;um"e of the differences so produced. While, fike most
{ socialists, [ have a certain avachment o the principle of equality; for example,
thls plaialy cannot mean the erasure of all forms of geographical difference
{even presuming such erasure would be fasible in x world diat indudes Nepal,
Nicaragua, Finland, Ttaly, Saudi Azabia, and the United States). Indeed, the
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equality principle could just as easily imply the profifiration of geographical
differences of a certain benign sort {leading immediately 1o the question of how
to construe what is or is not “benign”). Uneven geographical development is &
concept deserving of the closest elaboration and attention. Furthermore, any
historical--geographical macerialist worth his or her salt, must surely recognize
thar radically different socio-ecological circumstances imply guite differenc
approaches to the question of what is or s not just. The baseline atgument [
shali therefore adopr — an argument which 1 suspect many will now be kappy
m coneede — is thar spatial apd ecological differences are nor only constipured
&y but constitutive of what 1 shall call wczo—emlagmai and paittzazi—emwmzc
prezme; This includes che difhicult prospect that such processes are
canstitutive of the very standards of social justice thar may be used to evaluate

and modify their own opcrauon It Is miy foundarional aim w5 provide 4 solid
conceptuai apparzm$ rus to_enquire info the justness of such rclations and_how
the sensc of justoc in turn gets historeally and ocographzcaiiy constimted.

Coincidentally, I also consider this work to be an enquity into the

foundational principles for an adequate historical-geographical materialism in

the Marxist tradition.
A number of general themes intertwine in the chapters that follow. I want
bere to lay some of these out in advance as guiding threads or signposts.

The Problem of Dialectics

I try to dewclop a dialectical and relational approach to the general topic at
hand. The nature of dialectics is often misunderstood and there are, in
addition, many forms of dialectics that can reasonably daim our attention. 1
therefore thought it wise 1o ser out {in chapter 2} some initial principles of
dialectics fas I interpret them) as a guide to the theoretical and conceptual
practice that follows. To some, of course, the very mendon of the word
dialectics sounds unpromising and unduly complicated, though to others, such
as those wotking in literary theory, dislectical formulations are now so
commonplace 25 to be old hat. Resisrance to this way of thinking has been
much sironger in the social sciences for obvious reasons (even laying aside the
political implications, it challenges standard applicazions of sraristical
methods and mathematical modeling pracedures, not so much in terms of
actuad practices but in tezms of interpretations and meanings}, In this regard
1 find myself siding with literary theory and arguing strongly zgainse thae very
large segment of social theory and of the physical, biological, and enginesring
sciences that sits comfortably and often unquestioningly in a positivist or
simple empiricist mode of thought and work. 1 would bke to persnade my
colleagues in these fields that an understanding of dialeciics can deepen our
understanding of socio-ecological processes in ali manner of ways, withour
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cntizely refuting or abandoning findings arrived at by other means. In
particular, I want to offer a dialectical way to emphasize relations and totalities,
as opposed to isolated causal chains and innumerable fragmented and
sometimes contradictory hypotheses proven statistically correct at the 0.5 per-
cent level of significance. Part of the wotk of the dialecrician is, then, w
translate and wansform other bodies of knowledge accumulated by different
structures of enquiry and to show how such wransformarions and translations
are revealing of new and often interesting insights. Thete are, kowever, limits
to that process leaving a residue of problems and issues for which translation
is hard if not impossible. These are most cleadly evident in the way fundamental
underseandings are derived concerning foundational concepts such as space,
time, and nature. Since I concentrate for the most pazt on these foundational
topics, the difference thar dialectical argument and praxis makes will be very
much in evidence throughout.

The Problem of Historical-Geographical Materialism

While dialectics is relatively weakly implanted in the social, physical, biological,
and engineering sciences, it is a familiar mode of thought in some segments
of the humanities, becoming particulatly powerful with the wave of
philosophizing in literary theoty and the pervasive influences of Hegel, Marx,
Heidegger, Derrida, and a host of others. The refational dialectics | adope has
made headway, for example, in feminist theory for interesting reasons.
According to Friedman {1995), “cultural nazracives of relational positionality”
have permitted feminists te move beyond the confines of what she calks “scripts
of denial, accusation and confession” that test on simple binaries and often
apon essentialist categoties (e.g., women/good: men/bad). Within a relational
framework, “identities shift with 2 changing context, dependent upon the puine
of reference” so that there are no essences or sbsolutes. “Identitics are fluid sites
that can be understood differently depending on the vantage point of their
formation and functien.” T strongly support this way of thinking. Buc here my
argument alse moves gently in contra-Aow (recalling, perhaps, the power of
the simple binaries of thase evangelical preachers).

~The reducdon of everything to Huxes and flows, and die consequent
emphasis upon the transiroriness of all forms and positions has its limiss. If

. everything that is solid is always instantaneously melting into air, then it is very
~ hard to accomplish anything or even set one’s mind to do anything. Faced with
. thit difficulty the tempration is sttong o go back to some simple
~ foundational beliefs (whether these be a fetishism of the family on the dght
- or of something calied “resistance” on the left} and dismiss the process-based
+ " arguments out of hand. 1 helieve such a maneuver would be fundamenzally
S wiong, But while T accept the general argument that process, flux, and How
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should be given a certain ontological priority in understanding the wod, [
also want 1o insist that this Is precisely the reason why we should pay so much
more carefud artention to what Lwill later call dhe “permanences” that surround
us and which we also construct 1o help solidify and givemm»es
“Furthermore, while it is formally trae chas everything can be reduced to flows
— including, as A.N. Whitehead says, Cleopatra’s Needle and the Sphinx — we
are in daily practice surrounded by things, institutions, discourses, and even
states of mind of such relative permanence and power that it would be foolish
not 1o acknowledge those evident qualities. There is, T helieve, lirde paint in
asserring some sort of “dissolution of all Exiey and permanence” in the famous
“Tast instance” if, as far as we human beings ate cencerned, that Iast instance

! is nowhere in sight. The “solid rock” of historicalgeographical marerialism is

L here used to say that dialectical argumentation cannot be understood as outside

Z of the concrete material condl{ions of the world in which we find oursclves;
yand those concrete conditions are often so sct in literal concrete (at least in
'relanon to the time and space of human action) that we must perforce
acknowledge their pexmanence, significance, and powcer.

All of this has political import. Comnsider, for example, Derridas
cxtraordinary fantasy in Specters of Marx in which immersion in the flows is
thought somehow to be radical and revolucionary in itseif. The move that
makes this possible is to separate “dialectics” from all tangible sense of
hiseorical-geagraphical conditions as well as from any rootedness in a tangible
and organized politics. Derrida can then envisage a “New lnternational withour
status, without title and withour name . . . without party, without country,
without national communiy” This is, as Eagleton (1995: 37} remarks, “the
ultimate pﬁs{—sm:ﬂcmrahst fantasy: an opposition without anything as
distastefully systemic or drably ‘orthodox’ as an opposition, a dissent beyond
all formulable discourse, a promise which would betray itself in the act of
hadhliment, a perpetual excited openess 1o the Messiah who had berter not lec
us down by doing anything as determinaie as coming.”

We need not only to understand but also 1o create permonences —
organization, institutions, docerines, programs, formalized structures, and the
like — in order to change anything in any kind of meaningful or directed way.
And it is at this point thac I part company with thar genre of relarional dilectics
that has become pure idealism. | seek a far firmer grounding to polidcs in the
concrere historical and gevgraphical condidons in which human acion
unfolds. In this regard. therefore, | find mysclf writing sgein an emerging
trend, grounded in dialectical and relational ways of thinking, producing what
might be called *2 new idealism” in which thought and discourse are believed
te be all thar meatwer in powering the historical geegraphy of socio-ceological
and political<conomic change.

Introduction 9
The Problem of Theoriziug

There is a great deal of ralk these days about practices of “theorizing” and of
“getting the theory right.” These are concerns that I share but [ hasten to add
that it is not always easy to understand what is meant by theorizing and cheory.
It stands to season thar these rerms take on very special meaning when I assume
a dialectical (relational), historicai-geagraphical, and materialise approach o
knowledge and that the rules of cheorizing are here quite differenc from how
they might be construed in, say, an analytic or positivist approach. The
knowledges and theories produced by such difference means are not wholly
incompatible with each other. But nor are they directly assimilable ro each
other. The general stance I take is that a dialectical, historical-geographical and

materialist theory, becavse it deals with rotalities, particularitics, motion, and
fixity in a certain way; holds out the prospect of embracing many other forms
of thcenzma within its frame, sometimes with only minimal loss to the
integrity of the original (though in other instances the losses may be
substantial). I am not concerned fo justify that argument here. But there is
one line of thought that is so fundamental to what follaws that it is wordh
broaching in advance.

The inscrtion of spatial considerations into most forms of social theorizing
{dialectical and nondialectical) often turns out to be profoundly distuprive of
how the theory can be specified and pur to work. Social theoredc merta-
narratives (such as those provided by Marx and Weber) usually concentrate
on processes of temporal cizange, keeping spadality constanc. If spatiality
typically distupts received theory and dominant metanarratives, then those

. who, for whatever reason, want to disrupt them can most easily do so by

invoking some sort of spatiality. This accounts, I suspect, for the extraordinary Y
ecuption of spatial meraphors in poststructuralist and postmodernist work (the
veork of Foucault being quire explicit on the point},

But here, too, 1 find myselfin a somewhat odd position. For while T welcome

" . on the one hand the explosion of interest {again, much of it in literary racher

.than social theory) in things spatial and a proliferation of texts and argnments
;rhﬁ wrestle with what spatiality might be all abous, it kas never been my

{ intention to use such a conceptual apparatus to attack mcm—dwor} per se. My
' :-( coneern is, rather, with tying to rebuild Marsian meta-theory in such a way
*_1 as to incorporate an understanding of spatie-temporality (and socio-ecological
~f [ ‘issues) within its frame. This has me writing agasnst those uses of spatalicy

*“and of spatial metaphor whose sole purpose scems 1o be o take unreconcilable

“difference, incommunicabilicy, particidarity; and irreducible individualism and
~ fix them in stone.

- It has never been my point to argue that spaciality makes theory impossible:
Twani to reconstruct theory with space {and the “relation to nature”) dearly
: integrated withia it as foundational elements. The only way to do that is wo
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theorize what might be meant by “the production of space” in particular or,
more generally, “the production of nature.” Such a project is not without its
difficulties {as the length and intricacy of some of the argument in this book
illustrates). But we should and, 1 think, do end up with a very different kind
of undesstanding of how theory should be construed and what 2 “meta—theory”
should look like. I believe it possible, on this basis, to construct a general theory
of dialectical and historical geographical materialism.

The Question of Vahies and the Nature of Justice

Situating eneself in the full flood of all the fluxes and flows of social change
tmakes-appeal t6 any ¥ penmanent.set of values with whicK o animate.collective
s well-direered-social action suspect. This is not a new thought. Sometime
towards the cnd of the sccond century, camped along the misty, ague-plagued
regions of the Danube, the Emperor Marcus Anrelius, trying vainly 1o hold
baCk f.hﬁ I)Hfb;irim h{)l'des thﬂt thfﬁﬁrened thc b’QI'dCI'S &lld thf: Pcm!aﬂ.eﬂcﬂ OE

the Roman Empite, wrote in his Meditations

.

One thing hastens iato being, another hastens out of it. Even while a thing is
in the act of coming into existence, some part of it has already ceased to be.
Flux and change are for ever renewing the fabric of the universe, ... In such a
running river, where there is no firm foothold, what is chere for a muan w value
among all the many things that are racing past him?

It is not hard in these times to empathize with the question. Bur the question
cannot be evaded, not despite but because of all the manifest insecurides and
volarilities in the political econemy of datly life and the parallel preoccupation
in radical segments of the humanities and the arts with emphasizing (even
hypostasizing} the instabilities of fluxes and flows. It is in this realm of “values”
that conservative and religious thought has its strongest appeal, psecisely
becanse the presumption of permanence (in calture} or of eternal truths {in
religion} gives a stability to values that radical thought finds hard to acknowl-
edge. Bur meaningfut political action {and, for that matrer, even meaningful
analysis} cannot proceed without some embedded notions of value, fonly a
dererminarion as to whar is o is net important 1o analyze intellectually let alone

te siruggle for poliricaliy.
In some forms of enqusiry, of course, the distinction between “facts” and
“values” is held eo be sacrosanct. To permit values to enter imto the domain of
scientific abjective enquiry, for example, is often seen ro taint all evidence and
reselts and render them suspect or useless. In the dialectical/relarional view,
the separation of facts and values is impessible to achieve {except by sleight of
hand or within certain strictly limited domains where it may reasonably be held
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that values are or can be held constant). In some areas of science, as we shall
see, this dialectical/reladional view of the inevitable fusion of facts and values
has undergone a revival of sorts. as multiple contestations have arisen over, for
example, how to interprct quantum theory.

tg_gprec;ate Yhow such pgoccsscs aperate, we can also Ect&‘:r understand how

and why cerrain kinds of “fermanence pectonyruced i paritiiir places

and tines 50 a5 10 Form dominant social vahies mwhich s mOSL peo Mg}y
subsmbc. In what follows, therefore, there is a constant preoccaparion with
prcotsses 3t vrlmarien-how.they-operate 3 15 whar degree some set of

rélatwely permancnt values can be or have been construceed as pivots?or drverse ™

forme oF 5535~ ccoiop;lcal ACTIon, Lhe re@mu donbtless aotice, for example,
fhe “perpetual remen’ to considerations of money a5 4 dominant symbol of
process of valuation that affects us all, T had at one point royed with the idea
of taking all the passages that dealr with money and assembling them inro one
chaprer. But, in the end, it seemed more appropriate to let the question of
money permeate the various chapters in much the same way that it permeares
almost every facer of socio-ecological, personal, and collective life in the world
we have now constructed. The process of money valuation is, it wanspires,

simui:ancou.siy a process defining space, tie, envitonment, and place and |
shal] endeavor to unravel that connection in some detail.

- Bur money is not the only way in which the process of valuation can be
understood. The relatively pcrmanent configurations of values arcund family,
gender, religion, nadoen, cthnic identity, humanism, and various ideals of
iorakity and justice, indicate the existence of quite different and sometimes

- antagemistic processes of valuation, How these different processes can be

reconciled is in itself 2 major topic of enquiry {and nor a litde bemusement,

25 the Evangelical Pentecostal example of selling “rightecus wear™ through a

 “Jesus Christ Centered. Company illustrates). The power of money, for
" examgple, can be used to support other processes of valuarion. Bur it can alse
" ‘undermine them and come into conflict with them. In what follows, such

“‘conflicts will be the occasional focus of attention. And if [ ultimately converge

- ‘on the value “secial justice” as a central concern it is only in part for personal
- historical reasons (it allows me to revisit the terrain of my first *Marxist” work,

Social Justice and the Ciry, written more than two decades agp). T also frmly
believe thar this is the best tozrain of valuing upon which the anti-capitalist
trugele can take its stand (no maoer whether that struggle is weakly reformist
n the “Blaitism” of the British Labour Party or more revolutionary as
iplied by the environmental justice movement).
“While, therefore, it may be true, as that old reprobate Lawrence Darrell once
miatked, that “life consists of perpetual choosing acd the perperual
eservartion of judgement,” a political movement has to make its choice and
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not reserve its judgment. This was, T believe, the central difference between
the Evangelical Pentecostals and the globalization conference — the former had
na reseevations of judgment whereas finding and expressing such reservarions
is the name of the pame in many intellectua! modes of zhougfq and practice.
Al values, Jike the Sphinx, will uliimately dissolve and it is particularly hard
given the swifi-flowing currents of change to settle on any particular set of core
values for very long, Burwe liave no eption excepe to articulate values and stick
by them if emancipatory change is to be produced. Values inbere in socio-
spatial processes, furthermore, and the struggle to change the former is
simultaneously a struggle to change che latrer (and vice versa). And it is precisely
at this point that the human Imaginary has to be deployed to s full force in
the quest for progressive socio-ecological and politicaleconomic change.

T

The Politics of Possibilicy

One of the viruses of a dialecticalitelarional approach is that it opens up all
sorts of possibilities that might otherwise appear foreclosed. It does so0 in the
first instance in the realms of thought and discourse and for this reason it can
be the fount for all manner of Utopian schemes and fantasies {of the sort that
Derrida has recently offered). But | also regard it important, theoretically and
poticically, to root the sense of those possibilities in the mass of constraings that
derive from our embeddedness in nature, space—time, place and a particular
kind of socio-ecalogical order {capitalism} that regulares the material condi-
tiens of daily Life,

This Is no remote or arcane issue. For just as the Evangelical Peatecostal
preachers were building a political force by appeal to religious coaviction to
build the city of God here on carth, so we find 2 varicry of pro-capitalisc
political movemenes animated by articulation of some sort of Utopian vision.
I tuen, for example, to a report in the New ¥ork Trmes (August 23, 1995; on
a conference an “Cyberspace and the American Diream.” Alvin Toffler, author
of The Third Wive, was an important presence at the conference. He argues
that a “third waye” information-based revolution is replacing “second wave”
industriatism and is now in the process of forming a “civilization with.its own
distinctive world outlock, its own ways of dealing with dime, space, logic, and
causalicy.” This in ieself is an interesting theme; but if Tofller is right, then the
processes and rules producing bismricaln—geegrapfﬁfzé difference are also
presumably undergoing a revolutionary shift, Now it so happens that Toffler
is a widely read “postindustrial” and “Utepian® thinker. He is also politically
influential: Newt Gingrich, Republican leader of the US Housc of Represeara-
tives, has adopted Toffler as one of his “gurns” and has evolved a revolutionary
thetoric in which the dismanding of the institutional strucrures of the
regalarory and welfate state is seen as an imperative pzelude to the liberation

'

l

Tntroduction 13

of emancipatory “third wave” forces now supposedly hemmed in by the
institurions, practices, and dectepit power structures of a fading era of “second
wave” industrial capitalism. The press report in the New Yerk Fimes continues
by stating thart a new coalition of forces (from both left and right of the political
spectrumy) is organizing “to harness the brightest minds of high rechnelogy and
use their collective hrainpower o assist Mr Gingrich as he tries to reshape the
nation’s political and economic kandscape in preparation for the information
revolution.” And there are many who now believe thar an emancipatory
revelution in political economy, in social relations, in the explorations of
identity, semantic worlds, and artistic forms is being born out of the capacisy
to create a “virual” reality in cyberspace. Gingrich wonders, furthermore, if
it might be possible to distribute laptop computers to every child in America
as a solution to all social and economic ills and a columnist in the Balmore
Sun argues that the way out of the long-term structural vnemployment and
confinement of human talents in the desolawe public housing prejects of the
inner city s through access to the entreprencurial possibilities of the Internct.
There is more than a hine of an oft-criticized and, some would say, guite
“vulgar” Marxist view of history in all of this: only liberate the contemporary
“productve forces” {technelogies) from their socio-economic and political chains
{government regulation) and les the libertics of the market take command, the
| atgument runs, and all will be well with the warld. Much of the revoiunonary
i power and widespread appeal of the hegemonic pro-capitalist version of this
} Unopian argument derives, I suspect, fzom the beguiling stmplicity of this
vulgar Marxist formulation {particularly when articnlated with the darity and
conviction of someone like Margaret Tharcher ar News Gingrick).
- The connection betwzen this “right-wing Utopianism” and political pawer
‘and practice is significant. Bven if it is a far from dominant argnment {even
“within the right) it is a potent pro-capitalist weapon with which to go o work

" dgainst a whole array of forces that would, in the name of equality, justice,

. morality, or just plain political-economic and ecological common sense, seek
- to curb, regulate, and diminish all the manifest excesses for which capitalism

. is jusdy infamous. The connection also highlights the difficulty of anti-

-~ capitalist politics. Unable to deploy its own Utopian vision {though there are
»plenty of mini-versions}, anti-capiralist politics lacks the power to animate and

s1maobilize 2 mass movement on a glebal basis. That was not true of The

Cominunist Manifests, but, as 1 think Marx would himself be the first to

apprectate, we cannor seek the poetry of our futere ia the particalar poetry of

past, however appealing ir still may be. And while it may seem insulting

include Decrida and Toffler in the same sentence, both prov ide Utspian

visions but the latter, in part by his sunphcst}, clarity and seeming rootedness
the ‘materiality of the world, is proving far more effective at changing it.

ew of Maods well-known antipathy to Utopian thinking, it may seem

-t include fiim in a discussion of this sore. But Marx produced a certain
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kind of Utopianism thac he was most anxious to keep separate from other
varieties. When he writes in Cap#tafthat “what separates the worse of archicects
from the best of bees” is that “the former etects his structure in imaginatton
before giving it materdal form” he opens a crative space for the human
imagination to play both a constructive and a key role. When he writes in the
Eighteenti Brumaive, that each revolutionary movement has o create its own
poctry particularly it those situations where the “content” {the process of
revolutionary change) outstrips “the phrase” {the capacity to represent what is
happening), then be indicatcs a task for the revolutionary imagination that it
is essential to fulfill. This raises the question for ali of us: what kind of
architecture {in the broadest possible sense of that term} 1 do we collectively want
to create for the socio-ccological world in which we have our being? Not to
pose that question is to evade the most crucial task confronting all forms of
human action. I Is with thés in mind that I struggle 1o find foundational
concepts for the human imaginary to contemplate our embeddedness in space,
time, nature, and place.

T have struggled in what follaws to write as clearly as simply as | can often on
difficalr and complicated subjects. But we can never write (1o paraphrase Marx]
under historical or geographical conditions of our own making. As the
conference on globalization indicated, the proliferating influence of whar are
loosely called “poststructuralist” and “postmodernist” ways of thinking and
writing makes it particularly hard these days to find anything as mundane as
a commen language for expression, partiaudarly in academis. Yet the highly
specialized and distinctive languages thac have been evolved these last 30 years
often have something very important to say. I have therefore often found myself
forced (sometimes with good effect) to take up such languages and werms, if
only to give duc consideration to what are serious asguments worthy of equally
serious scrutiny. And in seme instances 1 have found ic useful 1o inrernalize
within my own text certain specialized languages as privileged modes of
expression of particular but importane standpoines. Paztly for this reason, 1
decided to devote a whole chapter to the topic of “discourse” in order 1o clarify
my own discursive strategies while trying to posidion the role of the rapidly
profiferating modes of representation in processes of soci-}ccological and
politicaleconomic change. In other instances, most particularly in the
development of the relational theory of space and time ia chapter 8; [ had no
opiion except w engage with metaphysics ar a fairly high level of abstraction.
Foundational concepts do not come easily and, as Marx commented in one
of his many prefaces o Capital the difficulties that arise cannot casily be
brushed aside. This is, he went on to remark:

a disadvantage | am powerless to overcome, unless it be by forewaning and
forearming those readers who zealously seek the truth. There is no royal road

to science, and only those who do not dread the fariguing dlimb of is steep pachs
have a chance of gaining ies luminous sumeies.

1 hope that those who climb the path will find the sumimit as Jluminating as
1do.

Not all historical and geographical conditions of existence are inhibiting to
the production of new ways of chinking. T want to acknowledge the peculiarly
favorable conditions that have allowed my own work o pro;ecd One of the
great privileges of university life is o set up and co-teach courses in such 2 way
as to be able to learn from a variety of very talented people working in diverse
frelds. T want to thank G.A. Cohen, Andrew Glyn, Neil Herez, Bill Leslie,
Kirstie McClure, Emily Martin, Erica Schoenberger, Erik Swyngedouw,
Katherine Verdery, Gavin Wilbiams, and Reds Wolman for providing an oppor-
tunity for extended dialogue through such a formar, Tt is a similar privilepe to
work with some extraordinasily talenred graduate students wha struggle gamely
to educate me in matters that T might otherwise be deeply resistane to. They
will doubtless throw up their hands in frustration at my failuze o tzke on board
everything they have said, bur my work has been immeasurably strengthened
by their contributions. T include here the Oxford conringent of Clive Bamett,
Maarten Hajes, Argyro Loukaki, Andrew Merrifield, Adrian Passmare and
Mike Samers, and Felicity Callard, Lisa Kim Davis and Meligsa Wright in Johns
Hopkins. Over the years T have been able to present my ideas in innumerable
seminars, meetings, and wotkshops and [ want to thank all of those — and there
wete many of them — who on such occasions responded with tough and fair-
minded questions and criticisms. Some of the materials presented here bave
also been published {in whole or in part} in boeks and jourmals and the many
editorial comments received have also been helpful. Working with Sallie Davies

- “of the BBC on a series of radio programs also proved o be a great learning
© experience. Among my close colleagues and fiiends, some of whom have at
varfous times looked at and commented on the work in progress, | want to

o thank Kevin Azcher, Patrick Bond, Mike Johns, Vicente Navarro, Ric Pfcfter,
**“Bertell Oflman, Erica Schoenberger, Erik Swyngedouw. and Dick Walker. T
- -most particutatly want to thank Neil Smith for rescuing the whole project from

- - oblivion with his patient encouragement when days became very dark and
“prospects for closure very bleak and John Davey of Blackwell Publishers for
s.patience, encouragement, and lively interest in the project. These may not
best of times, but friends and colleagues of this caliber make absoluwely
“ertain that it is not the womt of tmes either. Finally, all my love goes o
dee and Delfine with whom it has been possible to explore ways of thoughe
© ling that are immeasurably richer than those [ could ever hope to achieve
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Militant Particularism and Global
Ambition

L. Local Militancy and the Politics of a Research Project

It 1988, shortly after taking up a position in Oxford, I became involved ina
research project concerning the fate of the Rover car plant in that city. Oxford,
particularly for outsidess, is usually imagined as a city of dreaming spires and
university grandeur, but as late as 1973 the car plant at Cowley in east Oxford
employed some 27,000 workers, compared to less than 3,000 in the employ
of the university. The insertion of the Morris Morors car plant into the
medieval social fabric of the city carly in the century had had enormous effects

“upon the political and econemic life of the place, paralleling almost exactly
- the thrce-stage path o socialist consciousness set out in The Communist
- Manifesto. Workers had sreadily been massed tagether over the years in and
_ around the car plant and its ancillary instllations, had become conscious of

thiéir own interests and built institutions {primarily rhe unions) to defend and
stomote thosé interests. During the 1930s and again in the 1960s and early
1705, the car plant was the focus of some of the most viralent class struggles
aver the future of the industrial relations in Britain. The workers movement
sitnaftancously created a powerful political instrument in the form of a local
bour Party that ultimately assumed continuous control of the local council
1980, But by 1988 rationalizarions and cut-backs had reduced the work
#6 atound 10,000; by 1993 it was down to less than 5,000 {as opposed
the! 7,000 or so then in the employ of the university). The threat of toral
uie, of the car plant was never far away.

ok on the Cowley story, The Factary and the City: The Story of the Ceovley
wkers in Obford, edited by Teresa Hayrer and miyself was published late
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government. Partial closure and rationalization at the plant was immediacely
announced and the prospect of asset-stripping or even total closure loomed.
Land values in Oxford were high and BAe, with the property boom in full
fiond, acquired a property development company specializing in the creation
of business parks (Arlingron Securides) in 1989. The fear was that work would
be transferred 1o Longbridge (Birmingham} or, worse still, to a greenfieid
nopurion site in Swindon {where Honda was already involved in co-
praduction arrangements with Rover) releasing the Oxford land for lucrative
redevelopment that would offer almest no prospects [or employment to a
commmunity of several thousand people thae had evolved over many years w0
serve the car plant. BAe's subsequent profitable sale of Rover to BMW {(while
Arlingron retained the released land) shows the fears were not groundless.

An inidal meeting to discuss a campaign against closure drew representa-
tives from many sectors. It was agreed to ser up a research group to provide
information on what was happening and what the effecrs of any moves by BAe
might be on the work force and on the Oxford economy. The Osford Motor
Industry Research Project (OMIRP) was formed and T agreed vo chair it
Shordy thereafter, the union leadership in the plant withdrew its support for
both the campaign and the research, and most of the Labour members on the
city council followed suit. The research was then left vo a small group of
indcpendent researchers mainly based in the Oxford Polytechnic {now Oxford
Bronkes Univessity) and Oxford Universizy. aided by dissident shop-stewards
ot ex-workers from Cowley.

For personal reasons I was not active in the campaign ner did [ engage much
with the initial reseasch. 1 did help to publicize the results and to mobilize
resources for the research project which the union leadership and the majoricy
of the local Labour Party actively tried to stop — they did not want anything
to ‘rock the boat’ in their ‘delicare negotiations’ with BAe over the firture of
the plaat and the site. Formitously, OMIRP produced a pamphlet, Cowley
Works, at the very moment when BAe announced another wave of rationaliza-
tions that would cut the work force in half and release half of the land for
redevelopment. The history of the plant together with the story of the struggle
to launch a campaign and the dynamics of the subsequent run-down are well
described in the book,

Teresz Hayrer, the coordidator of OMIRE received a research fellowship at
St Peter’s College in 1989 to pull together a book about the bistory of Cowley,
the failed campaign, and the polidcal problems of mobilizing resistance to the
arbitrary actions of corporate capital. The book involved the formarion of 2
broad-based group. Each contributor produced a chapter {or chaprers) on
topics with which they were most familiar. Each chapter was read by others
and comments went back and forth uncil a final version was artived ar. T agreed,
party for purposes of making the baok more attractive to prospective publishers,
to be a co-aditor of the book with Teresz Hayter. This meant that in addirion
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1o the one chapter | co-authered, [ spent quite 2 lot of tme, along with Hayrer,
editing, commissioning new segments to ensure full coverage, and generally
trying to keep the bock as a whole in view while attending o the pars.

The book is a fascinating document. It brings together radically differene

ositionalities — varying from an unnamed shop-steward in the plant, others
who had worked there or who bad been long-rerm residents of east Oxtord,
as well as academics, planners and independent leftists. The language differs
radically from chapter 1o chaprer. The activist voice emanarting from the plant
expetience contrasts with the more abstract judgments of the academics, for
example, while the perspeciive from the community reads differentdly from the
perspective of the production line. In the preface we argucd that the hetero-
geneity of voices and of styles was a very particular strength of the book.

Ir was carly evident, however, that the many contributors had quite different
political perspectives and interprerarions. Initally, these differences were
ge:gotiated through; everyone trod warily through 2 minefield of differences
in order to got to the other side with a completed book. The difficulrics arose
with the conclusion. I proposed two conclusions, one by Hayter and one by
miyself, so thar readers mighr gec a betier handle on the political differences
and- be left o judge for themselves. This was rejected. And so T drafred 2
conclision based on varions ideas put forward by several members of the group.
That drafr conclusion succeeded in exploding almest every mine chat had been
fegotiated in the writing of the book. Marters became extremely tense,
“difficule, and sometimes hostile between Hayter and me, with the group to
some degtee polarized around us.

.- Inthe midst of these intense arguments, I recall a Junch in $t Peter’s College
- arwhich Hayter challenged me to define my loyalties. She was very clear about
_hers. They lay with the milirant shop-stewards in the plant, who wers not enly
“staying on and laboring under the most appalling conditions but daily
! ggling to win back control from a reactionary union leadership so as to
- build a betrer basis for socialism. By contrast, she saw me a: a free-floating
xise intellectual who had ne particular Joyalties to anyone. So where did
doyalties lie?
rwas'a stunning question and [ have had to think about it a great deal since.
i _‘—_Ei_r_né T recall arguing that while lovaky o those still employed in the

ff or who had no prospects for employment (for example, alienated
s¢ontented young people some of whom had taken to joy-riding bringing
onvand police oppression for the whole community in their wake)
d equal rime. All along, I noted, Bayter had treated my concerns
cs of community as 2 parallel foree 1o the politics of the workplace
icism I further thought that some consideration should be given to
of socialism in Oxford under conditions in which the working-class
at-had been built around the plant were plainly weakening and
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even threamened with elimination. This meant the search for some broader
coalition of forces both to support the workers in the plant and o perpetuare
the sodialist cause. T also thought it would be disloyal not o puc a critical
distance between us and what had happened in order to better understand why
the campaign hac failed o take off. Hayter refused to countenance anything
that sounded critical of the stategy of the campaign and likewise rejected any
perspective that did nor accepe as its basis the critical struggle for power on
the shop-fleor of the plant,

Bur all sortz of other issnes divided us. Deteriorating wotk condidons in the
plant, for example, made it bard o argue unequivocally for the long-tenm
preservation of what were in effect “shit-jobs,” even though it was plainly
imperative to defend such jobs in the short-run because there were no reason-
able alternarives. The issue here was not (o subordinate short-term actions to
long-term pipe-dreams, bur to peint out how difficulr it is to move on a long-
term trajectory when short-term exigencies demand something quite differ-
ent. I was also concerned about the incredible evercapacity in the automobile
industry in Britain as well as in Europe in general. Something was going to
have ro pive somewhere and some way had to be found to protect workers
interests in general withour falling into the reactionary politics of the “new
realism” then paralyzing official union politics. But across whar space should
that generality be calculated? Britain? Earope? The world? [ found myself
arguing for at least 2 Evropean-wide perspective on adjustments in automobile
produccion capacity, but found it hard to justify stopping at that scale when
pressed. There were also important ecological issues to be considered deriving
not only from the plant itself {the paine shop was a notorious pollution source}
bur also from the natore of the product. Making Rover cars for the ultra rich
and so conuibuting to ecological degradation hardly seemed a wordhy long-
term socialist objeciive. The ecological issue oupht not to be ducked, I felt,
even though it was plain that the bourgeois north Oxford heritage interests
would likely use it to get rid of the car plant altogether if given the chance.
The problem of time-horizon and class interests necded to be explicitly debated
rather than buried. Purthermore, while 1 would in no way defend the appalling
behavior of Bae, [ did think it relevant to point cut that the company had
fost abour one-third of its stockmarket value in the first few months of 1992
and rhat its hopes for a killing on the property matker had been seriously
diminished in the property crash of 1990, This posed questions of new forms
of public or community control over corporate activity {such as BAes wurn to
property speculation as an alternative to producton) that would nor repeat
the bitter history of natienalization {such as the disastrous rationalizations and
reordeting of job structures already suffered by Rover, when it was Britsh
Leyland in the 1970s).

I fele it would be disloyal to the conception of socialism not to talk about
alf of these issues in the condusion. Not, | hasten to add, with the idea thae
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they could be resolved. but because they opened a terrain of discussion implicit
in the materials assembled in the book. Such a conclusion would keep options
open and help readers consider active choices across a broad terrzin of possibi-
lities while paying proper attention to the complexitics and difficultics. But
Hayter felt, even though she pardally agreed on the long-term significance of
such ideas, that discussing them would dilute the immediate struggle to keep
jobs in Cowley and prevent their traasfer to a greenfield nonunios site in
Swindon. The issues T wanted 1o raise could be attended to, she held, only
when the work force and the progressive stewards had regained cheir strength
and power in the warkplace.

1 was operating, it became plain, ac a different level and with different kinds
of abstracton. Bur the impetus for the campaign, the research, and the book
did not come from me. It arose out of the extraoedinary strength and powes
of 2 tradition of union militancy emanating from the plant. This tradition had
its own version of internationalism and presumptions to universal truth,
although & case could be made that its capture and ossification by a racher
narrow Trotskyist rhetoric was as much a part of the problem as the moze
fandamental conflict between Hayrer's and my perspecrive. But it would be
wrong to depict the argument in sectarian texms, For the issue of a purely plant-

based -versus a more-cncompassing politics was always there. 1 could not
abisiidon my loyaliy to the belief thar the politics of 2 supposediy unproblem-
ati¢ exeension outwards fram the planr of a prospective model of 2 total social
* fransformarion is fundamencally fawed. The view that what is right and good
from the standpoint of the militant shop-stewards as Cowley, is right and good
city, and by extension, for society ar large is far too simplistic. Other
levéls and kinds of abstraction have to be deployed if socialism is to break our
5/local bonds and become a viable alrernative to capitalism as a working
£ production and social relations. Bur there is something equally
lernatic about imposing a pofitics guided by abstractions upon people who
ven ?f their fives and labor over many years in a particufar way in a
place.
hat level and what kinds of abstraction should be deployed? And what
gan'tc be loyal to abstractions rather than to actual people? Beneath
stions lie others. What is it thar constitutes a privileged chaim ro
e and how can we judge, undersiand, adjudicate, and perhaps
ough different knewledges constructed at very different levels of
. inder radically different material conditions?

y;nond Wﬂﬁm& and the Peolitics of Abstraction

cstions that preoceupied Raymond Williams, erupring frequently
hough, for reasons thar will shortly become apparent, they ase




188 The Napre of Bnvironment

that they were and continue 0 El)e )
it into this trap). '
.. it secmn to me, falls into . he ece o
Gfltl: N iated wi}ch such “proximity to pature, zadigcmuii j: ;; o
n e ‘ ir v 3 : 1 arfine ra V.
. form ;)ctki their practicee and rheir views of nature v:fzth ;;J[.a dfﬁ ,,:s A
TEANSIOL ! s \eural tra .
Furthermore, gven when armed with all kxmi;! of cu t:;.}? T ey
{ : - : $3hatk N 3
i indi respect for the spi ure, the;
5 lic sestures that indicate deep ‘ e
Fmboled in extensive ccosystemic rransformations that s;rjléer;nz -
can <0gnEe . cii {Chinese may have
ability ig‘mﬂmﬂe wish a given mode of pm?ﬁ; N e nd Coﬂﬁlm};nism
‘ ' i it ism, &
| sensitive ns of Tao, Buadiism, 1 :
ecologically semsitive traditio i promodng an

(traditions of thought which ha:}i piayed} ar}; lflpt;:t e e of
“ i clousness” in the west toric ography
c;cfdogi:je; Olrz:igd.eg:adaﬁﬂn, river etosion, and ﬁcodznf in Chuiar ;s;:zlgi

Ct“ ;e;ew m;ir{mmental cevents which would hr? zcg?urdz a8 catz::; . phe icé_
nood ¢n-day standards Archeological evidence likewise su‘ggeslﬁhﬁt ke o
o hanting , f thel extincrion w

i hunted many of their prey to ( 1

- ?&X:l:igotz: lz}; t{:jmas: far-reaching apents © ecological transformation
surely a

;' L TR Ve ¥ ! oups o CXOLC 1€ 1MensS OsvsEemilc
i
ever acquikeé, 3310 ing ry ST gr p & CLOSVSED

i (Sauer, 1956). . _ .
mff;li:m;ol‘int here is not o argue that there is nothing ne’i.tv ;1[;;1;1 ; ZS wun
i i = 4 by human actvities, ss¢
: = ecological disturbanee generated o i to a5
i)}l:;t;fﬂcdv isbrlew and anduly stfcssfulc,ﬂgwen ;ht ung;;zeéﬁczehiszf;calzi
e of r socio-ecological transtorma . :
ale of contemporary $0Clo-8CC : : ¢ historien
3—:: Szphical enquities of this sort also put in perspective t&;os::;la:ze;epknm_ﬁ{
i&viced by some ecologists that ence zpon a g;mc P[z)? .eth ‘ ;}9 o
how to live in harmony with the parural world {’GQIl S‘I:!flb- i da:im Y and
o view with skepticism Bookchins (19902 97} equally a ‘10 : claim fhac ¢
fatively selfsufficient comtaunity, visibly dcpcgldenr. on fts cilcrrdaﬁgﬁships
the ik i for the o ¢ 1n
; of life, would gain a new respect! rganic i . s
Zﬁit?j:jz: it.” Much cenwmaporaty “ecologically conscious il;;?;m Ejﬁv}m
0o m&::h atrenmion o what indigenous groups without g
<hev do. We cannot ccnciudcr,
eco}egicaﬂy supcrior o ours from statements su

Bear that:

somehow “cluser to nature” than we ase {even
B

Faced with the ecological vulnerability

ch as those of Lucher Standing

i it i he bizds and the beasts mat
We are of the sotl and the soil Is of us. We love © ::I de and e e e

Fwi this soil. ‘Tney drank the sam water a : el
g::z:;:i;: :;;e are all one in nature. Believing so, Kh»:}rj Was(g;x;rm%a:o .
;;rc&f peace and 2 welling kindress for all iving, growing things.
and Jacobs, 1990: 27}

The inference of “better and more harmonious ecoingxc;lr P
i iefin ¢ € CX
ments of this sort would regaire bhelief in either som L
e ecologieally “right” outcomes, or an eyxrraorcdinary
10 SIsUT y

for example, that pative-American practices ae

practices” from stages
2l spirirual guidance -

in

The Dialecrics of Social and Envirommental Change 189

indigenous or pre-capitalistic judgments and practices in a dynamic feld of
action thar is usually plagued by all manner of uninrended consequences. “The
possibility of over-exploitation of a resource is perfecily compatible with our
notion of peoples living close to nature, observing and acting accordinghy”
{Haila and levins, 1992: 195). Furthermore, “comparative studies have
suggested that all high civilizations that incorporated intensification strategies

were metastable and that their growth trajectories can be interpreted as those

of accelerating energy extiuction, to the point that both the ccosystem and che

socioeconomic structures were strecched 1o capacity, with steady or declining

absolute caloric productivity and input—outpu ratios” (Buezer, 1982: 320). All

societics have had their share of ecologically based difficulties and, as Bucer

goes on to assert, we have rmuch  learn from studying them.

Indigenous or pre-capiealist practices are nor, therefore, necessarily superior
or inferior to our own just because such groups possess discourses that avow
respect for nature rather than the modern “Promethean” artitude of domina-
tion or mastery (see Leiss, 1974). Grundmann (19912} is surely cotrect in his
argument contra Benton (1989; 1992) that the thesis of “mastery over narure”
{laying aside its gendered overtones for the moment) does not necessarily exntail
destructiveness; it can just as easily lead to loving, caring, and murruring
practices. It was, as we have already nored, precisely the intent of the esthetic
tradition o assert “mastery withour tyranny” with respect to the natural world.
Uncritical acceprance of “ecologically conscious” sounding statements can,

Hwrthermore, be politically misleading. Luther Standing Bear prefaced the
thoughes cited above with the very political argument thar “this land of the
grear plains is claimed by the Lakota as their very own.” Native-Americans may
-well have strong claims to land rights, to the use of the landscape as a
maemeonic upon which to hand their sense of historical identity, bur the
creation of an “ecologically conscious” rtheroric about a privileged relation to
the laind to support them is, as we have already argued, an all-too-familiar and
dangerous pracdce.
~ Inspection of the historical-geographical record reveals much about why
words like “nature” and “environment” contain “such an exuzordinary amount
of human history” (Williams, 1980: 67). The inteirwinings of socizl and
&cological projects in daily practices as well as in the realms of ideology,
fepresentations, estherics, and the like are such as 1o make every social
cluding literary or artistic) project a project about nacure, environment, and
osystemn, and vice versa. Such a proposition should not, surely, be too hard
those working in the historical tmaterialist tradidion to swallow, Marx
fued, afier all, that we can discover who and what we are (our species
citial, even) only through tansforming the world around us and in so
doing puc the dialectics of social and ecological change at the center of all

man history. But is there some way to create a general enough language o
prure that dialectical evolutionary movement?
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view competition can just as easily be seen as a form of cooperation. The
cxample of territoriality examined in chapter 7, is an interesting case in point.
But is it not also a fundamental renet of the liberal theory of capitalism that
rampant competition between individuals produces a collaborative sodial effect
called “sociery?” Adaptation and diversification of species and activities into
special niches is also a form of bath competition 274 collaboration and the
effect is to transform environments in ways that may make the latter mose
rather than less diverse. Species may diversify furcher creating more diversified
niches. The production of a more diversified narure in turn produces greater
diversity of species.
The example of the liberal theory of capitalism, however weakly implaated it
is in practicc and however ideological its content, can be pressed further into
service here (o alert us to something else important. For within that theory it is
not simply competition that matters, but the particular smedeof competition, the
rules and regulations that ensure thar enly one sort of competition — that within
freely funcrioning markets respecting property rights and freedom of contract —
will prevail. From this perspective it seems as if the normal causal ordering implied
in socio-biclogy gets reversed because it is only through the collaborative and
eooperative structures of sociery (however coerced) thar competition and the
straggle for existence can be orchestrated to do its work. But the poice here is
not to change the causal ordering and thereby to make it seem as if socicty (the
mode of cooperation} has in some way contained nature {competition, adapra-
tion, and environmental change). Tt is much more appropriate to suggest thar
competition is always regulared in importact ways by the effects intcrnalized
within it of cooperation, adaptadon, and environmental reansformations.
Thinking in rhese terms allows us better to see how a particular kind of environ-
mental transformation {such as the great waier projects of the US wese} affects
both the mode of competition (within society as well as berween species) and
the mode of coltaboration/adaptation. Capitalistic competition consequently
means something quite differcnt in the agribusiness sector in California compared
to, say, dairy producers in Wisconsin, because the forms of environmental
transformation have been so radically different in the two places.
I will not elaborate much further on this idea, bur it should be apparent

that there are different modes of competition, adaptation. cooperation, and

environmental transformation. Given the relational/dialectical theory advanc-

- ed in chaprers 2-4, it should also be plain that each facet of the overall process
i mternalizes a grear deal of heterogencity within iself Such heterogeneity is a

source of contradiction, tension, and conflicr, sparking intense struggles for
cability, hegemony, and control. A mode of production, in Mards sense, can
then be construed as a particular regulared unity of these different modalitics.
The transicion from one mode of production entails transformations in all

modalities in relation to each other, including, of course, the natare of the
nature produced.
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What 1 am proposing here is 2 way of depicting the fundamental physical
and biological conditions and processes that work through all social, cntrural,
ecONOMIC PrOJects B0 CTEare tangible historical gcography and to do it in such
a way as ot to render those physical and biological clements as 2 banal and
passive background to human historical geography. But my purposc is also
to specify these conditions and processes in such a way as t0 understand the
possibilities for collective human activity in negotiating through these
fundamentl elements to generate significantly diverse OULCOIRES of the sort
that a Marxist theery of historic —geographical development envisages. Given,
for example, the four “moments it the biological evolutionary process, then
organisms of any sort {most pasticularly the humman species} can work with the
moments of competitiof, adaptation, cooperation, and environmenial modi-
Gcation in a varety of ways 10 produce radically different outcomes {such as
quite different modes of productdon}. “TNo natural laws can be done away
with,” Marx wrote in a letter to Kugelman in 1868, but “what can change, in
historically diffcrent circumstances, is only the form in which these laws
operare.” What we have to pay atention 1o, dherefote, is the particular way in
which organisms {again, of any sort) work with these guite different possi-
bilities in dynamic and interactive ways. And to do that requires that somehay
the artificial break berween “sociery” and “narure” must be erpded, rendered
poreus, and eventually dissolved.

While my language here is highly abstract and general,  do not find it hard
to set this style of thinking inte motion, ta differentiate it further, to capture
come of the ways in which the natural and sociaf flow into each other without
falling back into rhe typical reductionism of sacio-biology. And there are plenty
of hints that this is not necessesily an isolated way of loaking at the problem.
When, for example, Callon (1986) analyzes the difficulties of developing the
domestication of scatlop fishing in St Brieuc Bay, he treats the scallop as an
active agent in the whole process, thercby hreaching the common protocol that
says the question of agency ‘s confined within the social sphere. And in so doing
he opens up the {luid way in which competion, collaboration (alliarce
formation), adapration, and environmental transformation all run into each

other as part of a more general process of socio-eaviconmental change. Bateson
{1988} likewise points out the different ways in which all species {including
human beings) can affect subsequent evolution through their behavior. Animals
make active choices and by their behavior change the physical and social
corditions with which their descendants have to cope. They also modify theiz
behavior in response (G changed conditions and by moving expose themselves
c0 new conditions that open up different possibilities for evolytionary change.
{ ewontin: (1982) likewise argues for undesstanding 2 whole set of processes n
which organisms “yrc not simply ebjects of the laws of nature, altering

themselves to bend to the inevitable, but active subjects transforming natlre,
accarding to {65 laws.” Through =ffors such as these, the unecasy boundary

i
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betw i
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gh works such as Schmide's Manes Concept of

Nature and continaing throy,

Nure, Smiths exploration of the idea of the “production of pature” in Uneweht
Development, and, most recenty; Grundmann’s examination of Marxism and
FEcology, the atmory of Marxism—socialism to counter the rhetoric and politics
of a rising tide of scological movements has not been well stocked. The

response has heen either to reject environmcﬂtalrccelogicai politics as 2

boutpeois diversion (as, indeed, much of it patently is) of to concede in part

chetoric and oy to rebuild Marxism—socialism on
rather different theoretical and pracdcal foundations from those that tradition-
ally grounded working-class political projects and political action. And insome
formulations a noble attempt has been made to do both, with not patticularly
felicitous resuits.

2 book by John Bellamy Foster, published with all

Consider, for example,
the Marxist credibility of the Monthly Review Press, entitled The Vidnenabie

Planet: A Shars Economic Histary of +bre Envivonment. Foster swongly argues that
che crisis of the earth is not a crisis of suature but of saciety.” He goes on to

discuss how accumularion for accumulations sake in the west and production
ynist world have had devastating

for production’s <ake in what was the Comm

effects upon the werlds environment since Wosld War I, setting the stage for
2 contemporary condition of planetary ceological crisis. There is much that is

petsuasive and telling in the account but chere are two centzal failings in the
anabysis. First, the postulation of a planetary ecolegical crists, the very idea that
the planet is somehow “nsinerable” to hutnan action ot that we can actually
destroy the earth, sepeats in negative form the hubristic claims of those who
aspire to planctary domination. The subtexc s that the carth is somehow fragile
and that we need to become caring Managers of caring physicians to nufse it
back from sickoess into health. This leads o Foster’s extraotdinarily hubsistc
conclusion that “the conscious and collective organization of the entire planet
in the common interest of bumanity and the carth has become 3 necessity if
we are to prevent the irreparable despoliation of the earth by forces of
institurionalized greed.” Against chis it is crucial to understand that it is
materially impossible for us to destroy the planet eardh, that the worst we ca
do is to engage in material ‘ransformations of our environMENT 50 A5 10 mzke
life less rather than more comforrable for our own species being, while
recognizing that whar we do also does have ramifications {both positive and
negatve) for other living species. It is vital, furthermore, to disaggregate “the
envirommental issue” into a tangible sct of problems that exist at quite different
scales, varying from the global issues of ozene. imate warming, and
biodiversity to segional problems of soit deplesion, desertification, and
dcforestation to the more localized questions of water quality, breathable ait
and radon in the basement. Politically, the millenarian and apocalyptic

proclamation rthar eco
good basis for left politics and 1t is very vulnerable

to envirenm cnealecologicat

cide is imminent has had a Jdubious history. It ls not 2
10 the arguments long -
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advanced by §i
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iag?lzisn tv;i;nm‘ixe ciass content of the whole cnvim;j‘rfzni:.lei%l{ w'hat
2 ordinared ro an apocalyptic vision of 2 pl o Ug}cal
g a planetary ecological
The second falliag (which connects
_n . ' : powerfully o the first) Kes i
B}:_j;ﬁg;z; :;11& u;tezpr\ctauon of four ecological laws [lzrgﬂi‘t)dilainmfrthe
Barzy Cor becﬂcfo{ 990}, vc‘rbosc dedication to progressive left and ecolo: ?;dn
e i e 2 ng—stat;img}. They are “(1} everything is COZHZCCI&(%I to
s co;ncs ;:r}rt 0g mst go somewhere, {3} nature knows best, and
o g nothing. :T(he first is an important truism wiaic}’n h
rery lirde mea izg without recognizing that some things are more conne ‘j
o e o ey e ke of oged s o ey
ed con > ort- and fong-term, positi d i
jtni (;;n;rsmilg:: :&;h;c jhe major effects of accéfns are. %Vithl:lfrsljcﬁegit;e}
mandings there & | &-": e‘thaf can be said for or against specific forms ir‘f
mironmental ; odification on the basis of this law. The second law pro ?
e ir:rgorz) 03;%1:;{; ro active poliutiifn probleims except i} ﬁvﬁ
| o ar comment on how the bo isi
caudoua;n}% piiale? — gee chapter 13}, The fourth law pzopcﬂymg:){iis}f;il}:s
aionary nl-f f(;xpheﬁ( ased b;n the laws.‘ of thermedynamics) that cnergy 12
e Ehirdrz;an beings can indeed be depleied (though never
poemoyedl. The thix aw i:l where the real problem Jes. For to say “nature
i E Eﬁuzgle ; at parue can “know” semething. This principle
oo 1o che L; . hfm ézssoive_s f:lshcr o the (ence more hubristic}‘
jiea that someons somehow in a privileged position to know what natur
frows or in ;gnﬁx?merw'ﬂw view that our environmental trﬂnsformationc
smould be a5 limice ;s possible (the “tread lighdy on the surface of the earth’s’
anction f argram m;: hn’;miy ecoiqgis{s}. Foster thus accepts uneriticall
e ;1 ¢ "atty major man-made change in a natural systcn};
bope e o cn;l te tila_i systam,” To whick T would want to reply “1
ool i p:;l ¢ question as Lo whether the changes are Favczaglz
., e o o cial o ot‘her i-o.rms of life and what meaning such cha o
' social relations, life chances of indivi o e
g hae | iduals, ecological beings,
Foster uses these laws to arrive at a thon
TOSter uses ] ough and cenvinci { i
;{arp::ix:: im ds:rh :;f;h the maric‘ct, 1ot nature, knows best, thi: go:? nf;‘::"‘t}‘m
s the nexus, it doesn’t matier where someti}ingygc:es aii:l;
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as it doesn’t re-enter the circait of capital and goods in nature are considered
afree gift. All of this s reasonably true and Foster doesa good job of explaining
how destrizctive the consequences €an be. Bui the difficulties begin when these
same ecolegical laws are applied to socialism. 1 hope it would be true that
socialists, rather than nature, will know best, Indeed, the only persaasive reasoll
for joining the socialist {as upposed o the fascist, Hbertarian, corporate
capiialist, planetary managemen{} cause 18 prcciseiy ¢hat socialists know best
how to engage in environmental—ccological rmansformations in such a way as
to realize long-term sacialist goals of fecding the hungry, clothing the poor,
praviding reasonable life-chances for all, and opening up paths towards the
liberarion of diverse human creativities.
But ecosacialist politics cannot 1void the vital analytic point that much of
what happens in the enviroument today is highly dependent upon capitalist
behaviors, institutions, activities, and power sruciures. The sustainability of
contemipoTaly environments heavily depends upon keeping capitalism going.
To put things this way is not (© argue for continuation of the capitalist system
of environmentad transformatien, but t0 recognke that the task of socialism
is to think through the duality of ceological-social transformations as part of
a far mare coberent profect than has tutherto been the case. To paraphrase
Marx, we can collectively hope to produce our own environmental history, but
only under environmental conditions that have been handed down to us by
way of a long historical gcﬂg:s_phy of capital circulation, the exmaction of
surplus values, monerized exchange, and the circularion of commeoditics.

On the one hand, therefore, we cannaot afford to limit options by inrernaliz-
ing a capitalistic logic in which concepts of sustainability, ecoscarcity, and
overpepulation are deeply implicated. But on the other hand, we cannot avoid

the problem of conversion of capitalistic ccosystems, in which, for example,
raction of surplus valucs have become

the circulation of maney and the ex
primasy ecological vatiables. The task is, then, to both define and fight fora
particular kind of ecosocialist project that extricates us from the peculiar social
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appressions and concradictions that capitalism is producing through its highly

specific ecological projects. Marx hineed ar this dilemma:

In our days, everything seems pregnant with its contrary. Machieory, gifted with
the wonderful power of shortening and fruceifying buman labor, we behold
starving and overworking it. The new-fangled sources of wealth, by some strange
weird spell, are turned ints sources of want, The victories of art seem beught

pace that manlind maszers nature, mai

by rhe foss of character. At thz same
<eemns te become enslaved w0 other men or © Wis own infamy. Even the pure

light of science seems unable o shinc bu on the dark background of ignosance.
All gur invention and progress secin o resukt in cndowing marerial forees with
inrelectual life, and in stuldlying human life inte a material force. (Cired 0

Crandmann, 1991h: 228}
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His then i i
lis the tempting, bui not sufficient, to cite Engels’ path rowards an effecri
esolution to ecological as well as social dilemmas: o

by long ar §
n.i;tagi :‘i Zﬁi&n :;iaciﬂ ex;;eﬂer}ce and by collecting and analyzing historical
material we o d%x:su j:y earning (o get a c!car view of the indirect, more
e a0 C(;mmio zur production activities and so are afforded an
pppose :gqm.r% o t;n regulate these effecis as well. .. This regulation,
howerer, requires h'd: ing more than mere knowledge. It requires a comiplete
revolurion | itherto existing mede of production, and simulezneously

ton in our whole contemporary sodial order. *

;Size;t:l is t;nsuﬁc:{cnf éf:f:ause it leaves unresolved far roo many dilemmas
between l‘gia;igfsm ddmaiet-l any ecosocialist might take. And here the debate
has hitherto | 12“; ecolagists of all staipes has much 6 affer, Thar debate
e Eﬁ Ef been a matter of articulating fived positions, but there are
eéi ore dialectical ways, to go sbout reading it, perfaps even ©
rogether COHCCPF[ZEI blacks in such a way that they ca;ch i reE n ;a o z-ulg
will Co_nc.lude with the five key areas in which such a “mbb.iﬁ " e
ecosocialist conceptual politics catch fire, g” might help

1. Alienasion, Self-realization and the Esthetics of Development
Ideals of “self-realization” are widespread in the ecological Hrerature. They

arallel i i ¢
g%dgmj, ;1; T;:;i ;:ais Nﬁgs concerns, particularly in The Frowomic and
 Ptoup i _e i 7 : of d4 bur also in [ater works such as the Grandrisre,
for human ¢ we;;fzn:;n arz;l seiﬂde}*e]epm?nt through the working out of
o e if;as be o ;:' M:mﬁslz tradition, however, quite propedy
of the productive forcf:? gi;c l::)] I;)?f;? aﬂ; Ellzam'i {'j]ﬁpr:&ﬂen, e Sbaion
of e pr the privileged and to some degree
Scludve a;ea;};g?b‘fm;rjs ;l:c bmaldﬁz goul of human sdf—reaiiza{ione%zc
Grund ECOio,gical o 3 f sucvil,Azt %ecame a goal in frself.

e pogical ique o .secmlist pfed};ctivism" is here helpful, since it
s Marzise O;ﬁimnm;c tE:e problematics of alienarion {see, for example,
; esaro ,wa iabo ané ?;6}. ,Ugdcr capiralism, private property, class
fation ;s fricm > 1, and the fﬂi;\:‘hzsms ?f marker exchange separ:;te and
meneed ond porcal e ebionable e i e ot

< 5 er class-ordered divisi
léoer:: :tlztgxi a:;me%l as}jrom othc.r human beings. But ¥ “man 1;;2123 iii(;’)
e tits :Ot 5 i&z{’}: with wh{ch he must remain in continuous
RO, st e mto dic. The health of that body is fundamental to our
i sl re is 1o respect ourselves, To engage with and rransform
e 5 to tr:msi"bmz e;‘:rselv&s. This forms one side of Marxs
ut estrangement from immediate sensuous engagement with nanre
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instance, from: cumselves. The idea of “re-enchantment” with the sensuous
world through a more sensitive science, more sensitive social relations and
material practices, through meaningful labor processes, provides a betrer
language than that of alienation with all of its essentialist overtones. But here
we hit another problem: re-enchaniment with navare is already a consumer
#zn and a central aim of the commaodification and Disneyfication of our
experience of nature. In what ways, then, can we differeniiate berween an
“authentic” and an “alienated” (commodified and “disneyfied”) re-enchantment
with our natural world?

This does not deny the relevance or power of phenomenological approaches
in exploring the potentialities of more intimate and immediare relations to
nature or to others {usually with particular emphasis upon an intimate
knowledge of place - see chapter 11). The depth and intensity of feeling
implicit even in Heideggers approach is not itrelevant, any more than is the
search for adequate poetic languages, representations, symbolic systems. Sartre’s
existentialism owes as much, after afl, to Marx as t Heidegger. The danger
arises when such modes of thought are postulated as the sole basis of politics
{in which case they become inward-looking, exclusionary, and even neo-
fascisric), when it was surely Marx’s intent to search for the unity within the
duality of existential and mediated experiences of the world. Exploring that
duality has to be at the center of ecosodialist politics, implying an uncomfort-
able but instructive duality of values between the purely instrumental
{mediated} and the existential {(unmediated).

2. Socigl Relations and LEeological Project:

Explorations of our “species potential” and our capacity for “self-reatizacion”

- tequire that we take cognizance of the relation between ecological projects and

the social relations needed 1o initiate, implement, and manage them, Nuclear

- power, for example, requires highly centralized and nondemocraric power

‘relations coupled with hierarchical command and control structures if ifis to

- work successfully. Objections ro it therefore focus as ruch on the social

relations it implics as on the ecological problems of health and long-term
hazardous wastes, The nature of many of the ceological projects undertaken
in the Soviet Union likewise required sodial relations that were fundamentally

at odds with the theorerical project of constructing a new society founded on
. egalitarianism and democracy. But this sort of critique is the easy part. For if
.we turn the equation around, and state that the only kinds of ecological projects
-t be undertaken are those which are consistent with nonhierarchical, decen-

tratized, highly democratic, and radically egalitarian social relations, then ehe
range of possible ecological projects becornes highly restricted, perhaps even
ife-threatening for substantial numbers of peaple. Adoption of such a stance
‘ertainly does not accord with the epen explorarion of our species potentiality
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and would probably militate againse the alleviation of the tangible material
: k ion lives.

isery in which much of the world's pO?}!lﬁ.t&Gl} . o

ﬁn'sfe‘}?;ri:nis, here, no resolution to what will always be ,acen:radlcc;;ry satu;zit: ;Zi

save that (;:f recognizing fully the nature of the tension and see ns p?zc.ﬁac

ways to live with its effects. More immediately, we have also to recogn!

i in ki ial
3 i jation © cure” of certain kinds of soc
offects that anise from the insranclanon in na

i y ONISMPCrary oco-
at if. for cxample, we view, as 1 think we must, © poraty
O incorparaing i i { cities and the capital and
scerms as incorporasing the bailt environments o e capits’ ane
Sc}ommodity flows that sustain them, and if these ecosystems are in ations
1 3 tophicaily
of capitalist social relations, then what feastble (as oppe;csi solcatast ﬁr}lis i
deﬂricdve) <ocal and ecological transtormations are available 1o u?,gﬁ% i
by no means an €asy QuESTiON 10 answer bue here, tao, the ty;ncnt!sh_im -
i 131
simplistic answers on offer from much of the ecological moveme ply

not do {see chaprer 13).

3. The Question of Technology

“Technotogy discloses man's mode of dealing with 3&&;&:, téxe p{zii)ecx:nsls 9;;5
i i his life, and thereby also iays bare
roductior whereby he sustains his life, ' >
Ef foil;ation of his social relations, and of the m_ermﬂ concepiions A;hage ac;w
from them” (Marx, 1967: 352). White it is plainly wrong a;citr; uudctez
rechnological determinism 1O Mary {“discloses cannczl h; rejes ;Scmbed_
mines™), the cenrrality of rechoology f;né of tcch_tzologm) cl ;Lm et
ding social relations in ecolopical projects fand vice Vcrsabn% e e
ttention has to be paid o this issue. Grundmann (1991b) is here, My :
At strong grounds when he points 1o some of the deep tensg_m:i in mi ;
112; ‘a?proaci'l. I£, for example, machinery sgopﬁyycé by g_t;:;:tgf :}112;{2& r
cassess workers of their surplus value but also deprives them
i:g?;::lis\jt; wh;ie medjating their refations to narnrcﬂm a}@s&aﬂ:{x-g z:y;r ;?;:t
i insi the collectivity ©
- realization {however much we msist on the | y of
Sﬂiirsheml 1:‘:1;163] far authentic “re-enchantment } may be in jeopardy i;
i;lchno}ogfcal rcasons. Some kinds of technologi:es run couNter even tohigh
aim of egxercising greater control over natuie 51[];& IEEY m;:g@;; b
i inimal soci its. the probie
siropmental risks and minimal social bene}zts» e oes €ve
f:l[::mrnﬂ}fe{?e rechnological mixes that capiulism begueaths m{ﬂimfilﬂ ;t:;
p;rg;iar mixes of socio-ecological projects) either k;avc :1 E:fc FOULT ti;f}%) ;w
( i ; Iy mansformed in ways that
nany ccologists now suggest) of gradua A

szcgzz ‘I‘ith socialist social relations, and of the mental conceg;tlon (st
those concerning the relaton t© nature) that llow from them. Argy
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choices that minimize as opposed to accentuate risks in the metabolfic relation
to naiuee is then a key parc of the social and political problem to be resolved.

4. The Dialectics of Commonality and Difference

Since much of the radical ecological critique now in vegue has its roots in
anarchism, it has gypically taken the path of emphasizing comenunity, locatity,
place, praximity to "nawure,” pardeuladty, and decentralization {(deeply
antagonistic to state powers) 2s opposed te the more traditional secialistic
concerns wirth the vniversality of prolerarian struggles and the overthrow of
e capitalism as a world-historical system of domination. Any ecosocialist project
LA has to confront that opposition. Here [ think a more gengraphical historical
materialism, one that is more ecologically sensitive, hkas much o offer, both
in terms of analysis as well as in terms of prospective transtormations. The
general straggle against capitalist forms of domination is always made up of
particular struggles against the specific kinds of socio-ecological projecrs in
which capitalises are engaged and the distinctive social relations they presuppose
{against commercial forestry and dimber manapement in the Himalayas as
against large-scale water projecrs in California or nuclear power in France}. The
articulation of socialist principles of srruggle therefore varies greatly with the
nature and scale of cthe sacio-ecological project o be confronted. And by the
same token, the narure of the socialist transformation sought depends crucially
upor: the socio-ecological possibilities that exist in relation to particular
projects, looking very different in Nicaragua or Zimbabwe from how it looks
in Sweden and very different in rerms of muldnational finance from Low Ie
looks in terms of medical wastes dumped next to houvsing projects, Bur it is
at this point that the genera! presumptions of the tansiton te socialism deserve
to be reflected upon. Socialism is not necessarily about the construction of
homogeneiry. The exploration of vur specics potendality can presumably also
be about the creative search for and exploration of diversity and heterogeneiry.
‘Socio-ecological projects, much more in wne with confronting questions of
“alienation {and re-enchantraent} and opening up diverse possibilities for self-
realization, can be regarded as fundamentally part of some socialist future. The
 Failures of capitalism to produce anything other than the uneven geographical
develapment of bland, commaoditized, homogeneity Is. surely, one of the most
“itriking fearures of its failures.

The radical ecological literature that focuses on place construction,
'jbiorcgionalism, and the like here has something creative to offcy, paedy as an
cellent ground for critique of capitalism’s production of waste {do we really
“need to ship British beer to Australia and Australian beet o Briwind} as well
<4 its production of serial conformity in urban design and the like. Mumford
ishfully depicted the region, for example, “like its corresponding artifact, the

ty, [as} a collective work of art” not found “as a finished product in nare,
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not solely the creation of human will aﬁjh fantasy.” leikdie; tl;l{ ;sgﬁaﬁ;
i jonical transformation, such a way o ¢
g;fiﬁ:ciiczf Igmlamrc” as diverse localized works e?f art wupﬁd md-;zic
creation of ecosystemic differences which can sespect diversity O.f < n;:,d .p'ewSi ,
and ecosystems, The richness of hum;nthcapif;:t}‘ for co{;;léicc;;y zd d;:,gi. S;:};
i cm:ticxt of the frec exploradion of the nchness, €0 A —
Ze;[rln;:aolu.ntc1'~::d in the rest of nature canalb.cc?rlfc g ﬂtzrliiajti ::i} a:: a;zioigl;;t
ject, © # cavs 2 bioregionalist kke Berg ic E: : .
?;‘g}c’?{nhfgils Ef‘ti;i;aii?cf cmlscieflisness’ determined in large part by theﬁplac:
“?v;E dwell in, the work we do, and the pmgle with .th}m we .Shar:;am{‘thze;-
And there is absolueely no :cas;g 1imt w0 f:ollllgow is}x}m ;1;1 s;rgtﬂn;fc gm:: e
i i inable human cuitares & t
if:‘f;:; :vfocf?c{f? oafrd;x‘:f:: t%n so doing he is czhoing something that derives
g 1 Raymond Williams as from Heidegger. S
* g:::d\ivimaiso l’gtmherc the point of dcpafmrc 0? _emmaaltsmb;remisp;:;
bioregionalist, place, and local communit?nen pol;{_lcs. The p(is ergﬁemem
there 15 more thaa a hint of autho;itariams-m, smv.el‘llancz an O(Hé inement
in the enforced localism of such 2 éccx:nuszillzcd‘ p;i:é;c}sg Z}?efih ;;a;x:}ci belief thax
{1} respect for hunan diversity is compatipie with Th atal
{zi:d soiieticc will necessarily construce t.hefﬁselvm upon d::_i ifihikgmz
values of democracy; liberty, freedom, justice and c{her‘s.tz a;:i: df:]ikc ol
{Sale, 1985) rather than in terms of stavery, sz:axual opfzc:s'lon, . ﬂa‘:hté <
Dobson, 1990: 122), (2} thar the “impm'cnshm:xilt which o 1;1 ao raches &
communal autarky and strong reserictions on foreign trad; c:,;mh e overcorn Q,F
and {3) that restricrions on population movements coupl::i ;?t ;):n husions
disruptive “foreigners’ can somechow be squared Tﬁl idea sY of m: . 5
individual freedoms, demaocracy, and openness to ‘othe:s. c;mg S.n'ﬂﬂ;mr_
salutary warnings (see chapter 12) concerning the mghrmz;:: o co;n; unites
fan politics 1 which community is deﬁncd' as zzgmm; others an : ;wt fore
formulated in an entirely exclusionazy, chauvinisuc, anc racist &g}? mDObson
casily avoided. When Goldsmith condescendingly writes {cite ld};; anowcé
1990: 97). for example, that “a certaln numl?er of forelg_ncrs ;ot; tlowed
<0 serdle,” but that they would not “partake in the running o A f:”c-c;m}eanin,
unril such time as che citizens elecied them 10 E.}e of their numhcn ¢ ed < E‘ogr
rowards a politics of exclusion that 13 neoﬁfascist becomes rather too clo ot
camfore. The “ecologism” of the right-wing imr_zba{d}' {cn?gties L;ﬁ_es thert
fraly, for example, shares exactly such a pa{s]?ectwe not only wi ; ;B i e
the immigration of pon-Ttalians but? a%so w}th respect {0 MOV o T
southern Iraly. Furthermose, there is in this thinking a Eresu[hmp o
hioregions are given, by nature of by h!sto.ry, mthc€ tha% thar 61:;7 e
by avariety of intersecting processes operating at quize di e:;m e ig)oa o
spatial scales. In other words, bioregions get thought Zut, ot
undialectical fashion, 2s the things rather than as unstable products Heing
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processes. This then provekes the question: at what scale should a Sisregion,
place, or human community be defined?

Ecosocialist politics must, we can conclude, pay attention te a politics in
which “universality” has a dual meaning. This is best expressed in Young’s
{1990a: 105} rule that “aniversality in the sense of the participation and
inclusion of everyone in moral and social life does not imply universality in
the sense of adoption of a general point of view that leaves behind particalar
affiliations, feclings, conunitments, and desires.” The perpetual negoriarion of
the relation between those twe senses of universality, whether read across
differences of gender, ethnicity, or other social affiliation or across the diversity
of secio-ecological projects that mighe be explored uader socialism, must
therefore remain at the heart of ecosocialist thinking.

5. The Question of Temporal and Spatial Scales

At first sighe, the question of scale appears as a purely technical marter. Where,
for example, do coosystemns (or socio-ecological projects) begin and where do
theyend, how doesa pond differ from the glabe, how is it that processes which
operate with profound effect at one scale become irrelevant at another? “lisues
of appropriate scaling,” Haila and Levins (1992: 236) argue, “are among the
fundamental theoretical challenges in the understanding of sociery—narare
interactions.” There is, they say, “no single “correct” way” to define tempaoral
and spatial scales: these are constituted by the organisms considered so that
different scales are simultaneously present at amy particular site in nature (see
chapter 10}. It, as is in the dialectical view (sce chapter 2), there are ne basic
units to which everything can be reduced, then the choice of scale at which
to examine processes becomes both crucial and problematic, The difficaly is

compounded by the fact that the temporal and spatial scales at which human
beings operate as ecological agenis have also been changing, Cronon (1983

99) notes, for example, how even before colonial setrlement began in New

England, long-distance trade from Europe was bringing two hitherco largely

Jisclated ecosystems inte contact with one another in such a way 25 1o com-

mercialize the Indians’ matceial cultute and dissolve their carlier coological
practices. i we think these days of the scale defined by the commodity and
money Hows that put cur breakfasts upon the table, and how that scale has
changed aver the last hundred years, then immediarely it becomes apparemnt

thas there is an instability in the definition of scale which arises out of practices

of capital accumulation, commodity exchange, and the like (sec chapters 9

“and 10].

. Yet, as Smith (1992: 72} remarks, “the theoty of the production of geo-

z-grapiaica[ scale” {to which I would add also the production of weoiporalivies)

“is grossly underdeveloped.™ It seems to imply the production of a nested
ierarchy of scales (from global to local) leaving us always with the political-
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far hetter articulated in his novels than in his culwaral theorizing. My purpose
here is not. 1 should make plain, to hold up Williams a3 some paragon of vircue
on these matters, Indeed, [ accept the criricism that the nearer he steers to what

might be called “culoural holisri” ~ the view that cultare must be understeod

as a “whole way of life” and thar social practices have © be construed as
“indissoluble elements of a continuous social material process” — the closer he
comes to an organicist view of the social order; 2 community’ characterized
by a certain “seructure of feeling” as a “total way of life” that cannot help but
be exclusionary with respect to oursiders and in some respects oppressive for
insides too. “The critical interventions of Said (1989) and of Gilroy (1 987}
strongly point out the difficulty with respect to outsiders, the latter accusing
Williams of complicity with a metropolitan colonialism and imperialism by
virtue of his situatedness within the “structures of fecling” that were associated
with working-class supporr for the British Empire. A purely organicist view
rmsakes it equally difficalt to examine multiple forces of oppression and domina-
tion within a cultural configuration. Williams, it is generally acknowledged,
is nowhere near sensitive enough on the gender issue, for example, though,
again, he felt he handled such questions much more firmly in his novels than
in his theorizing, Romarr's (1993) sympathedic and conscructive critiGue of
some of the pitfalls into which Williams sometimes seems to fall is exemplary
in exposing some of the dangers as well as the opportunities that Williams
creates from both a ferninist and a more racially sensitive perspective. These
is no doubt either, that Williams’ reluctance to lec go of “lived experience” leads
him to accept, as Halt (1989: 62} has remarked, 2 rather "empiricist notion of
cxperience” as if there is nothing problematic about raking daily experience as
a direct basis for theory constzuction. Williams' reticence in chis regard has even
led some. like Snedeker (1993}, to conclude, erroneously I believe, that
Williams made no real theoretical contributions ar all, save giving Gramscis
notions of hegemony a new and somevwhat more puanced lease of life. Yer there
is a certain paradox at work here for it is alse true, as Snedeker (1993: 113)
concedes, that Williams influcnce, in spite of all his supposed defects, “rernaing
powerful in contemporary cufraral studies, with their emphasis on the counter
hepemonies of feminist, Third World, and working class movements.”

1 will not ey either o defend or offer a sysrematic critique of Williams in

the contraversial scances he took on politics and culture [see the edited

collections by Fagleton {1989) and Dworkin and Roman {1293} for extended
discussions]. Bur there are two crucial points conceraing his work that help
explain why so many of his mosr renchant critics find themschves returning
so often to his formulations. The fitst concerns the dialectical way in which
his concepts get formuiared. Consider, for example, the following passage:

T most description and analysis, culture and seciety are cupressed in an habirual
past tense. The strongest barrier to the recognizion of heman culrural aciivity
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is this immediate and regular conversion of experience into fAnished products.
What is defensible as a procedure in conscious history, where on cerrain
asstmptions feany actions can be definitheely saken as having ended, is habitoally
projected, not only into the always moviag substance of the past, bur into
contemporary life, in which relationships, instinutdions and formations in which
we are sull actively iavolved are converted, by this procedural mode, into
formed wholes rather than forming and formative processes. Analysis is chen
gemred on relations between these produced imstitudons, formarions, and
experiences, so thar aow, as 1 thar produced pase, only the fixed explicic forms
cxist, z}md ltving presence is always, by definition, receding. {Williams, 1977
128-9

Williams is net immune from the tendency to produce alienated conceptions
that insmanciate “formed wholes” as dominants over *forming and formative
processes.” But certainly in dhis passage he declares a swong preference for
dialectical readings that prioritize the understanding of processes over things,
se that any organicist notion of community, for example, Is necessarily
tempered by the knowledge of the complicated flows and processes that sustain
it. Williams here charts a terrain of #hesresical possibilities in which the
reducdion of relations between people into relations between concepes can be
as-continuously challenged as can our understanding of relationships, mstiw-
dions, and forms be brought alive by focusing attention on the processes at work
producing, sustaining, or dissolving them.

. The second point Is that the manner of “embeddedness” [as contemporary
* saciologists — such as Granovetter {1983) — like to refer ro it} of political action
whar anthrapelogists likz to term “intimate culture” {Lomnitz-Adler, 1991)
imultanecusly empowering and problematic. Bug it also follows that the
_ abstractions to which we appeal cannot be understood independently of whar-
it:is that political and thearetical activity iz embedded in, and whatever
1is that social life is being intimate about. A study of some of Williams’
irmulations can here be extremely helpful, since he both uses and systematic-
estions the notion of embeddedness and intimare culrare thronghout
k: In whar follows, I shall pay particular attention ro the way Williams
ats m%'imnm?zl; space and place as framing concepts that kelp define what
eas might méan.

; _IIL The Novel as Environmental History

oiiy fmgers <lose on this lichened sandstone. With this stone and this grass,
ezith, this place was received and made and remade. Its generations
:but all suddenly present. {People of the Black Monnwming, Yol 1,
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So ends the opening statement of Williams” last and unfinished novel. The
story begins in 23,000BC and passes across periods of vast environmental and
social change. The second story, for example, is set at the edge of the great ice
sheer thar surrounded the Black Mountains at the maximum point of glaciation
in 16,000BC. Subsequent episodes take up the advent of settled agriculuare,
writing, and other key moments of transformation of both the physical and
social environment through human action. The carlier rcconstructions draw
heavily on ascheological, paleological, and emvironmental history (the list of
sonrces furnished at the end of volume 2 is extensive indeed) while the later
periods lean much more heavily on the works of economic, social, and cultural
historians, making this a fictional account deeply rooted in thase material
realities identified through sesearch across a wide range of disciplines. In
episode after episode, the people who have traversed and scruggled in that place
are imagined into life. : .

So why was one of Britain's most eminent socialist thinkers, in the very last
fictional work he undertook, wriring the social and eavironmental history of
the Black Mounmins?

One partial answer to that question presumably lies in Williams' insistence
that social beings can never escape their embeddedness in the world of nature
and that no conception of political action could, in the fina! analysis, afford
abstractions that did not encompass the fact. “Natuze” was a key word for
Williams (1983b: 219) — perhaps “the most complex word in the language”
since the idea of it “contains, though often unnoticed, an extraordinary amount
of human history ... both complicaced and changing, as other ideas and experi-
ences change” (Williams, 1980: 67}. An enquiry ints environmental history
as well as into changing conceptions of nature therefore provided a privileged
and powerful way to enquire into and understand social and caltural change,
Williams construes the social and crvironmental dialectically, as different faces
of the same coin. Close attention to the environmental side was, however,
bound 1o throw into relief certain fearurcs that might otherwise be missed. His
materialistre and critical realism always see to it that work {or what he elscwhere
walls “livelihood™) — broadly undcrstood as simultancously Life-giving and
culturally creative activity — is the fundamental process through which our
relation to and understanding of the world of narure gets constituted. “Once
wee begin to speak of men mixing their labour with the ezrth, we are in a whole
wortld of new relations between man and nature and to sepatate natural history

from social history becomes extremnely problemaric” {Wittiams, 1980: 76). Such |

a dialectical and cransformative view of how specific social relations connect
to new ways of mixing labor with the land, is net unique to Williams. It echoes,
for example, the vicws of Mam and Engels that “as long as men exist, the
history of nature and the history of men are mutaally conditioned” because
by “acting on the external world and changing it, [we] at the same time change
[our] own nature” {Mar, 1967: 173). William Cronon (1983: 13-14), the
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doyen of the contemporary movement w cteate z distinctvely environmental
form of history, makes a similer argumenc:

An ecological history begins by assuming 2 dypamic and changing relationship
between environment and colture, one as apt o produce contradictions as
conrinuities. Moreover, it assumes that the ineractions of the two are dialectical,
Enviconment may initially shape the range of choices available to 2 peaple ata

iven moment bur chen culture reshapes envitonment responding to those
choices. The reshaped enviroament presenis 2 new set of possibilites for culraral
reproduction, thus sctting up a now cycle of mutual derermination. Changes
in the way people create and re-create their livelihood must be analysed in
terms of changes not oaly in theit seciaf relztions bur in their evnlogical anes as
well.

But the environmental history of the Black Meunrains is aot something that
evalves purely in place. The novel records waves of migratien and coloniza-
tiots which situare the history of the Black Mounwins in a marrix of spatializy,
constituted by the flows and movements pulsing across Europe and beyond.
The distinctiveness, or what Williams affectionarely calls the “sweetess of the
place” gets constructed through the working out in that place of interventions
and influences from cutside. The three themes of place, space, and environ-
ment are dghily interwoven in this particular novel as inseparable elements in
complex processes of social and eavironmental wanstormation,

““But why choose the novel as a vehicle to explore these themes? Why not
write straight environmental history, or rest content with the abundant source
terials upon which Willizms draws? I think there are two reasons.

The first is explicitly laid out in the novels as key characters reflect on the
of the knowledge and understandings they hold. In Peaple of the Black
{Val. 1, pp. 10-12) we find Glyn — the person through whom the
and:tales of the past become historically present — reflecting on discip-
kiovdedges of the place:

- m:ls of scrutiny that were built into these disciplines had their
akncsses .. ‘Ther weuld reduce what they were saudying to an
> ure; in the worst cases to material for an enclosed career. If fives

... At his books and maps in the library, or in the house
;fﬂi_ thiere was 2 common history which could be wanslated anywhere,
i IY of evidence and rational inquiry. Yet he had only to move
1ountains fn_r\a differenz kind of mind to assent itself: siubbarnly
el reaching beyound to 2 wider common flow, where touch
record and anabysis; not history as narrative but stories as
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This is a Faniliar theme in Williams™ novel {and it presages the move within the
discipline of history of 2 shift from narrative to stoty form}. In Border Conntry
{p. 10} we similarly encounter Matthew Price, like Williams, Cambridge-
educated son of a railway signalman from a rural Welsh community, but now
fictionally placed as a university lecturer in economic history in London. His
work on population mevements in Wales in the ninetecnth century has hiran
impasse. The dara are all therc but something is missing: -

The techniques [ have learned have the solidity and precision of ice cubes, while
a given temperarure is maincained. But it is a emperature 1 can’t really maintain:
the daor of the box keeps flying open. It's hardly 2 population movement from
Glynmawr to London, but it’s a change of substance, as it must have been far
them, when they keft their villages. And the ways of measuring this are not only
outside my discipline. They are somewhere else altogether, that T can Jeel bt
st hasdle, towch but not grasp. [my walics]

The implication is clear enough and applies with grear force to Williams' own
work, Concerned wish the lived lives of people, the novel form aliows him to
represent the daily qualitics of thosc lives in ways that could not be handled
or grasped by other means. So while on the one hand Williams insists that his
novels should not be treated as scparate from his cultural theorizing, he also
frecly admits that e found some themes far easier to explore in his novels than
in his theoretical work {Williams, 1989%: 319).

Bur there is another reason hehind the choice of & novel form. He wants to
‘emphasize the ways in which personal and particular choices made under given
conditions are the very essence of historicalgeographical change. The novel
is not subject 1o closure in the same way that more analytic forms of thinking
are. There are always choices and possibilities, petpesually unresobved tensions
and differences, subde shifts in structures of feeling all of which stand ta aler
the terms of debate and political action, even under the most difficule and dire
of condizions. Williams greatly admired Brecht’s theater. Brecht, he says, dis-

coverad “ways of enacting genuine alicrnatives: not so much as in rraditional
drama, through the embodiment of dlternatives in opposing characters, but .
by their embodiment in one pewson, whe lives through this way and then

that and invites us to diaw our own conclusions” (Williaras, 1961: 157} This

means “there is no imposed resolution — the tension is there to the end, and

we are itvited to consider it.” All of Williams' centrat characrers live that ren-
sion. The stories of the people of the Black Mountains are precisely about chat
also. Politically this allows Williams to remind us of the way in which these
pooples, by virtue of the cheices they made and the ways they lived cheir lives
are “all histotically present.” His aim is empowerment in the present through
celebrating the strength and capacity to survive in the past. But there i
something else at work teo:

Militanr Particalarion and Giobal Ambition 29

The crisis which came ta me on the desth of my father, who was a socialist and
a ratbway worker - I haven’t beer able te explain this ro people properdy, perhaps
1 explained it partly in iy novel Border Couniry— was the sease of a kind of defear
for an idet af value. Mayhe this was an unreasonable response. All righs, he died,
ke died wo early, but men and wornen die, But it was very difficult not o see
hitn as a victim at the end. [ suppose it was this kind of experience which sent me
back to the historical novel I'm now writing, People of ibe Black Mowmtaing, about
the moveinents of history over a very fong period, in and through 2 parricular place
in Wales. And this history Is a record of .. defeat, invasion, victimization,
oppression, When one sees what was done to the people who are physically my
ancestors, one feels it ta be almost incredible ... The defeats have ocourred over
and over again, and what my novel is ther: trving o explore Is simply the condition
of anything surviving at all. [f's not a matter of the simple patriotic answer: we'te
Welsh, and stll here. It's the infinite resifience, even deviousness, with which
people have managed te persist in profoundly unfavourable conditions, and the
atriting diversity af beftehs in which they've expressed thefr antonony. A sevse of value
whith bas war its way through diffevent kinds of appression of different forms ... an
ingrained and indestructible yet akw changing embodimens of the posibilities of
camiznan fife. (Williams, 198%a: 321-2) [my italics]

The embeddedness that Williats celebrates is the ability of human beings, as

" soeial beings, to perpetuate and nurture in their daily lives and culoural pracrices

the possibifity of common values in the midst of a suiking heterogeneity of

beliefs. The maintenance of such values depends crucially, however, upon a
 certain kind of interpersonal relaring thar typically occurs in parricular places.

IV, The Dialectics of Space and Place

t were people building in the Black Mountains? It was place that was
received and made and remade.” But what did “place” mean to Williams?
tone of his key words (though “community” which is generally given
und connotation in his work is}. Nevertheless:

few ‘.th‘:::ory of sacialism eanst now cenmally involve plece. Remember the
it was that the proletariar had no country, the factor which diffure-
t from the peoperty swning classes. But place has been shown to be 2
elefnent izthe bonding process — mote so perhaps for the working class
Apital-owning dasses — by the explosion of the international econonyy
descructive effects of deindustrialization upon old communities. When
$ moved on, the importance of place is more elearky revealed. (Williams,

< af workirer-class political action is, accoriing to this account,
= In his novels, howeves, the meaning of place becomes
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particularly clear, The processes of place creation and dissolution —again a very
dialectical conception as compared to the formed entity of an actual place —are
active moments in the action. But the constitution of place cannot be abstrac-
ted from the shifting patterns of space relations. This principke is constandy
reiterated in Peaple of the Black Mountains and it also informs the incredibly
rich literary analysis of The Country and the City. It is rendered even more vivid
in the strike episode in Border Couniry. political consciousness in 2 rural Welsh
viliage community, traversed by 2 railway line along which goods and
information fow, gets ransformed by virtue of its reladon o the miners strike
in South Wales, only in the end to be sold out by decisions taken in London.
In an essay on the general strike of 1926 Williams {1989a: 105-6) makes clear
how the episode in Border Country was shaped only after long conversations
with his father. He then reflects on the structure of the problem as follows:

These men at that conntry station were industrial workers, rade unionists, in
4 small group within a primarily rurel and agricaltural economy. All of them,
fike my father, scill had close connections with thar agriculeurad fife. .. Ar the
sasme time, by the very fact of the raitway, with the trains passing through, from
the cities, from the facrosies, from the ports, from the collieries, and by the fact
of the telephone and the telegraph, which was especially important for the
signatmen, who through it had a community with other signalmen overa wide
social nerwork, talling beyond their work with men they might never actually
mxt b whom, they knew very well chrough vaice, opinien and story, they were
patt of a modern industrial working class. -

The strike episode shows how something special is achieved in that place —in
this case a realization of class consciousness and an understanding of the
possibitizy (and this word is slways lurking in the margins of all Williams
discussions) of a real alternative. But this possibility is arrived at through he
inerpalization within thar particular place and community of impulses
originating from outside. Haw external impulses were transformed into a very
local “structure of feeling” is a crucial part of the story. Something very special
occurred in the fictional Glynmawr (the strike, he narrates, had raised the
prospects of common improvement” to anl extraordinary practical vividoess”

_ Border Country, p. 153) and the acrual Pandy to give a meaning to socialism

that was of 2 peculiarly high order, thus making the tragedy of its sell-out froi’
afzr particularly devastating. :

But there is a counrerflow at work here. After the collapse of the sirike, one;
of its dynamic leaders, Morgan Prosser, takes to daing business deals uadl
ultimately becomes the biggest businessman in the valley, only in the end
be bought out by corporate capital. Says Morgan:

“this place is finished, as it was. What matters from now on is not the fields.
ot the mounsains, but the road. Thers'll be no villge, as a place on its owr.
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There'll ‘§11=st be a name you pass through, houses along the road. And thar’s
whete you'll be living, wind. On a roadside.” (Border Counry, p. 242}

‘While Morgan always profasses his willingness to give up his business ways if
another genuine alternative for common betterment can be found, he pushes
home relentlessly the view that the only choice is either to *serde” in place and
talee what comes or to intetnalize whatever can be had from the external Forces
at play and use them to particular, personal, or place-bound advantage.

In TF= Fight for Munad, this local internalizadion of capiralistic values becomes
even moie apparent. Says Peecr Owen, the radical sociologist cuopred to look at
?‘rhu a new town built in the rural backwater of Manod in Wales mighe mean
“the actual history is back there in the bivedy cenue: the Birsﬁngham—,
Dusseldorf axis, with offices in London, Beussels, Paris, Rome.” “What always
breaks us up is this money from outside” complains a local resident Gwen {p.
140). As the 1ale of secret land company procurements comes o light, we see

Bow a faceless capiralism exercises a deeply corrupting influence on everyone
in the place:

- The companies. And then the distance, the everyday obvicusness of the distance,
o berween that lane in Manod, alf the immediate problems of Gwen and Ivor am:l
- “Trevor and Gethin and the others: the distance from them to this register of

.- companies, but ar the same time the selations are sa solid, se registerad. The
- transactions reach right down to them. Not just a5 a force from outside but as
force they've engaged with, are now pars of. Yet still a force that cases nothing
‘about them, that's just driving its own veay. (Fight for Muned, p. 153)

at follows for Matthew is the bitter realization thar:

¢ What SCCrs OUf GWH Inferests, as these farmers are doing in Manod
- a -~ . . - . *
Tagainst [this process] but is part of ir; & its local reproduction.

s poses acute p’rcfblems of political identity depending upon the spatial
oss which political thought and action is construed as possible:

ks tI'om; Mcuaig,” Peter satd. “He lives in Lianidloes or in Europe, [ can’t
embet which.” Tom Meurig laughed. ...

can mak_c up l:iiS mind,” Perer said, “whether o proclim an immediare
of the Celc Peoples, with honorary membership for the Basques, or
L3Il f_}_r-m zke over Europe, with this new cormenunal socialism they've
Teaiming up in the hifls”

_'Ebose,j’ Meurig said, “or the third possibility: getding one of our
the Distric: Council.” (Fight for Manea, p. 133)

GX-(T"hange conceals an incredible tension, It turns out that the
of these external forces in Manod depends crucially apon a farmer
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on the district council having privileged knowledge of plans being hatched else-
where. The relevane place and range of political action {as well as action In the
nove]) cannot get resolved ourside of 2 particularly dialectical way of defining
loyalties to place across space. And within such loyalties we will always find a pecu-
liar tansion berween resistance and complicity to dominant social processes.

V. The Place of Socialist Politics

Williams tries to incorporate “place” more directly into socialist theorizing, The
key phrasc here is what Williams calls “militant particularism.” [ want to pay
particular attention to this idea since it captures something very important
about both the history and prospecss for socialism. Williams (1989a: 249; 115)
refleces s follows:

The unique and exeraordinzry character of working dass self-organization has
feen that ic has tried to connect paritcular struggles o a general strupgle it one
quite special way. It has set out, 45 2 mwovement, © make real what is at first
sight the extraordinary claim that the deferice and advancement of certain
particular interests, properly broughe togethet, are in fact the general interest.

Tdeals forged out of the affixmative experience of solidarities in one place get
encralized and sniversalized as 2 working model of a new form of society that
will benefic all of humanicy. This is what Williams means by “militant

particularism” and he sees itas deeply ingrained into the history of progressive
socialism in Britain as well as “z most significant part of the history of Wales.”
Ft is not hard to generalize the point, even though Williams himself was
reluctant to let go of the particularities and specificities of actual places as the
fundamental basis for his thinking. The French revolutionaries, after all,

proclaimed doctrines of “the rights of man”; the international workers move-

ment proclaimed the global wansitdon fo sacialism for the benefit of all; the

civil rights movement in the United States articulated a politics of universal
racial justice; certain wings of contemporary feminjsm and the ecology move-

ment project their militant particularism as the basis for a wide-ranging social

reconstruction that witl advantage, if not save, us afl.

Williams appears to suggest that many if noc & forms of political engage-:

ment have their grouading in some kind of militant particularism (such as tha
which 1 encountered in Cowley). Bur the difficuley is:

‘Thae because it had begur: a5 local and affitmative, assuming an unproblematic
extcnsion from its own local and community experience to a much more general
(movement, it was atways insafficiently aware of the quite systematic obstades -
which stoad in the way. (Williams, 198% 115)
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Such obstacles could only be understood through abstractions capable of
confronting processes not accessible to direct local experience. And here is the
rab. The moverfmm tangible solidarities undesstood as patterns of social life
organized in affective and knowable communities te a more abstract set of
conceptions that would have universal purchase involves 2 move from ene level
of abstraction — attached to place - to another level of abstraction capable of
reaching out across space. And in that move, something was bound ro be lost.
“In came,” Williams rucfally notes, “necessarily, the politics of negation, the
politics of differentiation, the politics of ahstract analysis. And these, whether
we liked them or not, wers now necessary even to understand what was hap-
penigg.” Even the language changes, shifting from words like “our commun-
ity,” and “our people” in the coalficlds to “the organised working class,” the
"proie{a.i'iat” and the “masses” in the metrapolis whete the abstractions are most
hotly debated (Layalries, p. 293}.

i__'f' he shift from one cenceptual werld, from one level of abstraction to
another, can threaten the common purpose and values that ground the militant
ga_r{icqlai’ism achieved in particular places:

,Thi_s, vras my saddest discovery: when I found that in myvelf ... that most crucial

- fprm of imperialista had happened. That s co say, wherze parts of your mind
* “ate raken over by a system of ideas, a system of felings, which realty da emanare
" fratm the power centre. Right back in your own mind, and right back inside the

o :fig?_tgfsed and deprived communiry there are reproduced clements of the
i ihinking and the feeling of that dominating cencre. .. If that negative polides

-i£ the only politics then it is the final victory of a mode of thought which seems
to'me the ultimate product of capitalist society. Whatever its political label it is
mode of thought which really has made relations between men inio relations
twedri things or relations between concepis. (Williams, 198%a: 117)

nsion between the differenc levels and kinds of abstractions to which
aa_ls_ncoessaziiy appeal in order to understand their reladion 1o cthe world,
iclazly vivid in his novels, often internalized within the conflicting
{ the protagonists. In Border Conntry, Matthew takes the name given
father into the wider world, but in Glynmaw: he is abways known as
ha gmex}ﬁs mother wanted. The duality of that identity — who is ke,
or Jillz — is perpetually at work throughout die novel. Caught io

it becomes almost impossible to find a language with which ta

gined o detachment: che language itself, consistently abstracring and
ing, §l_ip§)0:ted him in this. And the detachment was real in another
fé , in this house, both a child and a stranger. He could not speak as
uld noe speak reafly as himself at all, but only in the rerms that this
Border Coumiry, p. 83}
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The tension is registered even in the way in which a familiar landscape gets common meass to fight fascism in Spain, Out of that mecting comes 2 brief

remembered: passionate liaison berween a Welsh girl, Nesta, who has striking actistic talents,

. " N . and Norman, a young Cambridge stadent from an upper-class background.

Ie was cae thing to cuTy its image in his rzul_sd_, as he fiid, everywhere, never & The quiestion of their distinctive places, both materially and in the structure

day passing but he closed his eyes and saw i again, his only ladscape. Bur it of socicty; is raised itmmediately. She maintains that the place — Dan ]
was different to stand and look at the reafity. Towas not Jess beawtiful; every detai s made her whar she is; h sl en that 1 p ycape

of the land came up with its old excitement. But it was not still, as the image 1 place but th <15 he gracronsly concedes that it must therefore be &

had heen. Tr was no longer a Jandscape or a view, but valley that people were good prace but then urges hier ROt to get _smck in i, She remains for the rent

of her life there — the woman embedded in the particular place that has both

using. He rezlized as he watched, what had happened in going away. The valley
as landscape had been taken, bus its work fargotten. The visitor sees beauty: the
inhabitant a place where be works and has friends. Far away, closing his eyes, he

aurtured her and which she continues to nurnure — while he, the man, returns
t0 2 more cosmopolitan, internationalist, and scemingly rootess world of

had been sceing this valley, but as a visitor sees i, as the guide book sees it: this internarional political intrigue and scientific enquity. Though the two never

valley, in which he had lived more duan half his life. {Border Cosnry, p. 75) talk again after their brief initial encounters, the novel turns on the continuance

- of the tension between them primarily in the figure of Gwyn, the son born

This distnction berween a “tourist gaze” and lived lives in place is vital w0 out of wedlock between two class and gender positions — the one closely place-

Williams. Lived Yives and the sense of value that artaches thereto are cimbedded bound and the other ranging more widely across space — within a supposedly

in an environment actively molded and achieved through wotk, play. anda common politics defined largely through the Communist parry. Gwyn, like

wide array of cultural practices. There is a deep continuity here between the Matthew Price in Border Country internalizes the tension: raised in that place

environmental ambicnce of Berder Couniry and the more explidt environ- where Nesta dwells, he eventually goes to Cambridge to study, in part at che

mental history of Peaple of the Black Mounzains. Only at the end of the former insistence of Norman's sister, who performs a ceucial link mle nurturing a
novel can Marthew/Will come together, perhaps to reconcile the different = familial connection to Gwyn that Norman broadly ignorcs.

strncnures of fecling that arise through the mind that asserss jtself walking on  © ~ " 'The place-bound polirics arising out of the experience of dlass solidarities
the mountain and the knowledge achieved through the “polystyrene models and -g;néer relarions in Wales in radically different from the more abstract
and their theorerical equivalents™ conceptions held by academics and party leaders. The difference is nog, it

_ be noted, between parochialism and universalism. The miner, Bert, who
tely marries Gwyn’s mother and becomes Gwyn’s real father, fights in
pride other workers and students. When the student, who was close
rman at Cambridge, is killed in action, Bert acquires his binoculars {2
oii_;'if:rrain of vision?} only on his deathbed 10 hand them on to Gwyn.
sd fights in World War I (billed as “the ultimate war against fascist”),
3 hideous injury in Normandy that permanently disfigures his face
,éve_r carries the marks of his internationalist commitments on his

e it seems like the end of exile, Not going back, buz the feeling of exile ending.
For the distance s measured, acd that is what maters. By measaring the
Jistance, we come bome. (Border Country, p. 35 1}

Agzin and again, this same duality erupts in Williams' novels. The bacle
berween different levels of abstractions, between distinetively understood
particulasitics of places and the necessary abstracrions reguired to ke those
understandings into a wider realm, the right to transform militant particular-
ism into something more substantial on the world stage of capitalism — alf of
these elements become central lines of contradiction and tension that power
the story line of the novels: Loyalties turns crucially on such tensions. And in
that novel we ger a far profounder exploration of political dilemmas than conw
from any of the thearetical wotk.

EGwyn's biological father, dwells in a different world and fashions
the party and to the <ause in a radically different way. Perhaps
51 Burgess, Maclean, Philby, and Blunt (the Cambridge group who
et aigents during the 19305}, Norman, an accomplished scientist,
n°passing on scientific knowledge to the Commnunist powers,
gation, perperual mental pressures acquiring incernal mental
shes over whether to sustain loyalties contracted in one cz
nade sense, in a cold war world where conscience might dictate
£5¢ of action. Wiltiams does not, interestingly, condemn Norman,
: ﬁl‘dﬁaﬂlbed judgment is powerfully registered against these
thieif class” — “chey used us ... we know now we gort to do it

VI. A Question of Loyaltics

‘T'he story of Loyalties begins with a meeting in 1936 berween Welsh mind
and Cambridge University students on a farmstead in Wales to wotk 6
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by ourselves.” Gwyn echoss this judgment — Normaa and his il were the very
worst “because they involved in their betrayal what should have been the
alternative: their own working class party, their sodialism.”

But Gwyn's final angry confrontation with Norman (see below) is paralleled
by an extraordinary cutburst directed against Gwyn by his mother Nesta. The
occasion arises when she reveals to him two sketch portraits she has hidden
away — one of the young Normai, fair-haired and ethereal and the other ofa
now-deceased Bert, drawn after his return from the war, a portrait that “was
terrible beyond any likeness, as If the already damaged face was still being
broken and pulled apart.” Gwyn is deeply moved but can only say how
“intensely beautiful” the latter portrait is:

She was staring at him angrily, Her face and bady seemed twisted with sudden
pais, He was bewilderad because he had never seen her in cven ordinary angez.
She had been always so comained and quict and pleasant, always younger than
her age, self-possessed and shightly withdrawn.

“It is not beauiifull” she screamed, in 2 tesrible high veice.

“Mam, please, | didn’t raean thas” Gwyn struggled to say.

*De you understand nothing?” she screamed. “Do you know nothing? Have
you learned nothing?”

“Marn, all 1 meant—"

“It is not heautifull” she cried again. “It’s ugly. I's destroying! i's human
flesh broken and pulped?”

“Yes. Yes in him. But the trath, that you saw the truth =%

“It's ugly, it’s ugly!” she screamed now past all concral. {Loyaities, pp. 347-8)

This violent clash of sensibilities, of “structures of feeling” as Williams puts it.
says it all. The problem here is not only the level of abstraction at which the
world view of socialist politics pets constitured, but of the very different srruc-

tures of feeling that can attach to chose different levels of abstraction. Gwyn

has acquired the distance to look upon the portrait of Bert as a work of act,

as a thing of beauty precisely because it can capuute and represent the awfulness
of disfigurement with an elemental truth. Bur for Nesta if is not the sepre
sentarion that matrers, butr what Is being represented; the sheer pain of that

always remains fundamental and elemental.
‘T'he difficulties posed by the search for any kind of critical distance the

come more clearly into focus. In Border Country, for example, Macthew/% il

takes to climbing the nearby mountain, the Kestrel, and admiring the vie#
from on high. Looking at “the parch” where he kad been raised, he knew it

was not only a place, but peeple, yet from here it was as if no one fived there,
no one had ever lived there, and yey, in its stillness, it was 1 memory of himseld
.. The mountain had this power, 1o abstsace and to clarify, but in the end he »
could ot stay herce: he must go back down where he fived.
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And then:

Cn the way down the shapes faded and the ordinary identities rerurned. The
voice in his mind faded and the ordinary voice camc back. Like old Blakely
asking, digging his stick in the turf, What will you be reading, Will? Books, sir?
No berter not. History, sir. History from the Kestrel, where vou sit and watch
IMEIROY INOVYE, acE0ss the wide va]lt:y. That was the sense of it: 10 Watch, fix]
intesgret, to try and get clear. Only the wind narrowing the eyes, and so much
living in you, deciding what you will see and how you will se¢ it. Never above,
warching. You'll find whar yeou're warching is yoursell, {Horder Country,
PP 29133 '

But it is.not only the /evel of abstracton ar which different representations
operate that is vital bete. There is something else going on in these interchanges
that detives from the Aind of abstraction achievable given different ways of
acquiring knowledge of the world. There s a polarization in Williams
argument. Ingold (1993: 41}, in 2 rather different context, describes the opposi-
tion as that beoween 2 vision of the world as a sphere which encompasses us
oras a globe upoa which we can gaze:

- thelocal is not a more Limited or narrowly focused apprehension than the global

-,1-itds ‘onc that rests on an altogether different weode of apprehension — enc basccg
“on an active, percepinal engagement with components of the dwelt-in world,
- thie practical business of life, rather than on the derached. disinterested
bbservation of & world apart. In the local perspective the world is a sphete ...
red on: a particular place. From this experiential centre, the attention of those
G live there ts drawn ever deeper inip the world, in the quest for knowledge
understanding.

Bert and Nesta seem always to be reaching out from their centered
Danycapel — whereas Norman always tries to understand the world in
¢ atached way en route to his political commitmenits. Gwyn internalizes
P?l‘s{)@tivcs and is given with conflicting thoughts and feelings. Yer,
lidmg seetns to be saying, we cannot do without both kinds of abstracrion
o than_ we can do without the conflicting modes of representation that
j attach to them, Willlams tdes o define 2 complementary. even
cal rcia;ioﬁ berween the two visions, though I think icis cvident on what
it opposition he feels most comforrable, We should, he again and
G, never forget the brute ugliness of the realities of lived experience
_'sed._ We should not estheticize or theorize those lived realities
nce a5 kit pains and passions. To do so s to diminish or even to
: against injustice and exploitation that powers so much of
fQ_E sacial change. The formulaic view that “truth is beauty,” for
srves to be treated with the wrath thar Nesta metes out.
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‘The question of loyalties is defined, then, both by the fevel and kind of
abstraction throngh which political quesdons are formulared. As an affective
and emotive political force, loyalties always attach to certain definire structures
of feeling. The richest charactess in all of Williams' novels are precisely those
whe internalize different and conflicting loyalties to radically different struc-
cures of fecling — Gwyn in Loyalties or Matthew Price in Border Country and
Owen Price in Second Generation, And it is no accidenc that Williams turns
to the novel to explore the tensions. The Brechtian strategy is everywhere
apparent and suggests not only that the tensions can never be resolved but that
we should never expect them to be so. By perpetually keeping themn open, we
keep open a primary resource for the creative thinking and practices necessary
to achicve progressive social change.

This is a telling formulation of a problem that many must recognize. I recog-
nize it not only as somcone who, like Williams, weat from an English state
school tw a Cambridge cducation, but also more immediately in the contested
politics of the Cowley project. Where did my loyalties lie? Wiiliams' warnings
ate salutary. The possibility of betrayal looms, in our heads as well as in our
actions, as we move from one leve! of abstraction or from one kind of epistemol-
opy w another, The dissident shop-stewards in the Cowley car plant prebably

said unkindly words about me of exactly the sort that Bert said of “the dass
runaways” in Loyalties. Interestingly, Hayter inserted into the conclusion the very -
strong words of a shop-steward in the plant: “Betrayal is a process, notan -

individual act, and it is not always conscious.” While the comment was not
directed at me, it conld well have been in che light of our discussions.

But betrayal is a complex as well as a bitter term. Let me go back to the
fictional account in Loyadties {pp. 317-19). Here is how Norman’s close
associaie defends him o Gwyn:

“These are genuine acts of berrayal of groups to which one belongs. But you
have only ta look at the shifts of alliance and hostility, both the international
shifts and within them the complex alliances and hoscilities of classes, to know
how dynamic this definable quantity becomes. There are traitors within a class
to 2 nation, and within 1 pation to a dass. People whe live in times when these
Jovalties ate stable are more fortunate than we were.”

“Not only in times. In places,” Gwyr said.

In any case, Norman was involved in scientific research that had a compler
different domain of reference. This entailed: ’

a dynamic conflict within a highly specialized field. It was vital to prevent it,
throagh imbalance, reaching that exceptionally dangerous stage in which, by its’
own logic, it passed beyond nations and dasses and beyond all the loyalrics chat
any of ns had known. Excepr, perhaps, in the end, 3 simple fopaliy to the human.
species.
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Nothing of such moment was involved in the Cowley case of course. Although
there is one minor twist ac the end of Leyelies that would make the connection.
Norman, aliowed ro retire without disgrace, has boughr in a2 wood o save it
from development. In the face of Gwyn's accusation of class betrayal of “the
moratity of shared existence” that underlies the militant particularism of a
community like Danyeapel, Norman arpnes:

You abuse what you call my class but what you are really abusing is knowledge
and reason, By the way the society is, it is here, with us, that ideas are generated.

So it has been with sodalism: at once the good ideas and the errors, Yet we have
begun to coirect them, and this 1s all that can be done, In reason and in con-
science our duty now is not to something called sodalism, it is to conserving and
 saving the earth. Yer nothing significant for either i generated among what you
eall your fellow countrymen. Indeed, that is, precisely, their deprivadon. kisalso
 their imadequacy, and then what arc you asking of me. That I should be loyal to
ignorance, to shorusightedness, to prejudics, because these exist in my fellow
counerymen? That [ should stay sidll and connive in the destruction of the earth

- because my fellow countrymen are taking part in it? And that I should do this
" because of some traditional scruple, that I am bound te isherit 2 common
o inadequacy, 2 common ignorance, because its bearers speak the same zongue,
- inbabit the same threatened iskand? What morality, really, do yon propose in tha2

Gwyn’s response s sharp enough:

; W_i_;at you thoughe about comumunism, what you now think about natmire, i no
tnare than & projection of what suitzd you. The fact thar for others cach belief
bstantial metely crabled yon to decetve them. (Lopalties, p. 364)

ment in Lopaisies is not, of course sesolved. And I think Williams’
o'insist that it can never be. Loyalties contracted 3t one scale, in one

in terms of a particular strucrure of fecling, cannot easily be carried
it transformarion or translation into the kinds of Eeyalt‘ies required
ialism a viable movement either clsewhere or in general. Buc in
£ rranslation something important gets lost leaving behind a bitter
“of always unresolved tension.

L Loyaities, Identitics, and Political Commitments

leads to some uncomfortable political reflections. Let me depict
cir starkest. The socialist cause in Britain has always been powered
\t' articularisms of the sort that Williams described in Wales and [
L tered i Cowley. A good deal of historical evidence could, T believe, be
Support of that argument. A recent volume of essays on Fighting



A0 Ohripwiations

Back in Appalachia (Fisher, 1993) documents the point brillianity within the
Unired States. But those mititant particularisms — even when they can be
brought together into a national movement — as they have been at various
bistorical moments by the Labour Party in Britain — are in some senses
profoundly conservative because they rest on the perpetuation of patterns of
social relations and community solidarities — loyalties — achicved under a cer-
tain kind of oppressive and uncaring industrial otder. While ownership may
change (threugh nationalization, for example), the mines and assembly Hines
must be kept going for these are the material bases for the ways of social relating
and mechanisms of class solidarity embedded in particular places and com-
munities. Socialist politics acquires its conservadve edge because it cannot easily
be about the radical transformarion and overthrow of old modes of working
and living — it must in the first instance be about keeping the coal mines open
and the assembly lines moving at any cost (witness the tangles of induserial
policy of successive British Labour governments in the 1960s and 1970s}.
Should the struggle at Cowley be to keep the increasingly oppressive jobs in
the car plant going, or to seek ont differsnt, better, healthier, more satisfying
jobs in some quite different and more ecologically sepsitive system of produc-
cion? At 2 time of weakness and ne altematives, the Cowley strugple necessarily
focased on the former objective, buc [ kad the distiner impression that even
in the long-run and under the best of circumstances it would always be thus
for those working on the shopfleor, for these most strongly imbued with de
militant particularism associated with working ia the plant.

Thete is another way of putting this. Can the political and social identities
forged under an oppressive industrial orler of a certain sort operating in a certain
place survive the collapse ot radical rransfortation of thar order? The immediae
answer I shall profér is “no” {and again 1 think a good deal of evidence can be
marshalled to suppore that conclusion). If that is so, then perpetuation of those
political identities and loyaldes requires perperuation of the oppressive congdi-
tions that gave rise to them.

the same way that those women who have acquired their sense of self under
conditions of male violence return again and again to living with violent men

That parallel is instructive here. It is, as many Ferninists have argued and
many women have shown, possible to break the pattesn, to come out of the
depeadency. Working-class movements can similarly resain a rovolutionary
impulse while raking on new political identities under transformed condition
of working and Lving. But it is a long hard process that needs a lot of carefil
wark. Williams recognizes this difficulty explicitly in his discussion of

ecological issue:

It is no use simply saying o South Wales miners that all around them is an
ecolugical disaster. They already know. They live in it. They have lived in it for

Working-chass movements may then seek ¢
perpetuate of return o the conditions of appression that spawned therp, in much
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generations, They carry it with them in their lungs. ... But you cannot just say
to people who have commitred their lives and their conununities o cermain kinds
of production that this has all got to be changed. You can't just say: come our
of the ilarm_hzl industries, come out of the dangerous indusaies, let us do
sor;}et'hmg better. Everyihing will have o be done by negodation, by equieble
negotiarion, and it will have to be taken steadily along the way. {Wiltiams,

1989a: 220}

The worry at the end of that read of negotiation, is that socialist parties and
goveraments will only succeed in undermining the social and polirical identities

and loyaldes that provide the seed-bed of their own support (again, quite a bit

of evidence can be marshalled for that preposition in western Europe since
World War IT}. Socialism, it could be argued, is always about the negation of

the material conditions of Iss own political identity. But it so happens that
capitalism has fortuitously taken a parh chese last 20 years towards the elimina-

tion of many of the militant particularisms that have traditionally grounded
sacialist politics —~ the mines have closed, the assembly lines cut back or shut

down, the ship-yards turned silent. We then either take the position that Hayrer
voiced to me — thar the future of socialism in Oxford depended on the outcome

of a’struggle to get mass employment in car producton back inte Cowley (a
~view T could nor accept] or else we have to scarch for new combinations of

both old and new forms of militant particularism to ground a rather different
versior of socialist politics. I see no oprion cxcept to teke the fatwer path, how-
~ ever difficule and problemaric it may be. This does not entaif the abandon-
~inent-of class politics for those of the “new social movements,” bur the

3} hias recently remarked how we have done a very bad job of
o negotiate between and link across different spatial scales of social
anci political action. He emphasizes what I sec as a cenural confusion
nporary constructions of socialism arising out of “an extensive silence
estion of scale™

ryef geagraphical scale — more correctly the theory of the production
bical scale — is grossly enderdeveloped. In effect, there is no social
graEi}icai scale, not o mention an historical materialist one. And
ceucial part in our whoele geographical construction of macerial life.
Al al repression of Tianamen Square a local event, a regional or
€A, 0 was it an international event? We might reasonsbly assume
_i,i four; which immediarely reinforces the conclusion thar social life
and constricts some sore of nested hierarchical space rather than a
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moszie, How do we critdcally conceive of these various nested scales, how do
we athitrate and rransiate berween them?

Capitalism as a social system has sanaged not only to negotate but oftens to
actively manipulate such dilemmas of scale in its forms of class struggle. This
has been particularly truc of its penchant for achieving uneven sectoral and
geographical development so as to force a divisive competitiveness berween
places defined at different scales. But where does “place” begin and end? And
is there a scale beyond which "militant particularisi” becomes impossible w
ground let alone sustain? The problem for socialist politics is 1o find ways 1o
answer such questions, not in any fizal sense, but precisely throngh defining
modes of communication and tanslation between different kinds and levels
of ahstraction.

VIIL. On Conclusions
[ conceded that Hayter write the condlusion to The Faciory and the Cizy. The

book, after all, was larzely the result of her efforts. The tesult reads very oddly.
Broadly “workerist” assertions that focus exclusively on the struggle  regain

radical control in the plant are ameliorated here and these by questions about

overcapacity, community involyement, and the environment. The effect is
strange sincc it fails 1o identify any productive internalized tension. Thisisa
pity: there was an opportunity here not to seek dosure of an argument but to
use the materials in the book to reflect upon and learn from what had
happened, 1o open up a terain of discussion and debate. 1 canmor help
contrasting our effort with the far more thoughtful conclusion — largely
focusing upon the tension between class-based and plant-based Marxist
perspectives on the one hand and nco-populist communitarian perspectives
on the other — provided by Stephen Fisher in Fighting Back in Appalachiz, an
cdited collection of incidents of struggle and conflict in Appalachia that bas
many parallels in terms of the muldple voices it incorporates.

Odwr failure helps explain, T think, why Williams resorted to the novel to

explore ceriain dilernmas. The closuse that we often seem compelled 1o scarch

for in a piece of cultural os political economic research can more easily remain
polic y remiin.
perpetually open for reflection in the novel form, cven when, as happens ©:

Matthew Price, some sort of reconciliation becomes possible once “the distan

is measured.” Dual condusions to the Cowley book would have kepe 1ssues;

and options open, the tensions alive, at the same time as it would ha
highlighted the question of the different fevels 2nd kinds of abstractions.

In view of all this, 1 was quite startled ro read Williams novel Secosd:
Generation, sometime after the Cowley boel was &nished. This novel w82

published in 1964 and set in Oxford at around that tme. Ir revolves are
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the tensions ]?etween a university-based socialism on the one hand and the
contested politics within the car plant on the other. The opening paragraph
sets the scene for the problem of socialist politics in a divided city:

It you stand, today, in Between Town Road, you can see either way: west 1o the
spires and towess of the cathedral and colleges; east to the yards and sheds of the
oL wotks. You see differenr worlds, but there is no frontier between them;
there is only the movemenr and trafhc of a single city. {Second Generavion, p. 9;

Kate Owen, a local Labour Party organizer and wife of 2 union leader in the
plant is torn between loyalty to famtly and community 2nd the sexual freedom
that beckons from the other sids of the class divide within a university-based
socialism. Peter Owen, her son, is likewise caughe in between. He is studyin
for his docrorare in industrial sociolegy at an Oxdord college at the same tim%
as a viclent shopfloor struggle is wearing his father down and down in Cowley.
All the themes Williams develops elsewhere concemning the contcste(i
kngowledge chat it is possible to acquire and hold are richly developed here
including the interplays of gender and class within “strectures of fedlin &
embedded in sodialist politics worked our in different places. ¢

" Many of the substantive issues that arose in the work on the Cowley project
actL_Iaﬂy ctop up, without resolution, in Second Genernsion, Had 1 rcaélit before
mfhc_g than after becoming associated with the Cowley research, my approach
might have been different. T would on the onc hand have insisted on the

- B:ed.lti'anrstratc'gy ef. keeping the condusions epen. But on the other I would
) -ha:ye_ _ta:ken more notice of Williams’ {198%a: 220} injunction that “everything
_ .-.xv;ll-l;;gve 1o be done by negotiation, equitable negotiation, and it will have 1o

ken steadily along the way.”

IX. Evaluations and Possibilities

17 words “space,” “place,” and “environment” encompass much of what
hers fio. Their meaning has been contested within geography over the
w fierce debates (particularly in the radical journal Antzpaafe) over, for
,pi:‘ef\hcm_f and ?hy ioc;iitias and places might be said to matter and iww
view felations between place and space {sce, for
an, 1989; Cooke, 1989, 1990; Masfcy, 1{5391; ?reza%%:i égf:
l'fngQuW; 1989, 19924). And in ithe course of this éissus;icn thé
of level of abstraction and scale has again and again been raised} {sce
: 1989; Cooke, 1989; Duncan and Savage, 1989; Horvath and
34, Merrificld, 1993; Swyngedouw, 1992b; as welt as Smich, 1990
gCOg;_‘a?ilcrs are not the only ones to deal in such matters. In rccen';
anings t_o be arrributed to space, place, and narure have become
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a crucial matter of debate in secial, cultural, and literary theory (see, for

example, Carter et al,, 1993} — a debate in which geographers have certainly-

participated (see Bird et al., 1993; Gregory and Utry, 1585; Keith and Pile,
1993). These sorts of concerns and interests have been impelled in part by the
question of the relatons between what appears to be an emergent global
capitatist culture on the one hand and the reassertion of all sorts of reactionary
as well as potentially progressive “militant particularistps” based in pasticular
places on the other, coupled with 2 seemingly serious threat of glabal
environmental degradation. But the concerns have also-in part been produced
by a burgeoning tradition of culrural studies that Raymond Williams helped
to define, with its emphasis upon structures of fecling, vatues, embeddedness,
difference, and the particularities of the counterhegemonic discourses and social
relations oppesitional groups construct,

Williams thought a great deal about questions of space, place, and environ-
ment and evidently worried as to how they might be brought into play both
in his caltural theory and in his views on socialism. Transformations of space,
placz, and environment are neither neutral nor innocent with respect to
practices of domination and control. [ndeed, they are fundamental framing
decisions — replete with multiple possibilides — thar govern the condidons
(often oppressive} over how lives can be lived. Such issues canniot be feft
unaddressed in seruggles for  Lberadon. Furthcrmore, sach  struggles
necessarily internalize a cerrain reflexivity, if not an umresclvable tension,
concerning both the levels and kinds of absractions they inevitably embrace
as part and parcel of their working tools for practical action.

The fact that Williams™ dealings and concerns over space, place, and
environment ate voiced primarily in his novels suggests, however, a certain
hesitancy if not an outright difficulty in gecring this tripartite conceptual
apparatas Lo the heart of cultural theory. The canclusion is not, however that
space, place, and envirenment cannot be incorporated info social and cultural
theory, but that practices of theorizing have to be opened up to the possibilitics
and dilemmas that such an incorporation requires. By treating Williams a¢ his
word, and seeing his novels and his critical cultural theory as complementary,
we identify a field of thearizing far richer than thac which many of the high
theorists of contemporary culture currently envision. Theory is never 2 matter
of pure abstraction. Thearetical practice must he consructed as a candinuous
dialectic between the militant parricularism of tived lives and a struggle ©

achieve safficient critical distance and detachment to formulate global:

ambiticns. The problematic that consideracion of Williams' works as a whole
defines is universal enongh to bring its own rewards. It indicates the crucial
importance of building a eritical matecialist and thoroughly grounded {in the.
literal sense} understanding of place, space, and environment into calwural and:
social theory. The stakes in such a project are high, Theory canoot be brough
to bear upon the world of daily political practices without finding ways
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embed ir: it the marerialities of place, space, and envirorument. Such embedding
canfiot be a;hicved by confined metaphorical and idealist allusions to such
Phcnomffﬂa (as oceurs, For example, in the wotk of Foncauk when he appeals
to 2 spatial concept of hereratopia as a field for radical action}, My ambition
in thc’ chapters thar follow, Is to provide such a matecialist frafz'lework for
g_[;alys{.? and thereby inteprate space, place, and envireument into theories of
the social process as well as into thinking about practical politics.




2
Dialectics

Raymond Williams chose to handle the complex issucs of place, space, and
environment by resort o the “possible wotlds” of fiction. But was this a
necessary tather than a contingent feature of his explorations in cultural theory?
In this chapter T begin upon the task of showing that such a move i in no way
necessary. 1 hope to show that historical matetialisc enquiry infused with
dialectical understandings can integrate themes of space, place, and environ-
ment (natire) into both social and literary theory. Most such theory has oot
in the past taken such a project seriously. And this in spite of abundant mendon
and appeal to spatio-temporal, place-bound, and environmental metaphors
{such as Althnsser’s “continents of knowledge,” Jameson’s “cognitive mapping,”
Foucault’s “heterotopia,” and 2 host of studies with titles like the “geography
of the imagination,” “the space of literature,” and the like). "There seems to be
2 world of difference, as Smith and Karz {1993} chserve. between invocation
of space, place, and environment (nature) as convenient metaphots on the one

hand and integrating them as historical and geographical realities into social

and Titerary theory on the other. 1 shall also hope to show that such a theoretical
project not only has a transformative effect upon the rerrain of theory, but alse
opens up a terrain of political pessibilitics.

The first step down this road is to provide some sort of grounding in dialec-
sics, Williams was, of course, deeply imbued with dialectical ways of thinking.
Consider, once agaisn, the following passage:

In most descripeion and analysis, cultare and society are expressed in an habitual
past tense. The strongest barier to the recognition of hurman culeural aceivity
is this immediate and regular conversion of experience niw finished products.
What s defensible 2s a procedure in conscious histary, where on cereain
assumptions many actions can be definitively taken 2s having ended, is habigually
projected, not only inw the always moving suhszapce of the past, bur into
contemporary Tife, in which reladonships, instirudons and formadons in
which we are still actively involved are converted, by this procedural mode, ineo
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formed wholes rather than forming and formative processes. Amalysis is
then centred on gelations berween these produced instivurions, formadens, and
experiences, so that now, as in that produced past, oaly the fixed explicit forms
exist, and {iving presence is always, by definitdon, receding. (Williams, 1977:
128-9)

But Williams did not ot could not pur this mode of thought o work in
confronting issues of place, spatio-temporality, and environment direcdy in his
cultural theory. He has not been alone i this. In geography and the social
sciences, the craft of dialectical reasoning is not well understood, so the lack
of dialectical treatment of space, place, and environment is not surprising. In
fiterary theory, hewever, dialecrical modes of thought have become dominant
in recent yeass, thanks in part to the resurgent influence of Hegel, Marx,
Heidegges, Althusses, Foucauls, Ricoeur, Derrida, and many others trained in
the traditions of European philosophy. As literary theory permeares social
cheory; the stage is set for strong confrontations becween broadly positivist,
empiricist, and historical materialist tradirions on the one hand and a vast array
of pheﬁemcnologicai, hermeneutic, and dialectical traditions on the other. I't
is then very likely that nondialectical readings, however well intentioned, of
dialectically constructed arguments will gencrate widespread misinterpret-
ations, Within the tecent history of geography, for example, Duncan and Leys
{1982) Cartesian and positivist reading of dialectical work has played havoc
{possiby designedly so) with the general undersranding of dialectics. For this
seasos, | think it imporzant o see out, as simply as possible, the general princi-
 ples of dialecrics, to explore its episternological and ontological underpinnings
: aqd to illustrate by way of cxamples how it might operate at the interfaces of
- 'social, geographical, and literary theory.
N I hcg;ﬂ with 2 caveat, There is, of corse, much Marxist thoughr that is efther
nondialectical or {25 in the case of analyrical Marxism) overdy hestile 1o
: _di_aie:cti_f:s, and a whole tradition of dialecrical thinking (mest strongly influenc-
L 7 By.Le i&aiz, Hegel, Heidegger, and Derrida, though ies arigins go hack ar
leasi 0. the Greeks} that is by no means Marxist. Furthermore, there ate

ts several of them] and parallel serains of thought such as “process-
sophy” and “organic” lines of argument advanced by, for example,

LS structuze of evniving processes. ‘The reality is the process. It is non-
_ it the colour red is real. The colour red & ingredient in the process
ol
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Or Bohm {1983: 481

The nation that reality is to be understaod as process is an ancient one, going
back at least to Heraclitus, who said that everything Sows. ... [ regard the essence
of the notion of process as given by the statement: Not only is everything
changing, but all is fux. That is to say, whas isis the process of becoming el
while all objects, events, entitics, condirions, structuzes, et are forms thar can
be abstracted from this process.

Then compare these staements with Ollmar’s {1993: 11} formulation of
Marx’s positiom

Diislectics restructures por chinking about reality by replacing dhe common sense
notion of “thing,” as something that A 2 history and bas external connection’
with other things, with notions of “pmcess,” which :'.'cixm;'m it_s ms{{m' a?lé
possible futures, and “relaton,” which comfains as part of what it & its ties with
¢ther relations.

In whar follows I shall occasionally take up these parallel ways of thinking in
order to illustrate the broader frame of reference wichin which Marx's vession
of dialectics lies. So while 1 try to situate myseif firmly in the Marxist tradition,
1 shall try to take due cognisance of the richness of the dialectical tradition as
a whole.

1. The Principles of Dialectics
Marx chose never to write out any principles of dialectics for a very good

reason. The only way to understand his method is by following his praciice
This suggests that the reduction of dialectics to a set of “ptinciples” mighe be

scH-defeating. The dialectic is a process and not a thing, and it is. furthermore,

2 process in which the Cartesian separations between mind and matter, between
thought and action, between consciousness and materiality, berween theory and
practice have no purchase. The long-standing debate, for example. over
whether the dialectic is an ontological staremens about the nature of reality a
a convenient epistemology for understanding nature is, from this standpaint,
as sputions as the Cartesian separation between mind and mateer. Yet }h
debate does have significance. The debate over what constitutes a “Jialectical
mode of argumentatien” is, Ollman argues, a debate over how w abstraf:c from
the phenomena we encounter in everyday life. Setting down the pzinap%es of
dialectics provides an opening gambir for further enquiry, a prefinminary
discussion of how to formulate such abstraccions, Marx, of course, had
example of Hegel's lopic and method before him and without careful study.?_
ir, he probably could pot have arrived at the dialectical practices ernbedded i
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Capital, the apparatus of conceprual abstractions thar allowed him to
understand the world in the way he did, nor could he have formulaced his
political strategies arnd practices.

To write out “the principles of dialectical argumentation” is like going back
1o Hegel as a prelude to doing something much more Marxist. It is a necessary
“going back” but only a means to go forward onto a terrain of acdon on which
the priﬂciples themselves, in the fashion of Marx, dis:ippﬂ&i into a fow of
theoretical and political practices. I shall not evoke Hegel's partienlar formula-
tion here, but try te summarize as simply as T can some of the basic theses about
dialectics that can be distilled not only frem Mar<s pracrices bur also from
those who have in secent years been drawn back o reflect on what dialecrics
migh[ mean,

The principles of diafectics can be summarized in 11 propositions.

1. Dialectical thinzing emphasizes ¢he understanding of processes, Hows,
fluxes, and relations over the analysis of elements, things, strectures, and
organized systems. The citatons already given are yuite explicit on thar
?i}ixzk. There is a decp onvological principle involved here, for dialectic-
ians in effect hold that lemenss, things, structures, and sysems do not

- exist outside of or prior to the processes, fows, and relarions that create,
sistain, or undermine them. For example, in our contemporary world,

- flows of capiial {goods, and money) and of people give rise to, sustain, or

" undérmine places such as factories, neighborhoods, and cities understood
“ag things. Epistemologically, the process of enquiry usually inverts this
"+ _emphasis: we get to undesstand processes by looking either ar the actributes
*of what appear to as in the first instance to be self-evident things or at
. the tddations between them, We typically investigate flows of goods,
money, and people by examising refationships between existing entities
factories, neighborhoods, and cities. Newton, likewise, did not start
ith gravity, but with the apple, his head, the earth, and the moon. This
od only really allows us, however, to compare the state of relations
tweeh such entities at different points in time {a confining method called
Comparative statics”). On this basis we may infer something about the
casses that have generated a change of state bur the idea thart the entdties

: anging in themselves quickly leads us to 2 causal and mechanistic
thinking. Dialectical reasoning holds, however, thar this episteme-
b condition should ger reversed when it comes to formulating
ractions, concepts, and theories abouc the world. This transforms the
vident world of things with which positivism and cmpiricism
ally deals into a much more confising world of relations and flows
 “ranifese as rhjngs. Consider, for example, the definition of
In classical political economy and in neoclassical economics it
lly'defined as a steck of productive assets of a certain value (a set
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of things} out of which a flow of services can be generared. But in Marx's
definition, capital is constituted as bork the process of drculation of vatue
{a flow) and the stock of assets (“things” like commodities, money,
production apparams) implicated in those flows. In so far as workers
become embedded in that process {as inputs to producton and as
consumers of finished products) so they too become “appendages” of and
thereby a patticular manifescation of “capital” (*variable capital” in Marxs
cerminology). “Money” similatly takes on ail manner of “thing-like” forns
bur those “things” {like coins or entries on a computer screen) only have
meaning in tecms of the processes of social production and exchange that
validare them. Without the processes continually working te support ir,
money would be meaningless.

This way of thinking is rather more widespread than is generally
realized. Quantum theory, for example, has the same entity {e.5., an elec-
tron) behaving “ander one set of circumstances as a wave, and in another
set of circumstances as a particle” (Bohm and Peat, 1987: 40). Since matter
{thing-like substances} and energy {a flow) are interchangeable, neither one
nor the other can be prioritized as an exdlusive focus of enguiry without
serious loss of insight and understanding. Electrons thus appear as both
“things” and as “llows.” Yet it took many yeats for physicises to recognize
that these two conceptions were not incommensurable or mutuaily
exclusive. Only when they overcame this barrier, could modern quantum
theory begin to take shape. It has likewise proven very difficult for social

scientists to abandon whae Oliman (1993: 34} calls the “common sense

view” — erected into a philosophical system by Locke, Hume, and others .
— that “thete are things and there ate relations, and thar neither can be

subsumed in the other.”
. Flements or “things” (as I shall call them) are constituted. our of flows,

Tt

processes, and relations operating within hounded fields which constitute -
structured systems or wholes. A dialectical conception of both the individ-

ual “hing” and the structured system of which it is a part rests entirely oo

an undesstanding of the processes and relariéns by which thing and -
structured system ate constiruted. This idea is not intuitively self-evidear

since we are surrounded by “things” that seem to have such a permanen
and solid character that it is difficult to imagine them a5 somehow in flux.
We cannot downplay, therefore, the significance of what Whirehez
{1985: 137} calls “permanences” — the inpumerable “practically indestrec
gible objects” that we daily encounter in the world and without which
physical and biological life would nor and could noc exist as we now know
it. Bur, he went on to observe, even something as selid and leng lasrlp_g
as an Fgyptian pyramid is constituted out of matzer in motion. Dialectict
forces us always to ask the question of every “thing” or “event” that W
encounter: by what process was it constituted and how is it sustained
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3. The “things” and systems which many rescarchers wear as irreducible and
therefore unproblematic are seen in dialectical thought as internally contra-
dictory by vircue of the multdple processes that constirute them. | am, for
putpeses of social theory, cansidered an individual within a social system
and for certain restricted forms of enquiry such a supposition might appear
enrirely reasonable. But further inspection shows that [ am a rather contra-
dicrory and problematic “thing” creared by al! sorts of processes. My body
containg a variety of life-supporting ergans such as the heart, lungs, liver,
and digestive system “whose functioning is more or less automatic, and
required by the fact that the body ... is involved in the perpetual process
af internal self-reconstruetion” (Ingold, 1986: 18). The metabolic proces-
ses which permir thar internal self-reconstruction to proceed entail
exchanges with my environment and a whole range of transformative pro-
cesses which are necessary for the maintenance of my bodily individual-
iry. If the processes change, then the body is either transformed or ceases
o exist. My sodiality {for example, the acquisition of language and symbol-
ic skills) s likewise built up through my capturing of certain powers which
reside'in socia} processes. Contnuous reconstinudon of those powers (with
respect to mental faculties and symbolic skills, for example} is a process
which is as perpenuzat as my life is long (we all know whar it means to “keep
sharp” or “get rusty” at what we doj. Ta put the marrer this way is not 10
yiew the “thing” (or the system) a5 a passive product of external processes
{I cereainly do not view myself thar way). What is remarkable abour [iving

" . systems is the way they capure diffuse (and often high entropy} energy

or informadon flows and assemble them iate complex but well-ordered

i low entopy) forms. Human individeals, furthermore, have a remarkable
" capacity o capture and reorganize enerpy and information flows in ways

“which are creative rather than passive. But the fact that they do so in no
gy challenpes the ontological proposition that “things” and systems are
perpetually constitured and seconstinuted {like the places ser up in
Williams' novels) out of processes. ’

“Things” are always assumed “to be Internally heterogeneous fic.
ontradictory] at every level” (Levins and Lewontin, 1985: 272). This
{lows from the first two propositions but i worth staring explicitly. There
€ four major points 1o be made here:

Any “thing” can be decomposed into a collection of other “things”
bidl&re in some relation to zach other. For example, 2 city can be
nsidered as a “thing” in interaction with other citics, but it can alse be
ken down into neighborhoods or zones which can in turn be broken
m Inte people, houses, schools, factoties, ete. which can in turn be
cen down ad infinitum, The ad infinstum clause Is very important
it says that there are no irredusible building blocks of “chings” for
theoretical reconstruction of how the world works. It then follows that

o

e
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what looks like 2 system at one level of analysis {e.g., a city} becomes a
part at another level, e.g., 2 global network of world cities. This idea has
become very important in contemporary quantum physics where a
fundamental guiding principle is that “whatever we say a thing or structure
is, it ist't” because “there is always something more than what we say and
something different” (Bohm and Peat, 1987 141-2). Thete is, as Levins
and Lewontin (1985: 278) put it, “no basement” since experience shows
tha “all previously proposed undecomposable ‘basic units’ have so far
rarned out to be decompasable, and the decomposition has opened up é a0 y :
new domains for investigation and practice.” It is legitimate to nvesti- tn:;re, on f:f’ own aicac:;xs ¢ d‘; atmoslf ﬁfﬂ fei‘ﬂ"ﬂft to my breathing, o
gate “each level of organization without having to search for fundamental - hiice a nt";l example, ;EKHL onw é; er 1 stay indoors all day, take 2
units.” The other implication, taken seriously in the dialecties of decon- ¢ in the country, or fly to Los Angeles).
struction, is that all fixed and frozen categories are capable of dissolution.
Critical practice in the humaniries is very much guided these days, perhaps
overly so, by concerns o dissolve fixed cawegories within conflicting fields
and fhuxes of socio-linguistic and representational practices.
{# lfall “things” are heterogeneous by virtue of the carmplex processes (o
selations) which constitute them, then the oaly way we can understand the
qualitative and quantitative areribures of “things” Is by understanding the
processes and relations they internalize, Ollman {1976) has been very
explicit about this in censtructing his arguments concerning internal

{¢] There is, however, a limitation to be pur upon this argnment. Tasan
individual, de not in practice internalize everything in the universe, but
absorb mainly what is relevant to me through my relationships (metabolic,
social, political, cultural, etc.) to processes operatng over a relatively
bounded field {my ecosystem, economy, culture, etc.). There is. however,
no fixed or 4 priori boundary to this system. Where my relevant environ-
ment begins and ends is itself a function of the ecological, economic, and
other processes which are relevant to me. Relevance is dependent, furcher-

(@ Setting boundaries with respect @ space, time, scale, and envirenment

then becomes 2 major strategic consideradon in the development of

concepts, abstractions, and theories. It ks wsually the case that any

substantial change in these boundaries will radically change the nature of

- the concepts, abstractions, and theories. In geography we ofien encoun-

ter this problemn in the form of the paradoxes generated by different scales

of ecological correlation. We will frequently encounter this scale problem
in what follows.

. Space and time arc neither absolute nor exrernal to processes bur are

relarions. But such arguments are now advanced in much of the ecological comtingent 2{:1& cor{taincd with them. There are mubtiple spaces and times
litcrature {see Eckersley, 1992: 49-55; Naess, 1889 79; Zimmerman, ‘ ' {and space—times) implicated in different physical, biological, and social

1988). The only way we can understand the { contradictory} qualirative and 2 pio.cesscs. The latter all pred'ufe» to use Lefebvre’s (1991) terminolagy —
quanﬁtativc attBibutes of “things” is by undesstanding the processes and e their own forms Ofsi:.me and jme. Pre')o:sses do pot operate i buc aczz've.iy
relationships which constiture them and which they internalize. 1, as an S §P ace and tme and m 5o doing define (?ESEL[‘}CUVC scales f"‘f their
individual, cannot be understood except by way of the merabolic, social, ; dwg!o? ment. Tgs is a complicated probleny; it will be the subject of
" and other processes which I internalize. This implies, however, that I neces- - SRquisy tn part 1. o .
sacily internalize heteroseneiny and a bundle of associated contadictions. Piné and wholes are murually constinmtive of each other. "Part megkes
P - o 7 W o B . - - = .
Contradiction is here understood in the sense given to the term by Ollman T ;aniwﬁoif: makes part (Levins “ﬂd. Lewontin, 1 9:g 5). ,]:h“ 83
{1990: 49), as “a union of two or more internally rlared processes tharare factple tat f’édﬂns. (1984) promotes in some of his writngs on
simultaneously supporting and undermining ane another” This is 2 u tion theory (agency makes structure and structuse makes

e hbnd 11985: 155), always preferring the word “event” ) ncy; and it s, of course, a fundamental principle which operates across
~E e e otares the d : amis.’m volved. ¢ erizes as follows: the:=fa'hole breadth and range of Marx's work. To say that parts and wholes
g P yn » charact ‘mutually constitutive of each other is to say much more than thar there

24 feedback loop berween them. In the process of capruring the powers
at reside in those ecological and cconomic systems which are relevant
o'me, Tactively reconstiture or transform them within myself even before
toject them back to reconstitute or transform the system from which
"powess were initially derived. To take a couple of trivial but
t-examples; 1 breath in, I reconstitute myself by virtue of the
¥ I'gain but in the process transform the chemistry of the air wichin
nd Ibreath out and in so doing transform the atmosphere around
take in ideas and thoughss through listening and reading. T gain

wn

the cancept of internsl relations requires the concent of substance #s the
activity synthesising the relationships into its emergent character. The eveat
is what it is, by reason of the unification in itselff of 2 mulsiplicity of
relationships.

[CE, here also, Maurice Wilkins™ (1987) discussion of the operation ¢
principles of complementaricy in microbiclogy and other spheres ©
science and creative endeavor.]
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a sense of sclfhood thereby but in the process reformulate and transform
words and in projecting them back inte society change the social world.
Reductionist practices “typically ignore this relationship, isolating pares as
preexisting units of which wholes are then composed” while some holistic
pracrices reverse the preferendal treatment.

7. The interdigitation of parts and wholes entails “the interchangeability of
subject and object, of cause and effect” (Levins and Lewontin, 1985: 274).
Organisms, for example, have ta be looked atas both the subjecrs and the
objects of evolution in exactly the same way that individuals have to be
considered as both subjects and objeczs of processes uf social change. The
reversibility of cause and effect renders causally specified models {even
when endowed with feedback loops) inappropriate. Precisely by virtue of
its embeddedness in and represcntation of the flow of continuous
processes, dialectics makes limited appeal to cause and effect argument and
then only as a particular limiring case. Causal arpumentation necessatily
rests, for example, upon absohite not relational conceptions of space and
time. There can be, argues Whitehead (1920 53}, “no explanation” of
“nature as process” or the passing of time. "All that can be done is to us
language which may speculatively demonstrate [them].”

8. Tiansformative behavior — “creativity” — arises out of the contradictions
which attach both to the internalized heterogeneity of “things” and out
of the more obvious heterogeneity present within systems. Heterogeneity,
25 Ollmian 20d Levins and Lewontin {1983: 278) insist, means more than
mere diversity: “the parts and processes confront each other as opposites,
conditional on the wholes of which they are pares.” Out of these opposi-

fions, themselves constituted out of the Bow of process, creative tensions

u

and transformative behaviors arise. Becoming. to appropriate Hegels
language, arises out of the oppesition between being and not-being. Cr, -

te cite Whitehead {1969; 28}, the “principk of process” is that “being is
constituted by becoming.” In the dialectical view, opposing forces
themselves constituted out of processes, in turn become particular nodal
points for further patterns of wansformative activity. Matrer and not

matter, positive and negative charges, repulsion and ateraction, life and
death, mind and matter, masculine and feminine, capital and labor, efc.

are constituted as oppositions around which congeal a whole host of trans
formative activities that both reproduce the oppositions and restruciure
the physical, biclogical, and social world

9, “Change is a characteristic of all systers and all aspects of systems” {Levims
and Lewontin, 1985: 275). This is perhaps the most imporeant of 4ll
dinfectical principles and one which Ollman (1990, 1993} puts above alt
others. The irmplication is that change and inseability are the norm ‘
that the appearance of subility of “things” or systems is what has to b2
explained. In Oliman’s (1990: 34) words, “given thar change is always &
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part of what things are, [our] research problem [can] only be bow, when,
and inte what [things or systems] change and why they somerimes appear
not to change.” Levins and Lewontin make a similar point

The dialecrical view insists that persistence and equilibrium are not the
natural state of things bur require explanation, which musc be sought in
the actions of the opposing forces. The ecndifions under which the oppos-
ing forees balance and the system as a whole is in stable equilibrium are quite
spacial. They require the simultaneous satisfaction of as many mathemati-
cal relations as there are variables in the system, usually expressed as
inequalities among the paramezers of that system.

Nature, says Whitehead (1969: 33) is always abouc the perpetual explora-
tion of povelry. Since transformarive aceion — and 1 here think primarily
of creative rather than routine action — arises out of contradiction, it
follows that it can in principle be found anywhere and cverywhere in
the physical, biological, and social world (see chapter 5). To pur it this

* way does not imply, however, that all moments within some continuous

process are equally significant as creative points of transformative
activity. The theoretical and empirical research task is to identify those
characreristic “moments” and “forms” (L.e., “things”) embedded within

- continuous flows which can produce radical wansformations or where,

conversely, “gatekeeping” or other mechanisms might be construced so
- . . . .
a5'to give a “thing” or a system {such as a person, a city; a region, a nation

,'-s_ya}\:e-) qualities of identiry, integrity, and relative stabiliey. If 2sis intnidively
- dbvious, the physical world around us appears to be constituted by whar

Whitchead (1969: 241-8) calls “permanences” — relatively stable config-
urations of matter and things — then the issus of how such permanences
are maintained vet also integrated into a dynamic world of processes
comes a critical subject of analysis. Again, this tension is the focus of
ntradiction. “If the opposites, static and fluene,” writes Whirchead
(E959 408), “have once been so explained separately to characterize
_cilfe’rsc actualitics, the interplay between the thing which is saatic and the
ngs which are fluent involves contradiction at every step in ixs
il ition.” The question of "agency” in social and biological as well as
cal systems has to be formulated broadly in such tetms.
alcctical enquiry is itself a process that produces permanencessuck as con-
_bs;ractinﬁs: theories, and institutionalized structures of knowledge
l'l stand to be supported or undermined by continuing processes of
uity: A certain relationship is implied between the researcher and the
carched, 4 relationship which is not construed in terms of an “outsider”
?ﬁé&icher} looking in on the researched as an object, but one berween
ctive subjects cach of which necessasily internalizes something from
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the other by virtue of the processes that connect them. Observanon of
the world is, Heisenberg argued, inevitably intervention in the world, in
much the same way that deconstructionists will argue thar the reading of
a text is fundamenta! to its production. Marx similarly insists that only
by transforming the world can we transform ourselves; that it is impossible
to understand the world without simultaneously changing it as well as
ourselves. Formal dialectical logic cannot, therefore, be presupposed asan
ontological quality of nature: to de so would be to superimpose a
particular mental logic on the world as an act of mind over maver. The
dialectical unity of mental and marerial activitics {expressed by Marx as
the unity of theory and praxis), can never be broken, enly attenuated of
ternporasily alienated.

11. The exploration of “possible worlds” is integral to dizlectical thinking, In
some ways this idca goes back te Aristote. broadly rejected by seventeenich-
century science, thar “the becoming of a natural being is a constant process

of acrualization of its poeenriality” (Leclerc, 1986: 21}. The exploration

of potentialities for change, for self-reahization, (or the conscruction of new
collective identities and social orders, new wotalites (c.g., social coosystems),

and the like is a fundamental modf in Margan dialectical thinking.
Bookchin likewise argues that edwcation (the exploration of possibilitics)

rather than deduction (spinning out che implications of lmown trarhs)

or inducrion {discovering the general laws regulating what already exists)
is the central mortif of dialectical praxis as well as the primary purpose of &
knowledge construction. When the location theorist August Losch (1954), 2

in his opening argument proposed that our task “is not to explain our sorry

reality, but to imprave it” and condluded with his vision of a science which =
“like architecrure rather than architectural history, creates rather than 3
describes,” he was bringing to bear a dialectical {albeit Hegelian) sense of :
creative science as the exploration of more rational and equitable spatially
ordered worlds. It is in this sense that kis (infamous) statrement that if “the

model does not conform to reality then it is reality that is wrong” has ¢
be understood.

Dialectical enquiry necessarily incorporates, therefore, the building o
echical, moral, and political choices (zalze?) into its own process and see
the constructed knowledges thar result as discourses sttuated in 4 play o
power directed towards some goal or other. Values and goals (what
might call the “releclogical” as well as the “Uropian” moment of reflexive
thought), arc not imposed as universal abstractions from cuside bu
arrived at through a living process {including intellecrual enguiry} erabetl
ded in forms of praxis and plays of power ateaching to the exploradon.o
this or thar porentiality {in ourselves 25 well a5 in the world we inhabit)
The rise of a distinctively “green-value theory” in recent years, °
excellent case study of how an intersection of socio-ccological proce
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and plays of power can generate a new vision of possibilities. The search
for possibilitieswas, of course, always central to Raymond Willtams' work:
recall how he repeatedly invokes that “sense of value which has won its
way through different kinds of oppression of different forms ... [as] an
ingrained and indestruciible yet alse changing embodiment of the
possibilities of 2 common life” (Williams, 198%a: 321-2}. The search for
these possibilities is, given the dialectical rules of engagement, coneained
wiihin, vather than articulated before or after social practices, indluding
thase of the research process. It is ancver, therefore, 2 matler of choosing
between different applications of aeutral knowledge, but always an
embedded search for possibilides that lies at the very heart of dialectical

argumentation.

I1. Dialectical Concepts, Abstractions, and Theories

These is a long-standing debate over whether the world is inherendy dialectical
or whether the dialectic is simply one convenient set of assumptions or logic
to represent certain aspects of physical, biological, and soctal processes. The
former view, which T shall call the serong version of dialectical argumencation,
was powerfully promoted by Engels, most particularly in The Dialecics of
Nature and Anti-Dubring. While Marx made no general statement on the
subject; he certainly held that social processes at work under capitalism were

", inherently dialectical. This strong view has come in for considerable criticism
Can p‘art_'iaecause of its association with ideas of teleology and doctrines of
. emergence and immanence which appear almost deterministic in theis

‘evolitionary implications. The meaning of this controversy depends in pars

on’hdw. dialcctics is represented in the first place. The rather mechanical

mde“r&g of Hegel's dialectic as just 2 matter of thesis, antithesis, and synthesis

ls; for example, looked to the logical and idealist conception of dialectical
unentation set out in Hegel as his model as what was truly dialectical. So
though Engels again and again insisted on the strang view ¢har the natural

world is inherently dialecdcal, he in fact imposed a particular fogical
mantal conception {Hegel's) of whar thar dialectics was on the natueal and
Woﬂd. Marx, on the other hand, though he starts with Hegel, achieved
| inaterialist transformation of Hegel's views (cf. Bhaskas, 1989: chapter
eeffect is to dissolve che dialectic as a logic into a flow of argument and
"f'?fi’sc way | have hers uied to specify dialectics, by focusing on the
nehips berween processes, things, and systems, avoids many of the proh-
( ;-Engels bequeathed and readies abstract discussion: of dialecrics as
rinciples for dissolution into 2 flow of argument. This seems o be

e e e et
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much more in accord with Marx’s own practice, | therefore see no rcason to
abandon the stong version of dialectics when formulated in this way. The least
that can be said of it is that there is s much evidence for the argument that
processes constitute things and systems in the natural and social world as there
is evidence for any alternative proposition.

There is, however, an acute epistemological problem of how to present,
codify, abstract, and theorize the vast amounr of information of seemingly
incomparable status gencrated out of the kind of research program which a
dialecrical stance mandates. The principles of dialectical enquiry as enunciat-
ed above (entailing multiple changes of scalc, perspective, orientation, and the
[ike, while internalizing contradictions, oppositions, and heteropeneity at every
fevel), shnuld generate a perpetusl state of motion in our concepts and our
thoughts. But the negative side of this flexibility and openness is that it appears
to have firde chance of producing anything except a vast panoply of insecure
and shifiing concepts and findings {of the sort thar much of licerary theory is
showing itself all too adept ar producing these days). For those unfzmiliar with
dialectical thinking, the seeming slipperiness of dialectical concepts elicits a
good deal of scepticism, impatience, and distrust. If, as Pareto argued (o a
passage thar Ollman makes much of), Marxs words are like bats, simul-
tancously having the character of birds and mice, then it seems possible to sce
anything one wants to in any pardeular situation, The purpose of maltiple and
relational approaches to phenomena is, as Oliman points out in his comment-
ary on this passage, to try to identify a restricred anmber of very general

underlying processes which simultancously wnify and differentiare the
phenomena we see in the world arcund ns. This was very much the focus -
of Whitchead’s concerns. In this sense, dialectics does seck a path cowards a
certain kind of ontological security, or reductionism — not a reductionism to 5

“things” but to an understanding of comman generative processes and relations,
In this way we can conceive, for example, of 2 common process of capital
circulation giving risc to an infinite variety of physical city landscapes and social
forms. .

This commitment to parsimeny and generality with tespect to processes
{though not to things of systems) is common across a Varicty of fields, whic

range from David Bohm's work in quantum theory and its implications fof |

physical, biological, sodial, and esthetic forras {see Bohm, 1983; Hiley and Pea
1987; Bohm and Peat, 1987), Wilkinsg (1987} pursuit of principles o
complementarity and the union of opposites in fields as diverse as physics
malecular biology, psychology, music. and the visual arts, Levins and Lewon
tin's work on dialectical bialogy, as well as Marx’s dialectical marerialism,
Perhaps one of the most interesting findings from such studies is thar singula
processes can give tise to highly diversificd and highly enmplex as well as ofte
quite unpredictable resules. Thesc are precedents for this kind of finding
spatial analysis. August Lasch, for example, in searching for both a normati

Dialecrics 59

and positive theory of geographical location of human activities, started with
a very simple set of generative principles concerning the maximization of profit
by individual agene subject to monopolistic competition and econamies of
scale. From these principles he generated landscape patterns of remaskable
spatial complexity {I note in passing how many geographers misinterpret his
work to be about geometrical parteens directly when it is really abour the variery
of geographical patrerns thar can be produced cut of a simple ser of gmerari\:e

p rinciples). Werk on fraceals, chaos theory; and the like, Hustrates how genera-

tive orders of even greater complexity can be developed cut of simple rules of
process. Bohm and Peat {1987: 157} argue, furthermaore, that the whoie idea

of such generative orders “is not restricted simply to mathematics but is of
potential relevance to all areas of experience.” They apply it to painting, musica!

composition, novel writing:

In all this activity, what Is crucial is thar in snme sense the artist is always working
from the generative source of the idea and allowing the werk to unfold into ever
more definite forms. In this segard his or her thonght is simifar to rhar which
is proper to science. It proceeds fram an origin in free play which dhen unfolds
intwo ever mose arystallized forms.

Tn scrting the generative prindples to work in this way, Bohm and Peat embrace
. a dizfectical view of human creativity, one that unifies art and science in a
- certain complementarity of opposites. In so doing, they come close to cbrac-
. ing fapparently without knowing it} Adorno’s interpretation of the work of art
Cias a“dialectical image” understoad as “erysallizations of the historica! process”
~“and as “objective constellations in which the social condition represents itself”
(cited in Williams, 1977: 103).
'me"c of this means that underlying gencrative processes are easy to
: tify or specify. Indeed, the immense complexiry of “things” and S}fstem
:;{cﬁ we encounter makes it particularly hard, given the cpistemalogical
?blcz__‘r} that we must always start with “things” and systems as they are,
enify underlying processes and to specify themn exactly right. Fuzrher;neze,
ifferent processes intessect and intertwine — capital circulation and ecological
, -intersect, for example, to create complex forms of environmental
stormation; this requires either a reformulation of the idea of process
«consideration ar finding ways to describe how different processes
do“intersect. The emphasis on priortizing process whick T have
! z_kf.d suggests, however, that the search for order which has
opdly characterized western sciznce since the Renaissance is iwsell
eci from a search to classify and categorize things and the relations
L%a;_ﬁgs, into a search for generative principles which produce orders
 and systems with definable quantitative and qualitative atibutes)
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Tii. Relations with Other Systems of Thought

Dialectical thinking (and 1 now concentrate on its mental and representational side
dlone} is one our of several possible modes of approach to understanding and
representing the human condition and the world in which hurnan life unfolds. Ir
is in many tespects intuitively appealing, if only because we experience life as process
{rather than as 2 “thing” or as an amalgam of “things” and relationships between
them}, and because we are constandy having to cope with the problem of keeping
the provess going even in the very act of producing the many “things” with which
we surround ourselves. Furthermore, we are all acutely aware of what it means to
become committed to the process of maintining, developing, or lerting go of the
“things™ we create {such as dwellings, machines, money, skills). Academics surely
also will recognize that how we learn is very different from what we writc and thas
the written word often returns to haunt us as the power of a fizced “thing,” an alien
force, that can rule our fives even no mareer how hard we strive to go beyond it.
But intuitive appeal has ncver provided the only or even the main justification for
accepting any particular set of epistemological or ontological assumptions as zhe
basis for penerating knowledge. Indeed, much of the success of western science
has been based upon the construction of counter-intuitive ways of thinking,

A primary opposing system of thought is given by the Cartesian rationality
which was built into classicat physics and has since become the basis nf theoriz-
ing in many of the other natural sciences, in engineering, medicine, the social
sciences, and philosophy (particularly of the apalytic variety). Levins and

Lewonsin (1985 269} categorize this mode in terms of “four ontological
commitments, which then put their stamp on the process of creating knowl- 5 - .

edge.” These four commitments are:

There is a natural set of units or pares of which any whole syscem is madc.

Thesc units are hamogeneous within themselves, at least insofar as they affect
the whole of which they are pars.

The parts are ontologically prior so the whole; thatis, the parts exist in isolation
and come wgether to ke whales. The parts have inminsic propertics, which
they possess in iselation and which they lend 10 the whole. In the simplest cases
the whele is nothing bt the sum of its parts; more complex cases allow for

inzeractions of the parts to produce added propertizs of the whole.

Causes are separate from effects, causes being the properties of subjecss, and
effects the properties of objects. While causes may respond to informadon
coming from effects {so-called “feedback lonps™), there is no ambiguity about
which is causing subjoct and which is caused object. {This distinction persists
in statistics as independent and dependent variables.}

This Cartesian view is widespread and it, too, has a certain intuitive app
W encounter “things” (e.g, individuals) and syseems {e.g,, transport and ¢
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munication nets] which appear to have 2 stable and self.evident exiscence so
that it appears perfecdy reasonable o build knowledge upon categorizations
of them and upon the patieen of causal relations berween them. From the
dialectical point of view, howeve, this s to look at matiers in an unduly
restictive and one-sided way. Levins and Lewontin go on, correctly in my
view, to characterize the Cartesian view as an “alienared” form of reasom'nlg
because it depicts a world in which “parts are separated from wholes and
reified a5 things in themselves, causes separared from effects, subjects separared
from objeces.” Whitehead’s (1969: 8-9) objections take a slighdy different
but equally interesting tack. Descartes” separation between mind and marter
is fundamentally inceherent, he argues, since no reason can be found for
the distinction. So while the Cartesian system “obviously says something rthat
is frue ... its notions are 1oo abstract to penetrate into the natute of things.”
Worse still. the separadgon induces “2 cunous mixture of ragonalism and
irrationalism’” into the method of natural science so that “its prevalent tone of
thought has been ardently ratonaisic within its own borders and
dogmatically irrational beyond those borders.” Marx (1967: 352} voiced 2
similar objection that the “weal points in the abstract materialism of natural
science, a materialism that excludes history and ies process, are at once evident
from the abstract and ideological conceptions of its spokesmen, whenever they
venrure beyond the bounds of their own speciality.” ’

Marx was in general highly critical of the “common sense” view which
whenever “it succeeds in seeing a distinceion it fails 1o see a unity, and where

. it sees-a unity it fails to sec 1 distinction” and so “surrepririously perrifies”
distinctions to the point where they become incapable of generating new ideas
- fet alone new insiglius into how the world works {cited in Ollman, 1990: 44).
- He'would, doubidess, be equally scathing about the atomistic and causative

‘ feasoning which dominates in conwemporary economics and sociclogy, the

q}céz{ﬁ_ologicai individualism which pervades moech of current political
pﬁilésd?hy,'and the like.

- But it would be wrong to view Cartesian and dialectical conceptions as
fandamentally incompatible in aff senses, as someone like Capra (1982) and
to some degree Levins and Lewonon (1985} tend to do. Cast in a more
mglé:in_enmry light they can provide a fecand seurce of new ideas. In
oretical physics what were seen in the nineteenth century as radically incom-
able propasitions “that matter is in its essence of a particle nature, ot
_0% a-wave Rature,” were ultimately treated as a unity under the
in gquantum theory. Here, too, there is an intuitive rendition which
common sense reading. We all know what Heraclitus meant when
_-j%t we cannot step into the same river twice, but we alse all know
5 a sense in which we can return again and again to the banks of
fer. Ar this point, however, there may indeed arise some sort of claim
l‘.ip_’_érlerity of the diafectical view, precisely because it allows for an
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understanding of “things” and systems as if they are real and stable asa special
case of the proposition that processes are always at work creating and sustaining
“things”™ and systems, The converse proposition appears Tiot to hold, however.
Cartesian thinking bas a hard time coping with change and process except in
terms of comparative statics, cause and cffect feedback loops, or the lincarities
buile into examination of experimentally determined and mechanically
specified rates of change (as represented in differential caloulus). This was the
sort of realization that fed the anthropologist Anthony Leeds {1994: 32),
towards the end of & very active career, to begin to shift perspective:

1 earlier years | thought of sodiety ... as 2 steucture of positions, roles, statuses,
groups, institutions, and so on, al given shape ... by the caltures on which they
draw. Process, | saw as “forces,” movement, connection, Pressures, taking place
in and ameng these loci or nodes of orgenization, peopled by individuals ....
Althaugh this still seems largely true to me, it has also come to seem a static
view — mare societal order than socieral becoming. .. Since it does not seem
inherent in natuse ... that these loci exist, it seems unacceptable simply to take
them as axiomatic; rather we must search for ways to account for theie
appearances and forms. More and more, the problems of becoming ... have led
e to look at sociery as continuous process, out of which structure or order
precipitaies in the forms of the loci listed above. ...

Oliman’s (1990: 32) argument is particularly scrong on exactly this same point:
1n the view which carrenely dominates the social sclences, thirgs exist 2nd under-
go change. The two are logically distiner. History is something that happens to
things; it is nat part of their nature. Hence the difficulty of examining change

in subjects from which it has been removed =t the start.

Marx, on the other hand, abstracts “every historical form as in fluid movement,

and therefore takes into account igs transient nature nof ess than its momentary

existence.”

1V. Dialectical Applications - Marx’s Canception of Capital

1 want here to ook more closely ar Marx’s particular use of dialectical thinking
My purpose is not to argue whether he was right or wrong, but to Hlustraté
how he puzs dialectical thinking ro work to understand capitalism as a sociat
system defined and bounded by a process of capital cireulation. His language
in Capital dircctly signals adherence to a materislist dialectics in which the
priority of process over thing and system is everywhere apparent. This I
capturcd by his statement, cited above, that he simns to abstract “every historicl
social form as in fluid movement” so as to take into account “jes transi
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nature not less than its momentary existence.” The prior commitnent to
process rather than o “thing” or system could not be more plainly stated.
Capital is directly conceptualized, therefore, as a process or as a relasion racher
than as a “thing”. Tt is viewed, in its simplest incarnartion, as a flow which at
one “mament” assumes the “form” of money, and at another assumes the
“form” of coramodities or the “form” of productive activigy, “Value,” Marx
{1967: 152-3) writes, “is here the active factor in a process, in which, while
constantly assuming the form Ia turn of money and commodities, it at the
same time changes in magnitude, differentiates irself by throwing off surplus
value from imself. ... Value therefore now becomes value in process, money in
process and, as such, capiral.” This process definitior: differs radically from thar
t}z?icaliy incorporated into neoclassical economics where capital is treated as
an unproblematic {i.c., noncontradictory) stock of assets {of things} with
certain qualitative and quantitadve attributes which, when set in motion by
buman agency, embody causative pawers {e.g., capital investment creates
unemployment). Mards peint is not that there is po such thing as a stock of
assets, but that we cannot underscand what those sssees are abour, whar they
are worth or how they might be used without undemstanding the process 1;1
which they are embedded, in particular the process which gives rise to, reconsti-
tutes, maintains, devalues, or destroys them. When Marx argues that “capital
does” or “capital creates” he is #ot arguing that a thing called capital has causal
power, but that the process of capital circulation, understood as a whole, s =t

the center of vital sodial transformarions and for that reason has e be locked

. upon as embodying 2 powerful generative principle affecting social life,
10 Weaan understand this argument more penerally by examining the follow-
= ing statement drawn from the Grundrise (pp. 99-100):

The conclusion we reach is not that production, disttibution, exchange and
 consumption are identical, bat they all form members of a totality, distinctions
within a unity. Production predominartes not only over itself, in the antithetical
dcﬁmtsor; of production, but over uther moments as well. The process always
" returns 1o production to bepin anew. That exchange and eonsumprion cannot
;edgminam is self-evidenr. Likewise, distribution as distribution of products;
W lie_a_s distribution of the agents of praduction it is imself a moment of produc-
Hon- A definite production thus determines a definite consumption, distribu-
on fa;xd_ex_chaﬁg& as well as definite refations betiween these different moments.
Aémutedly however, in its one-sided form, production is itself determined by
ﬂxg-edmr roments. For example I dic market, i.c. the sphere of exchange,
wpands; then production grows in quantity and the divisions between its
£ br_anches become deeper. A change in distribution changes production,
centration of capital, differsnt distribution of the population berwsen
and counry, cic. Finally, the needs of consumption determine produc-
- Mutual incersction takes place berween the ditferent moments. "Fhis is the
very organic whole.
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Those unfamiliar wich dialectical ways of thinking will, quite reasonably, cegard
such a staterment as ohscure if not incredibly rautological {the obscurity in part
derives from the fact that this was written as notes for Marx's own guidance
and not as a definitive text designed to persuade a sceprical public). But if we
track back to my initial representation of dialectical thinking, it becomes plain
enough what Marx is saying. The reproduction of social life is being treated
as a continuous process operating within cettain bounds which define 2 totality
or a whole. Under capisalism (as well as in certain other kinds of society)
this process becomes internally differentiated so as to contain distinctive
“moments” of producton, exchange, distribution, and consumption. When
we look closcly at any one of these “moments” we find that it canrot b
understood independently of the process asa whole which passes through all
the other moments, Production, therefore, necessarily internalizesimpulses and
pressures ermanating from consumption, exchange, and distribution. Bur to
think of production only in those terms is 10 think of it “one-sidedly.” We alse
have to recognize thar production internalizes influences from itself {L.c., it is
incernally heterogeneous and contradictory — ¢his is why Marx says thas
production is “antithetical” itse!fy and that creasive and transformative
powers with respect to the process as 2 whole potentially reside within ies
domain. But thar potentiality presumably resides elsewhere also. If we
understand production in a broad sense to mean 4ny transformative activity
(no matter where it occurs), then plainly we are by definition asserting the
“predominance” of production ever everything else. Buc Marx also insists that
the point of maximum leverage, the point of maximum transformative capacicy
and, in the famous last instance, the “meoment” which excrcises a “determin-
ant” reansformative power over the system as a whole lies within rather than
without the domain of production. Transformative activities in other
domains ther only have relevance for the process as a whole when they are
internalized within the production moment.

Now if we read ehis passage in Cartesian terms, we might interprer Marx a5,

saying that preduction as an independent eatity causes changes in consump-
tion, exchange and distribution, But this is exactly what Marx is ot sayin

He cannot say it, precisely hecause pmd&c{j@n, according to his conceprion,

inteenalizes refations with all the other moments {and vice vessa). Yet he

saying (and 1 am not concernéd whether he was right or wrong) that the trans*
formaive moment in the whole process resides at the moment of producrio
and that it is there where we have to concentrats out attention if we wish ¢
understand the ceeative mechanisms by which the process {in this case the
circulation of capital) is reconstituted, rransformed, or enhanced. How
short, are the powers that reside in this process of capital circulation mobilize
at the momens of production in such away s to transform the system of whi
it forms but a fleeting and inherenty unstable moment? This seems 2 peifee
reasonably question to ask. [tis in principle no different from asking how d
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2ny one individual internalize certain powers that reside in their environmen,
creatively transform them and thereby change the course of history or of
evoluton?

In effect, the question can be answered oaly through a detailed historical
materialist enquiry into the process of internalization that produces capiral at
the point of production irself. What Marx seeks to establish beyond any shadow
of doubt is chat it is the appropriation of the form-giving-ﬁ;e of the labor
process, the appropriation of all manner of creative possibilities and powers of
the laborer (mental and eooperative capacities, for example) that allows capital
o “be” in the world at all. But the internalization of these powers of labor as
powers of capital at the point of production entails the transformation of the
{zborer into an appendage of capital, not only within production but in alf
spheres of mental, social, and physical aceivite The ﬁgur{f af the “cyborg,” now
given such currency by Haraway's (1990} remarkable manifesto on the subject,
enters upon the historical stage with the colenization of production by capiralist
?ovg;fcrs and the internalization of the powers of Iabor within the figure of capital
itself.

There are all sorts of things to be said pro or contra the Marxian (ar more
broadly, the dialectical) view, of course. It may be, for example, that there ate
other “moments” {such as reproduction and all that this enrails) which ought
10 be incorporated in the schema or that his stress on the significance of lebor

_ in-production as #he radical point of departure for the transformation of both

socta] relations and the relfation to nature is overemphatic. But the fundamental
point T want to insist on here is that crifique of Marx (and of these Marxists

~whofollow his dia‘lectical procedures) should at least recognize what he is doing
“and how he is doing it and not read him or {mis)represent him unthinkingly
“through’ Cartesian, positivist, or apalytic lenses. -

But ler us suppose, for illuserative purposes, thar Marx correctly captured
: ge'ncrai process of capital circnladon through his abstractions. Ir is then
orrant to see how such a theotetical formuladon is (#) elaborated upon and
ﬁcd' and {&} put to work as an “explanatory” device.

fithirespect to (@) we find Marx building more and more specific versions
his.arginment concerning the process of circulation of capital in general by
SCogn; Ving that different processes acrach te different kinds of capiral, such
fiuﬁrial, money {finance}, merchant, landed and even state capital {bor-
isps-and raxation). Differences can also be specified according ro the
rin of the capital (whether it is fixed, large scale, embedded in the
-well as according 1o different organizational forms {joint stock
Hes; small businesses, land tenure condidens in agriculture, and the
And'j_he uncertain dynamics of class differentiation and struggle is & major
uneven development, internalized contradiction and instability. The
pztz‘:l circulation in general is modified by disaggreparion into more
pecific though intersecting conditions of circulation. Capital in
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general now has to be considered not as an undifferentiated unity bur as
something which is hererogeneous and often internally contradictosy. The
discovery of which of these internal differentiations has prmacy or
significance depends on the historical, geographical, and theoretical interroga-
dion of material circumstances (this is why Mards dialectics have to be
considered as coupled with & cerain conception of marerialism}., For example,
the often fraught relations between financiers (“finance capital”) and the
industrial interest (“industrial capital”y have petiodically erupted into crises of
considerable magnitude for the whole system of capital circulation.

To elabarate on the theory in tiis way is not, however, to introduce a mass
of external contingencies. The organization of firms or of natdon srates, to take
just 2 couple of examples, is nor an external event that interferes with a pure
dirculation process of capital. In each case, we attempt to understand a social
form {a particular kind of entiry or organizational form, such as a corporation
or a government} as arising out of the circulation process and commanding a
particular “moment” in the circulation of capital. That eatity {a corporation,
for example) has 2 shaping influence by virtue of the powers it internalizes and
the creativity of the transformations {(social as well as material} which it
accomplishes. But its existence is embedded in the continucus flow of the
pracess of which it is a part and, like any other entity, it internalizes centra-

dictions, is heterogeneous, and inherendy unswble by virtuc of the complex 7

processes which support, reconstitute, or develop it. The recent history of both
firms and nation states would, T think, broadly justify such a view of their
status. Lewontin {1982}, incidentally, provides a similar interpretation for the

mediating role of the organism {n the context of genetic mutations and

environmental adaptations) in evolution: organisms through their productive
activities transform the environments w which they subscquently adapt in

exactly the same way that firms actively transform the social and economic

environments to which they must perforce then adapt. :

The work of elaboration, farther specification, and berrer articulation of the
theoty is on-going and can never be complete, if only because the world is
always changing, in part éecaese af the creative thoughts and activities gencrated

by dialecricians as well as others {Cartestans in particular'}. Theerizing, like-
any other process, s as continuous and transformative, as heterogeneous and’
as contradicrory, as any vther process which dialccticians confront. There is.

always plenty more to do “something more to be said” and innumerable puing
of theeretical intervention to be ¢xamined and aceed upon. The process
dislectical thinking and its application to human affaizs has also w©

produced, sustained, developed. The aim and objective of my own work (2
The Liwnits to Capital} bas in part been gi{fcn aver to identifying {diatecticalt
extensions to the theory and better specifying its operation with respect o tim
and space. But I would also want to better define the domains within
certain kinds of capitalistic processes operate and with what effects and consid
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what kinds of transformative oppornunities thereby arise to change the
trajectory of social life.

As an explanatory device, the theory does not operate as a simple predicror
of cvents (states of things). k has to be viewed more as a set of generative and
rransformative principles, embedded in continuouns processes, which, by virue
of internalized heterogeneity and contradiction, reveals the possibilicy to creaze
all kinds of new but always transient states of things. Here, toc, we encounser
a major source of misunderstanding. To cxplain phenomena in terms of the
circulation of capital certainly does not imply thar all phenomena chat lie
within its domain have to be or are the same. Limiting and quitc extraordinary
sitnations could arise where this was indeed the case, but the generative and
transformative principles embedded in the ciralation processes are such as o
give fise £0 a5 many shapes and forms of social life (of commodities, of capitalist
ciries, of consumption habirs, for example} as somcone like Mandelbrot can
generate through fractal methods. Yet there is an undetlying unity to the
preduction of such differences and that undetlying unity sets limits on the
pature of the differentiations which can be geaerated. Socialist social relations
cannot, for example, be produced out of capiralistic generative principles.

The purpose of materialist enquiry is not to s in some positivistic or formal
sense whether or not capital circalation exists {(we know it does) but o show
in what forms, over what domains (within what bounds) and with what effects
it operates and what transformative possibilities exist. Can we show, for
s exampie, that what is usually referred 1o as “cultural production” lics within

" jes domain or pot? Are there circumstances in, for example, the circalation of
- capital through bullt environments ot in the production of space which requise
iis to re-think the specification of the process? Can we track the cireulation of
capital through state apparatuses and functions and what does this mean for
gur conception of the limits and potentialities of state power? What happens
# capital circulation is barred from direct operation in certain sectors {e.g.,
health care or education) or if it is suddenly liberated to flow inro arenas
formerly denied to it (like the former Sovier bloc)? In what ways and in what
éirsctions is social change promoted by capital circslation and in whar respects
<an-this be regarded as a stable rather than as an inherently unstable process?
In ;be instance of capital circulation (itself 2 loosely bounded domain of
Matxist enquiry) the problem is ta explore the forms and domains of operation,
fow of generative and transformative principles at work. This implies a
cular materialist research strategy. Treating narion states, for example, as
ogencolis entities and examining their behaviour and performance accord-
a set of economic indicators is of limited value. The principles of
cal thinking would supgest that the focus of enquiry should be on hew
tes internalize powers {or lose their grip on such powers}, in what
ey dre hererogeneons and internally contradiciory, and in what ways
ternalized tensions result in the kind of creativity or self-destructiveness
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which leads to new configurations of activity. And how, finally, do such
acrivities transform social life?

The charge that Marxists “read off” from theory 1o reality is from this
petspective sadly misplaced. This is not to daim that all Marxisc enquiry of
this sort is error free. Generative principles can get distorted, domains of
operation can be imagined rather than substantiated, and marerialist studies
of actual processes are just as liable t get lost in & thicket of detail as any other
kind of tesearch. Through construction of generative principles and chearies,
Marxists themselves seek, of course, to chznge the world. Buz this does not
imply that the results of enquiry will always be appropriate or that they tan
never be confused and destructive. Marxist arpumentation cannot, any maore
than any other way of thinking, escape the dilemmas described by Bohm and
Pear {1987: 57} as follows:

We cannor impose any worldview we tike and hope that it will work. The cyde
of perception: and action cannot be mainwined in a towlly arbirrary fashion
unless we collude to suppress the things we do not wish to see while, at the same
tirme, trying to maintain, at 21! costs, the things that we desire most in our image
of the world. Clearly the cost of supporting such false vision of reality must
eventually be paid.

And, it is fait to comment, many have paid the cost of such a false vision on
the part of Marxism. But then no other processes of thought can claim a mantde

of untammished virmue,

3
The Leibnizian Conceit

Throughout much of this argument. 1 have invoked the idea of “internal
relations” as being fundamental te dialectics. I shall now wy to clarify this idea,
in order to avoid some of the confusions and substantial errors that can arise.
For Ollman dialectics are inherendy radical, materialist, 2nd Marxist. From
this it might be erroncously concluded (though Ollman certainly does not do

so) that the noton of inremal relations leads down the same path. Since, in

subscquent chapters, 1 shall have recourse to the figure of Leibriz (a precursor
of thinking on internal relations whose influence Ollman acknowledges) as
propusing a relational view of space and time, I shall here bricfly take up his
particular version of internal relations: the problera being, of course, that
Leibnjz is generally considered a deeply conservative theoretician in political
miatrers as well as a foundational figure in the rise of that German idealist

3 wadition against which Marx rebelled *

" In the AMonadslsgy, written towards the very end of his life, Leibniz proposes

- a factaphysics founded en the concept of a monad that internalizes everyrhing

theic is, Each monad mirmors the universe: a prindple of “correspondence”
internally constirutes cach monad as that mimor of the universe. Leibniz
restrices this correspondence prineiple in two respeers. Firse, each monad has
adistinctive position and perspective in relation to the universe and its mirror-

"For these interested in: the history of geographical thoughr, iris worth noting that Gunrar
issort and [ were both equally impressed with Ollman’s book on Aliemation and im emphasis
il relations when i was firse publisked in 1972, but that the linguistic and idealist
' in which Ofsson subseguertly fook the idea is in alt other respects quite ac odds
y owi work in histotical-geographical mmatecialism. Pethaps for similar reasons
{1993}, in faying out his own vession of dialectical realism in a book of intimidating
ty and intensity, notes both a certain convergence berweer his own work and that of
‘while crizicizing Ollman for tonding to treat dialectics as pure epistemology rather
‘pawerful ontological positics. Such controversies are not easy 1o sort out but
ienital to how the notion of internal relarions connects o dialecrical argumentation,

aty
I
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ing therefore cmphasizes certain proximare regions and perspectives rather than
athers. Secondly, monads vary in the quality of the mitroring they achieve —
some sharper and others mors blurry.

Bur if 1 am 2 monad and [ internalize everything there is then all [ need to
understand the universe is to contemplate my own inner self. Fo be sure, what
I learn will be conditioned by my positionality and perspective as well as by
the acuity of my mirroring capacity. Bu it is still reasonable to argue, 2s Leibniz
indeed did, that “T am the measure of all things” and that deep reflection on
my own internal conditions is all that is required to achieve full knowledge of
the universe, Let me, for purposes of identification, call this the “Leibnizian
conceit.” Tt poscs some very imporrant problems as well as possibilities and 1
shall have reason to come hack ro it again and again in subsequent chapters.

Let me first comment on the conditions that wete associated with Leibnizs
formulation of this thesis. Most recent presentations en Leibniz focus purely
on his writings and his meraphysics as a set of ideas. | have 10 go back to 2
work first published in 1948 by Meyer (mranslated in to English in 1952) to
find an argument that attempts to weave together Leibnizs desivation of
metaphysical principles and the circumstances of his world. That world was
torn with strife and controversy, religious wars and violence, pestilence and
plague, polirical intrigue and chaotic fragmentations, and all manner of
unsettling discoveries {geographical, scientific, ctc.). And Leibniz was deeply
engaged in the politics of that world, uying o find solutions, to establish
harmonies where there were none, to negotizre rational cutcomes, to reconcile
ideas about God’s perfection with the obvious imperfections in daily life as well
as with the extracrdinary advances then occurring in science (particularly
Newton's work) and in philosophy {particulardy Descartes). He was also an
active participant in contemporary geopolitical struggles and practices. Meyer
seeks to undesstand how Leibnizs ideas grew out of his experience of thar
world. And, most crucially; he interprets the theses arrived at in the Menzdology
as tegistering a moment of failure:

Tn his Jater Life Leibniz becomes fully convinced that he has found a solution te
the problem of relating the individual to the universal. ... The wltima thule of
monadological reffection is complete retreat into the isolared Self; biographic-
ally speaking, freedom and commitment cease w0 be related in ary stable manoer,
until ac the very end of Leibniz’s life they break out inw fatal conflict. At the
poiat where Leibaiz advances the self-conscious claim of zaising the essence of
his own individuality te a universal faw lies the distincton becween his critiezl
and his speculative philosophy: and at this point the philesopher becomes
isolated from the rest of the world. He flees the noisy, chaotic controversy of
the contemporary scene in order o listen o the distinct, quasi-mathcmadml :
voice of his inser monologue; for only now can he find the two fundamental
principles of his monadaolegical system, the principles of “uncontradicted truth”
and of “sufficient reason.” (Meyer, 1952: 9)

B
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Meyer’s commentary is not without relevance and force with respect to a wide
range of contemporary theorizations, | shail briefly take up two examples, Con-
sider, first, Deerrida’s resort to semething akin to the Leibnizian conceit in his
discussion of self — other reladons as he examines how the “enropean subject”
{an entiry that Leibniz was also crucially concerned with} constitutes itself on
the inside through the construction of an “other” — the colonial subject. Spivak
{1288: 294}, in her interesting commentary on the whole problem of how the
colonized other can speak, artacks the “fist world inteliectual masquerading
as the ahsent nonzrepresenter who lets the oppressed speak for themselves” and
approvingly cites Derridd’s strategy as follows:

To render thought or the thinking subject transparent er invisible seems ... to
hide the relendess recognition of the Other by assimilation. Ie is in the interest
of such cautlons that Derrida does not invoke “letting the other(s) speak for
himsetf” but racher invokes an “appeal” to, or “call” w the “quite-other” ... of
“ren:dering delirious that interior voice that is the voice of the other i us.”

The dangers in such a gesture are obvious. If the only way in whick the “other”
can be represented iz through “rendering delivious” the voices dhat T have

" internalized in the process of discovering mysclf, then very socn the identides

of “Tautre c'est moi” become as surely planted as did the thesis of “Fetat Fest
moi.” And this is exacdy where Meyer felt the fatal contradicden lay in

- Leibnizs steategy:

Leibniv claims that the ohservation of ¢he essence of things is nothing clse but
ir: observation of the essence of our own spirit. ... The inteflectual individsality
of man, informed by an entirely new ethos of intellectiial achievement, becomes
the measure of all heman existence. In this doctrine of personalise absolurism —
which is essenitially the same a5 Louis XIV’s doctrine of polidcal absolutism — no
teal community is possible. And at this poiat Leibniz’s conception of man’s
sovereign spirit conres o conmadict his own idea of wheradon. The eomimoen-
vrealth becomes a mere “agpregate of monads”™, and the acsthetically significant
goncept of “barmonia nundi” can no longer bridge the gulf between individnal
men, statcs, or natons,

“The sccond example is drawn from the frequent appeal on the part of
» ceologists not onty 1o dialectics but alse to a version of the philosaphy
ternal relatons thar cchocs the Leibnizian canceir. Arne Nacss, the founder

¢ deep ecology movement, was a serious student of Spinoza and evidently
this philosophical training to great effoct. In decp ceology it becomes
1ask of the Self {understaod as something transcendental to the egoristical
) to become the medium for “rendering delirious”. {ro appropriate
idas phrase} thar interior voice that is the voice of that great other —

e” - within us (sec chapter 71. Through sclf-discipline we can render our
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vision of nature less blurry and hope, by virrue of the “correspondence rules”:
we internalize, 1o arrive at an understanding of the external wotld by erecting
2 monadic Self into the measure of all chings.

I am not seeking here to discredit the Leibnizian conceit entirely. Strategies
of this sort have been of enormous imporsance throughout history and
presumably will continue to play a rale. Bug, left 1o itself, not only does it run
into the Fata contradiction of the soft that beset Leibniz [is chis why Derrida
{1994} has reurned o Manxd], but it also begets a cacophony of “inner
tnonologues” {of the sort that Derrida, for one, s particularly adept at produc-
ing) on the pare of philosophers and literary theorists who have all too clearly
retreated from “the noisy chaotic controversy of the contemporary scene,”
withdeawn into an isolared seif, and thereby severed any connection berwezn
freedom and political commitment.

In any case, the Leibnizian conceit precisely underlies thac form of phile-
sophical idealism which Marx, through his dialogue with Hegel, rejected.
Whitchead {1985: 1934}, while acknowledging how much his own doctrines
owe to Leibniz, voices a number of parallel objections. Leibniz, he argues, had

on his hands:

two distinctive paints of view. One was thar the final real entity s an organising
aceivity, fusing ingredients iuto a unity, so that this umity is the reality. The other
point of view is that the final real endries are substances supporting qualitics.
The first point of view depends upon the acceptance of internal reletions binding
ogether alf reality. The latter is inconsistent with the reality of such relations.
Te combine these rwo points of view, bis monads were therefore windowless:
and their passions merely mirrored the universe by the divine arrangement of a
pre-established harmeny.

Thus dicre can be “ne concrete reality of internal relationy” in the sense of -

actual processes of internalization open to investigation: God {or what Hegel
tater chose to call “spirit”} has to function as the Dens ex wachina for the whele
system o work.

While Leibniz may have fucnished a foundation scone for “the great achieve-
ments of German philosophy” he leaves behind some avkward problems as

10 how o use the doctrine of internal refations in pracrical affairs. There are.

chree main dificulies, The frst, deakt with ac some length in Ollman {1976
appendix A), is that if everything is about flows then how are we to speak
any particulars or individuals at all? ¥ individuation, the identification
indipidsals or of what Strawson (1965} calls particulars is considered depen
dent on spatial -temporal location then shifting the grounds for defining spx

and time, which, as we skall see iu chapter 10, is indeed the necessary implicas

tion of the relarional view, shifts the grounds for how individuals, pa:ticﬂlaf

and entities (such as “things” and “bodies”) are to be identified and underseood:
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The conception of the fundamenral elements or individuals of which the world
is composed is then perpeusally open to guestion. Strawson {p. 119] seres,
i for example “that no system which does not allow for spatial or temporal
entities can he a system which allews for particelars at 2ll.” And in advancing
his views on how particulars and cntitics are to be established, he uses Leibnizs
arguments as a foil to construct what he considers a more coherent and corapre-
hensive way to individuate phenomena. Leibnizs monads are entity-like
enough, it turns out, to provide easy means to rebur Strawson’s ob}ectien's, but
they are unsatisfactory as a general argument for the reasons Whitchead
carrectly advances. The answer here, given by wrirers as diverse as Ollman,
Whitchead, and Bohm, Is that chere is no particular barrier to construing things
and entities as “permanences’ or even as relatively autonomous entities
rovided we recognize how dhose things and entities are constituted, sustained
and ulimately dissolved in flows and how all enditics are relationally defined
with respect to others. ’
- To this Whitehead (1985: 203} perceptively adds twe other objections. He
E first observes:

The difficulty which asises i respect to internal relations is ro explain how any
particalar truth is possible. Insofar as there are intesnal relacions, everyehing must
depend upon everything clse. Bue if this be the case, we cannor know about
anything until we equally know everything else. Apparendy, therefore, we ace
under the necessity of seying everything at once. This supposed necessity is
palpably untrue. Accardingly it is incumbent on us to explain how there can be
internal relations, seeing that we admit finie truids.

“We will encounter this difficulty again inr chapter 12, where I take up some of
the groundings of identity polirics, If I internalize everything {including every
“otherness”) these is, then T am under the necessity to speak for everyone there
is which is equivalent to saying nothing particular at all. Equally sefious, is that
- “the docttine of internal relations makes it impossible w0 attribute ‘change’ 1o
any aceual entity” (Whitchead, 1969: 74). If all monads intemnalize everything
' élcre is, then under what impulses can they change except by their own internal
e}iz:u:zn? Put another way, to say that flux and change is everywhere is
equivalent to saying that it is also nowhere in particular.

This may all seem 1o be a rather arcane and erudize issue, so let me illustrace
5 mofe practical and political-economic importance by a return to Marx’s
-onception of capital as outlined earlier. The argument, recall, is that produc-
o consumption, exchange, and distztbution are separate moments of a
r{}cess (aﬁow of value), that each moment internalizes the conditions of the
hers, but that the moment of preduction is regarded in some sense as
’G_.a:meﬂ{al‘ A common Marxist reading of this is that we only have to eevolu-
iize {Q_}‘ to study} the moment of production to change (or understand} the




74 Orientaitons

whole world becanse all else is
the idealist view of internal relations

historical materialism. From this standpoint
and “economistic
s rreared as the oply relevant category, have some Jus
leibnizian {and idealist) to the degree that

against “fyandationalist”
produ ion
arguments become even more
“produc:ion” is construed as a herm
albeit characterized by a “correspon

clse is internatized within it— rather than 35 an open mMoment n
iticat life, But things kook very different i

fow of social and po

internal relations is situated notin 2
4 as CONTANHONS

as “permanences’ ) b

different “moments” {events, things,

§oiiticai—e€ouorrﬁc reproduction.

Production, consumption, exchamn:
are 2l relevant moments

hm (1983: 297} makes 2 psraiie! criticism of
how what Bohm calls “the implicate arder”
undersmanding both cOnsCloUsNess and matter

within the wholeness of becoming:

formuladon,
wring cffects of the othes. Bo

Leibniz, albeit while exploring
provides 3 common ground for
conjoimiy

We propose .-
consciousness, cannot be precisely
b rather COVELs a SOMEW
and has duration in Gme-

something very small ©0 something very karge..
explicate order, and in addi
So the relatianship of each mo
i total content: the way iR W
others eafoldsd within it. In cerain ways this netion s 6
which “misrors” the whole in it 0% W25,
The difference is that Leibniz’s monads had

moment has a cersain
though i i own Wy,
the others is implied by

idea of monads, each of
dezail and others rather vaguely.
petimanent existence, whereas Qur
not pepnanent. Whid
pmpcaed here,
express the quali
this in o racher different way.”

There ase, plainly, different versi
My own preference (and ithas b
previous wWo
the monadic view of, sa;

Consumpiion, exchange, Jdizeriburion must
r to understand the process of ingern

own tight precisely in orde

rhat the basic elemest be 2 mement which, tike

shat vagueky Gefined region which is
The extent and duration of a moment M2y vary from

chead's idea of « ual occasions 1S CX0S
the main difference being tha

2lities and relationships of our moments,

£k} is to treat of “moments’ Wi
production as ¢ elem

snternalized there. But this is nothing less than

imported into Marxism in the name of
some of the criticisms {aunched
» forms of Mardsm in which

Gification. Such

etically sealed {“windowless”) moment —

dence principle” through which cverything

the continuous

£ the notien of
worid of monadic entities {which appear
transfosmations and internalizations of
entities) within the overall process of

g8, and distribudion, to go back to Mars

within the social process, each internal-

the mopent of

related o measurements of space and time,
extended in space

_ As with consclousness, €2

tfion it enfolds all the othess,
men in the whole w0 all
hich it “Rolds” afl che
smilar of Leibniz's

some in great

¢ only moments and are thus
ar o the onz
¢ we nse the imphicate order 0
whercas Whitehead does

basic clements ar

<tand internal relations.

ons of how to uader
een a fairly consistent feature of much of my

thin processes rather than to take
ent for sole consideration
be considered as moments in cheir

afizadon as € -

The Leibnizian Concess 75

accurs in production, Marx produced strong ar,
: gUments to § t s vi
; ;;::. i; r;ﬁ:;nt of é)sro&uction was more crucial than the o&leﬁggtxﬁizi:;w
o t;g)r and how socialism might be achieved, but this gﬂfs N B
in 207 éfl ims : lz;gicct of the o%iicr moments — indeed, working on thezz
; e esﬂz: ; as cm;sumpnon_) 15 a fruidul way rowards incernalizin
speciicand desire b(;n"ns o f;:ngﬁ within .pfoéuction {the most obvious casE
s when consumer yztts fiect production activides). To the degree that
i Ollnan s o 2 Sl dzstmcti(?n§ dear enough {though I suspect he agrees
_ dmﬁ, ,G ; 'm;:;:g oijzitizc‘ possibility for both a conservative and ijgaiist
Mﬁm e e }Zm- as well as a purely “productivist” vession of
Particu[ :Itililﬁlcavﬁs r;cllle tilorl}y q}}ﬁsﬁi@ﬂ Of where C%ﬂﬁgﬁ COHELCS from i
pareicn ,emsaf woh construed in terms of iaternal relations, Wh migil'fl
“ msr-:fglm . 3fﬂ;rﬂc{:ﬂJ afl;;; (su;;h a;q an 'm:ganized working class) be cor}:sidcra;
e e others? This is perhaps the foremost question 1o be
moment, all that ] need ri:cirﬁilﬁasz?g;jpad{m et o e
;::iam;z; piac;; t]i'iat a1 mfetaphysicai as wd?a?f;}:;:i:afﬁiii? Oi:;emaz
i ig]o{ied i.fﬁéﬂf;lz;fgz;lgj}a: soilfiit}g;a arrived af in the Mowacpi;fogjzox
ndec ¢ raciice i indox
wg;léfi [Ehrs szﬁdy}l af an inteligctga} mo;fa?ﬁegzeg{izt;r? sz;};i;?xlfndOWEess
| surpmi ce;&yri Lbzhc 0;1{;;1&& w.orld a particularly adtractive propositio: I:’I‘:I;lfs};
sucpis eﬁga};hngafpo mcai.faﬁures _of the left in the last wo &eca{ies have
rendered a sim retrcit into a windowless Leibnizian world of internalized
o i,t w o ::agqn%e in t}'le case of Deleuze {1993}, a rather attractve
i ci itared in many respects by the perfeciion of compurer
dcvd-gpﬁd n{}% :} ; :;; innovatien of Leibniz who, as Heim (1991} pgingout
developed o c; }i‘ edi:stﬂcaklﬂaéng machine but also the binary &Iithmeti}
e T culus that ‘would compile 2if human culture, bringing eve c
ol g d?z msi a iingic shared data base” — to go with il The !;ri::m?
o te monadic individaal, locked onto a compurter screen connected bc
G asiluforld of corrcs_'pondmcc in cybemspace in many respects 4
o o ;iemmr‘l} of ihe ]:_zeénizian dream. “Monads have no wigdowls
kvl hibﬁﬁ}:ﬁ;ﬁmjﬁs wites Tcim, going en o desceibe a cyb::rwods(i
e oS 11; ological metaphysics” underpin both the logic and
ot ?21 ° ﬁ?w Srsga;e. An? there are many who now regard intensive
g hétg_m o chis ot i d}:;;:r t;(:}m of tadical and revolutionary action. |
he R S
e :1:::' I;zicjai 1ci:;l};mi as 1 shall call it, rests fargely on such 2 withdrawal
s p:w:rgl,t E.; v in irself the pure dectrine of inteenal relations is
o Bims}ﬁ,r (1::6;3‘{ by cmbs'dd.mg it deeply in the political commit-
Mo e 393? Ercfm it, in the “liberatory axiology”] that
XS cs is Listorical materialism so much ofits power, Other%&z::

A __




PR
T

g

EEE

76 Orientations
the severance benweet freedom and political commitment becomes just as farak
2 contradiction for contemporary dinlectical work as 1t ulrimately became for
¥ eibniz. Dialecrics. with its focus on change, has a strong aim to be at least
one of the key modes of enquiry. But, as Bhaskar (1993} notes, these ate various
strains within thac tradition and it is important to be a3 explicit as possible
concerning how dialectics can operate and what it might mean 0 bring some
racher than other dialectical principles to bear upon any form of enguity.
Treating differene modes of thought dialectically (2 kind of inera-dialecdc if
will} as complementary though antagonistic rather than as mutually
ynrebated can, £o1 this reason, vield creative nsights. "This is an

the Greeks understood well. “The finest harmony is borm

from differcnces,” said Heraclitus, and sdiscord is the Jaw of all becoming:”
: ans are ahways resaictiog and

Marx, likewise held that “one-sided” representatt
ced was always “to rub together

problematic and that the best way w0 prod

conceptaal blocks in such a way that they catch fire” Perhaps a litde rubbing
i the right way cafl Shart creative ways o think about socio-geographical and
environmental change, and how to biing s?atio—tcmyﬂrality, place, and
environment {narure) within the frames of ocial and literary theory. la the
chapters that follow, 1 shall try to pus such 2 mode of argutnent to work to
see what it can yickd. In the process 1 shall try to dissolve dialectics as an absteact
set of principles 1nto 3 fow of argumentadon and theoretical practices.
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The Dialectics of Discourse
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8 Orientations later — {2 W all possess beliefs, faneasies, values, and desires about how the world

7 0 be mken 0p :

how the discurstve construetion of ﬁu}dafr(;en(.ai’ Ejfgfé;g ey words - might | 1s {ontologies), how better understandings of the world mighe be achieved
OW . . H . ] < I 3 > -

L ivonent, naiure, paceime place, and jus prch oach terms s upposedly | {epistemelogies), and how Liwe want to “be” in the world. This complex

; ive realles 10 W
e N ondisclsIve €
operate in reiaLORTO the n

allude. To this end, T construct 2

i e
es and then wse that map to situat

ap” o reprasent the : interior world | shall designare as the moment of thought, fantasy and desire

“dialectical cognitive 0 what discourse {the “imagirary”) recognizing that such terms are scarcely adequate for

. <5 A . cheories are ; what I mean to say and that the sepamation berween them may mislead
ﬁo'wh::} ;xfm}? :.::1650 beer understand what Sojal.l;:f;:;im;);m_thm;y of {the thought body dichotomy implied cannot easily be jusified, for
mig hLasize, trying o des .- example).

1 should emp A is far more : >
about. E alamrilcf;:s — maps are far 100 uneliable for tha;- Mz;f the creative {d) The moment of instizution bailding broadly refers to the organization of
ithc sock (i:m{c 2 fmicial map [0 assess the form, tae p eorizations ; political and sodial relations between individuals on a morc or less durable

inherent in different

v he limitadens basis. We here recopnize that buman thought and desites can become

ibifities as well as 0 . G . . e
poss p ow). ! collectively manifest and reified as cufrural rituals (such as those of religion,
ﬁ;{mdu mg sy . authority, and deferenee) of. more obviously, as seemingly permanent social
institudons {such as those of law, the state, politics, science, education,

u%modest: it

; 1. The Basic Framework religion, the acaderny, the professions, the military, snd the market place).
é . o s the social process {figure 4£1). 5o {#) The moment of m:zrc_'f‘itzl *zzm:‘ﬁ‘re! focuses on the material cr{zbei:ldedness
4 . fining six distinctive mOmMmeT g izt and lirerary & of human life. Material practices are the sensuous and experiential nexus
3 Lbegin gﬁSﬁ?mgad{crs to chart much of what goes on IZU S_Gﬂéﬂm o follow. = — the point of bodily being in the world — from which all primacy
% These %[I?hw alsolaya g:ouhdwork far the substanuve H‘l’;i f;v sense of priat B knowledge of the world vltimately derives. But material practices also
f% theory. - ent” in order avoid, as far as possiDics i entities, B instantiate and objectify human desires in the material world, not only
Tuse the weem “morm ivities into “permancnoss” — (085 © through the reproduction of sclf and bodily being but also through
%; crystallizagion of grc*:cssuai activities [ pecsent the moments in no particular 1 r(:h eh ¢ © rc{}_:»ro uctlgjl;lg of sclf an dily being but ;)hi rzug
ded domains, of systems. | prese modiftcations of surrounding environmenis encompassing everything from
% dearly l;oun Rcance- the microtechnologies of the living and the workplace through to the buile
P order of sign ity be defined as the moment forms and created envirenments of cities, agrarian landscapes, and glabally
by § Innguageldiscourse Can TOUGHT calling about, ~ modified ccosystems.
§ @ T?c miiloe?]i; vast S:m)piy of coded ways available to s for 5 (/) The moment of secial refations describes the various forms of sociality
o Izsz; abaut, and representing the world. ent of poweris iself both human beings engage in, and the more or less durable orderings of social
wrl 2

manifestations of power. The mon
ous and complex, bur powet
cte.) and pressures a1c
conceprion of how they

relations o which this sociality may give rise. It focuses on the way
human beings relate to cach other — “modes of social relatng” — as they
live their lives, produce together, communicate, etc. Cooperative structures,
divisions of laber, social hicrarchies of dass, race, age, and gender, or
differentizted individual or group access to material and symbolic
aceivities and social powet, are some of the issues encompassed within this
moment.

relations (?ﬁliﬁc"_‘%’
fundamental within
work is therefore

{£) Discourses ac
internally heterogeneous
economic, symbolic, military,
che social process and some

i i 5E5.
crucial for understanding social proces

Discourss/languags - Fam here reducing a vast array of activities to six fundaments] moments

of social life, The social process, as [ conceive of it, flows in, through and
around all of these moments and the activities of each and every individual
brace all of the moments simulraneously. While this highly schematic
fﬂfﬁf very Cartesian) representation has the advantage of immediate clarisy, it
is lisble to lead ro egregious error left in such a raw form. So I offer some

mediate clarifications, building on rhe dialectical way of thinking oudined
chaprer 2.

Beliefsivalues/desires

Power ‘
institutions/ ritugls

Social relations

Waterial practices

Figusre .1 “Moments in a2 Cognitive Map of the Social Process.
lgm N A
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“correspondence rules” operative across moments crucial for how we
understand the-socialproces e wok, ™"

3, Fﬁth*fh“éiﬁ?ﬁffsﬁé”ﬁﬁ?m%{y lasgely by way of a variety of
conflicting effects from all the other moments {an idea that Althusser sought
to capture through use of the term “overdetermination™). Power relations
are not hemogeneous, for example. We cannot know # priesi whether we
should appeal to authoricative versus economic, gender-based versus class-
based, symbeolic versus raw physical dimensions of power {just to take a few
examples of categories that are deployed). Contestation over decply held
belicfs, desires, and valucs is likewrise cverywhere evident, frequently pirting
different fantasy wotlds in the form of Utopian desires and strivings against
each other in severe internalized traumas or bitter external polemical/
political conflicts. Hetetogeneity of beliefs and incoherent ways of desiring
and valuing can be found within each and every onc of us, generating plenty

of inner turmeil and moral torments. Racist, elidse, and sexist thoughts
surface in surptising ways even ameng those who dedicate their lives to
campaigning against such phenomena, in exactly the same way that new
material social practices designed to achieve a change in power relations can
become unglued by subtle shifts of emphasis thar reinstate old power
relations within, for example, new material practices and divisions of Iabor.

4, 1 have so far construed the refations between “moments” as flows, as open

processes that pass unhindered from one moment to all others. Bur Hows
&Ei' - £ 11' n &« 1 » é M iaj}i ® ” F M
rseallize into “things,” “elements,” and isolable “domains” or
T TR i 2 200 i AP S R SR
_ which assume a relativE Pefinancnce {30d sometimes even eu:qiqfiijém=
Jimnited causal powers) within the social process. Reihcadons of free-Howing
processes afe dlways ocourring 1o create actyal “permanences’ in the social
and i 1d zround us. Examples might be material landscapes (such
as cities), social institutions that seemn almost impossible to transform by
virtue of the solid way they have been constructed, divisions of labar thae
are sa moutinized and organized through an infrastructure of factory and
machinery that they scem impossible not to replicate, socially construeted
discousses that tightly constrain and regulate hehaviors (for example,
discourses abourt time and space outlined in part 1), and even discourses
which become so widely accepted and reified, thar they themselves become

<" part of a landscape of knowledge seemingly impermeable to change. This

problem of how “things” crystallize out of processes precceupied Adorno,

Coles {1993: 232) writes:

For Adorno the world i5 thoroughly relational. Fach thing is a “aystallization”
of its relation with others. Yet the language of “orystallization” is as important
here as that of “relation”. The relational world s not one of pure fluidity and
_ harmc»ny} burt one where things crystallize into highly dense, infinitely specific,
" and often very recacitrant entities thar resist the surreunding wold in which
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they are borrn- One could say that for Adorno, the first movement wward 2
dialogical understanding of freedom Ties i 2 recognition of both this relationel

quality and this recalciozance.

My argurent is Dot that permanences, pOWer structures, and rigiditics of

discourse ate irrelevant or weak in retasion to the Puid processes that consti-

cage them. I do want to insist however, thar anaiysis should confront how
be converted

such permanences can 0CCUnL how fluid internal relations <an
. . . B e oot o Vot P g s "
into social causation and how the Jeralization of forces operaiing at other
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fhe dlscarsive me&f:siﬁcomes 1€1<‘Elsst£nguishah§f:, 25 Foucault arpues, fro
fhe o dimp;?‘:er itself, Bx‘it this is precisely what is mcane by 15&:‘;311;:1
bchcgﬂaﬁﬂcsﬁ”nic&n}cﬂ: s g form af pawer, it ifa meade of fo i ‘
selicfs and destres; fui b ftself an instinution e
gaterzal practice, 2 fundamerital hil':':ﬁéz;{éfﬁé%eﬁ
aﬁs_fgurrg;)z__ggi_gggé o U_Lus:.{zla_fcfl _from other nﬂc&n‘m&tsa;:;w
b ictfz}_c_i seemingly transcendent they Become. N

and-seafaced from o domip. the diseo

idividually and collectively] are the beasers of disco

taentswight fimit or undermine the pﬂdmﬁ“cﬁ“;ﬁﬂiﬁsoc}a}mﬁﬂg{fb_} Eorourecs. th

“’E’wﬁf{@if&?ﬁ@.,f‘i*}éi:'.;‘é.;%%m‘.;:ié@;»?fi‘;@::ﬁiﬁé'm‘"” iie, 2 relatively fecent St ough humanly produced. have the awkward habit of assuming

i _.(g;odu.c_t_ of copcentrated power in humnan history, has just such an aif | (?EB“.-:*{-"{; ?O;Wt t;?ﬂ“ﬁoﬁvhéjﬁ&ua}sm T vi_n__:a,..‘_,t..h assuming

| perimiiience precisely bw' Caust it Su‘;c?SSﬁ. 1Ii;;uimema§mes a Wl%erang nge _DE S}’St’emscznmdodlme social proeess, human i:;cmg;“af& ;}ﬂpn;{j nhls’thas in many

¥ “desires and beliefs, discourses, sg}c’iélfe{éﬁtjijé,ﬁg{ ssiitenel and mareral gs of their own construction. This does sot dz Evgs i,
) - 2 : gt ’ tract trom

pracm:es and has therchy hecome ag entity EQ‘iOWCd with, causal powers- I* g::;:j:ﬂt&iﬂc fact thar discourse is abways social relating berween
- s pose the thorny question of what kind of50§:§ redatin o ],E’ifi‘
g 15 golng:

: - .u;d be 8 Y £« de ? l:hat IZEEC nanor I £ (![ £ i Ll vV R 163,
. EXamiIfnHiy {h l&

iil 41 O CUSTOUISC a.né tl'i éﬁ raati pO <F Ofb{)tl’l in rclatloz; [ 143 90(:.[3.[ bﬁ

It W g

But, as the case of the Soviet Unien so well demonstrates, it would be
equally sitly ro accept those causal powers a8 permanenﬂy given, indepen-
dent of how social processes produce enfities.

So although Fam cxplicitly no? proposing here 2 causal or circular model
{of the sort chat says, for cxample, that those in power set up discourses
that shape beliefs, fantasics, and desires 50 38 T regulate prastices of
insarurion buildiog thar set the stage tor rmaterial production and reproduc-
tion actvities that in turd construct social relations that fipally return to
ensure the pcrgcmatien of power), 1 do want 10 recognize that siruations
may arise I which ftscems as if such a causal (and cireular) logic s at work.
dly the dream {and sometimes Musion) of those who held

Tt ie undoubte
power chat matters an be or are regulatcd in such a ciroular causagve
from the stand-

mannet, Such situaiions often appeat desperarely difficult
point of any oppositional movement preciscly because it seems impossible
to break out of the circnlatity. So even though the basic argument COnCerns
internal relations rather than causaliey, the crystallization of cansal
SCEHCTUTCS {pcrmancnces} out of such a dialectical system of jnrermal rela
ions can and frequentdy does occut, posing problems 20t only for analysis
but also for how the social process works. In the cvaluation of social and
fiterary theotics, closc attention has 0 be paid w0 shifts in lamy
free fowing processes Lo 2 crystailized causal schema.
5. The imporance of discousse is that it is the moment of commuaicative
ersuasion or discussion beityeen persens regarding certain fines of action and
batick. Acts of comsnunicarion have a certain spatial field of aperation 25 wel
25 a temporality, both of which depend upen the socially construceed and
rechnologicaily imediated capacities for communicatinn over Space apd me

The games played sithin disconrses are extraordinarily complicated 50 that

II. The Moment of Language {Discourses)

The words “discourse” «
) and “language” are often used i
 discourses ngﬁt;{z :Sn; of :;h(ei key raw materials out of WEE;E‘I;:Z’EE
,, L » O 2 3 b
- ing the world, get shaped. ed {sometimes sirictly so} ways of rcpresent-
Debart powe
in the tse:;fthdl;n [S'?: lbc 5 &gc‘havc taken all sorts of rwists and tur
iuggm od thar lead wmz%f’crjmz g:i;f’;th, iznf?]ertaszr distinctions have bc:j
being Saussure’s distincti itions of language, th
ol rgela[;;;;iffi iﬁ,ﬂcﬁi between “langue” (iangazagi as aizrﬂ:;::uf I?Mad
everyday qpe;fh v atical rules, word positionings) and “parole” (CO inter-
* possibilties *h. ome 'VE.E’WI language as an objective and fixed «;m:}ctm;]mr:nj
- ways, while ';Zl;‘fs geniet}cait}’ coded) thar human beings use albeit in di of
sonseruction. Th;s::f t;ﬂg!iagt as either a subjective of b;{)adly i}istow?:‘]: :
a5 1o whether changes i ¢ lavter persuasion broadly divide over the .
sttucionsl fermsbcs 1}; ianguage lead or follow changes in materfal ;;:;iota
» SOCERE ay - - CES.
the power relations, beliefs, and e s
oo Dszzlﬁtr::grsy over th; relation berween ]angﬂagaf ax?:}ej;}c‘ Uhis rciam
imerc u}gé 1:3] - _scﬁecmm theories of language (the idea ;;lm which it
o th;; realities they describe) here butt heads with commf Wo:dg are
A o :iu‘eﬂz,iri unée;st?nding of the “real” is constructed z}no;;}f . lzidc;s
L ! sorts of intermedt it wards;.
craulac - { ate positions and e A :
lations thar bridge or mediate these simple béna:iefn{éc{ic didlectical
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almost without noticing it, simply through the medium of language. Bur as
this example Hlusteates, there is nothing “deterministic” about this. [ can, and
do, take issue with the conversions of dialectical process argumerus {abour
capital, for example] into causal-relations-between-things arguments. It is
possible to avoid the wicks that language can play in the same way as we can
learn a variety of terms to describe snaw. The point here is to be awate of the
significance of language differences and linguistic limitations, while conced-
ing what scems an irrefutable proposition: that language has a vital role to play
in constructing understandings of and mediating action in the world. But whywj
do such differences in language exist? Here it is perfectly feasible to answer that |
the reason the Eskimes have multiple names for “snow” is becauss their social !
and material practices of reproduction require it in exactly the same way thar /
we now have multiple names for different metallic allays for which the generic
term “steel” used to be sufficicnt. :
The issuc of the determinate power of language over social life cannot so
easily be dismissed, however. "Man acts as though e were the shaper and
maszer of language while in fact Jengwage remains the master of man,” says
Heidegger (1371 p. 146} and a wide range of commentators and theosists
concur with him in this judgment. In recent years, what Palmer calls “the
descent into discourse” has consequently become more and more hegemonic

in social and lirerary theory. We have fallen victim, Palmer (1990: 3) argues,
ta the illusery premise/promise:

that language, broadly conceived as systems of signification that extend well
beyond mere words 10 loncude symbuls and stuctures of all ways of
communicating (from the articulated to the subliminal}, is the essential ground
within which social life is cmmbedded. Language thus construcs being: it orders
the relations of classcs and genders, sver attentive to specific hicrarchies; it s
the stage on which consciousness makes ks historical entrance and pofidics is
scripted. As its own master, morsover, language is nonreferential, and there can
be no reduction of its beginnings and meanings “to some primal anceror reality.”

Palmer’s objections to this move are suongly voiced. “In the current fixation
on language,” he argues (p. 5). “a materialisc understanding of the past is all
too often sacrificed on the altar of an idealized reading of discourse and its
influence.” What then gets lost “is the centrality of the question: How are rexts

and interpretations used within the interactions of insdtutions? How de they

gerierate and participate in the relations of power and ordering?” (p. 45).
almer does not argue that the moment of language (discourse) is newrral or
assivein the social process, but that serious losses of understanding arise when

- It occupics 1 hegemonic and determinate place.

'56 .place of language in the social process is a mater of acute political
ontestation. Caonsider, for example, the intensive debate within feminism,
dly summarized by Cameon (1992}, over the role of language as a vehicle
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Historical materialism has no difhculty in accommodating an appreciation of
the materiality of texis and the imporance of discourse. ... It can accepr thae
discourse plays a role in constructing secial being, just as it can appreciate the
importance language plays in the politics of labowr and the process of revolution-
ary transformation. The opposition berween discourse and materialism hardens
into a this versus that countering of interpretive choices at the very point where
diseourse demands recognition of the totallzing discursive deteeminations of
language, writing and tevrs, elevating isself to an all-encompassing anthoricy thae
is both everywhere and nowhere.

But Palmer here adds another wrinkle to the argument that deserves considers-
tion. “To be sure,” he writes, “in this process the text’ is often conceived so
broadly as to include virtually everything, from words, to institutions, w sodal
relations of awthoricy.” In geography, for example, we now find cities, land-
scapes, bodies, and cultural configurations being interpreced purely as texts.
Even the institutions, powers, social reletions, and marerial practices at work
in producing, say, urban life get reduced to texts in 2 rotalizing gesture thar is
both extraoedinary and stastding given the anti-totalizing rhetoric of many of
these engaging in the reduction. It is — and I make the point again in order
not to be misunderstood — one thing to say that rexts {discourses) internalize
everything +here is and that meaningful things can be said by bringing
deconstructionist ractics to bear both upon actual texts (histories, geographies,
novels) as well as upon a wide range of phenomena in which die semiotic
moment has clear significance {such as movies, paintings, sculptures, build-

© ings, monumens, landscapes, dress codes, and even a wide range of ovents

such as religicus ritvals, political ceremonies, and popular carnivals). Bur it

| 1s quite another to insist that the whole world is nothing other than a text
- needing to be read and decenstructed. This is the fatal error to which someone

like Baudrillard succumbs as he reduces the life process 10 somcthing that
occliss upon a cinema screen and nothing else (bizareely caiming, in one of
his most recent works, that the Gulf War did not “really” take place). Hensi
Lefebvre {19911 7, 72, 143} attacked such a totalizing and reductionist gesture
{a “willful dalliance with nihilism” is how he depicted even Baudrillard’s carbict

works):

Semiology raises difficulc questions. ... When codes worked up from literary texts
“areapplied o spaces — to ushan spaces, say — we remaie, as may casity be shown,
<on the purcly descriprive level. Any auempc to use such codes as 2 means of

decipheting social space must surely reduce that space iwelf to the status of 2
_message, and the inhabiting of it to the swtus of a reading. This is both w
wevade history and practice. ... Space was produced before being read nor was
Jitpeodaced in ozder g0 be read and grasped, bur rather in order 1o be Sued by
“people with bodies and lives in their own particular urban context. [italics in the
original]
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parody, humor as well as of religion, nationhood and political idendty, Such
discourses are always porous with respect to each other and in the normal
course of cvents we find oursclves switching from one discussive mode to
another often without noticing it. Analysis reveals thar such shifts imply all
sort of slippages, ambiguities, and incoberences, But such slippages occur not
only as we perform discursive and communicative acts with children, partners,
the reacher, the doctor, the police officer, the gas-stadon awendant, or the boss.

Slippages occur just as manifestly even within setiings thar in other respects

seein refatively stable as regards the discursive rules that are supposed to operaze.

Scientists suddenly resort to metaphors drawn from sexual experience to code

their understandings of supposedly objective facts, lawvers tuen o lirerary

narratives to substaniiate cheir cases, and philosophers use the langnage of the

matker place o substantiate their mewmphysical claims. Such stippages are, 1
* shall argue pardicularly in chaprers 7 and 13, particularly strongly manifest in
envitonmentat debates where conflicting metaphots of nature abound and
where cool-headed scientists suddenly slip into 2 metaphorical marker language
about how “we may be running out of time” {an odd idea when one reads
Swephen Hawking on “a shott history” of that commeodity) and passionately
engaged nature remanticists and deep ecologists suddenly invoke the
scieniific authority of Lovelock’s model of Gala, quannim mechanics or the
mathematical discourse of chaos theory as if it is all the same to them,

As a consequence it is not hard to sce how contestation is always internaltzed
within the discursive moment. Counter-hegemonic and dissident discourses
{feminism, anti-racism, ccologism, posicolonialism, and the sexizal subject ate
some of the contemporary favorites of the avant-goarde in academia, for
example} crupe to challengs hegemeonic forms and it is out of such contesta-
tion that secial change may flow. Intertextual analysis can illustrare how
discussive effects mark out a complex “trace” across a varicty of scemingly
independent discursive domains, sometimes presaging distuptive effects but
in other instances offering hidden suppors to pervasive ideologies. Supposed-
"Iy neutral scientific discourses, as we shall see in chapter 7, offer silent but
* strong support to capitalist free market and sexist ideologies, for example,
But fiercely foughe struggles within the discussive moment do net neces-
Csarlly carry over unmodified to other moments. Feminists may effecrively
- change discourses abour wotmen, gender, and sexuality within academia {or,
-more likely, in limited domains such 25 history and the humanities, leaving
the sciences broadly untouched) without seriousty affecting deeply held fanra-
sies, desires, and beliefs, matcrial social practices faround child-rearing and
howsework for example}, or the fundamentals of power relations. A mere
ange of words daes lietle if the connotations and associations build back into
ntical configurations of meaning. “Niggers” have changed their appellation
6 “negroes” to “blacks” e “African-Americans” within the United States with-
't removing racial prejudices. This does not mezn thar the struggle 1o change
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The second question is this: how can we reflect discursively on the power
and value of the variety of theoretical discourses available within social and
literary theory? The “dialectical map” of the sodal process proposed at the
outset of this chaprer can facilitate that sort of exercise and T now want to
explore that map in somewhat greater detail.

IV, The Generazl Character of Secial Theories

Volosinov, in moving to 2 conclusion of his remarkable tract on Marxism and
the Philosoply of Language, ouches upon virtzally all aspecs of the six-point
schema that I began by oudining:

Without a way of revealing iwelf in language, be it only in inner speech,
persenality does nort exist either for itself ar for others. ... Language lights up
the inner personality 20d s consciousness; language creates them and esdows
them with intricacy and prefundicy — and it docs not work the other way.
Personality is ftself pencrared through language, not so much, w0 be sure, in the
abstract forms of language, but rather in the ideclogical themes of language.
Personality, from the standpoint of iss inner, subjective content, is a theme of
language, and this theme undergoes development and variation within the
chamnel of the more stable constructions of language. Consequently, # word is
net an expression of ianer personality; rather, inmer personality &5 an expressed or
sntwerdly impelled word And the word is an expression of sacial intercourse, of
the sucisl fatersction of material personalities, of producers. The conditions of
that thoroughly material insercourse ate what detersmine and condition the kind
* of thematic and structusal shape that the inner pessonality will receive ar any
given time and in any given environment... . The irner personality is generated
along with language, in the concrete and comprehensive sense of the word, as
one of irs most #nportant and profound themes. The generation of language,
meatrwhile, is a factor 1n the generative process of social commmunicaiion, a bewor
inscparable from that communication and its macerial base. The material base
determines differentiation in 2 seciety, its sociopolitical order; it organizes society
hierarchically and deploys pessons interacting within it Thereby ate the place,
time, conditions, forms and mcans of verbal communication detcemined and,
. by the samne wken, the vidssitades of the individual urterance in any given period
in the development of language, the degree of its invielability, the degree of

differentiality in perceptions of its various aspeets, the narure of its ideational
and verbal individualizacion. ... {pp. 152-3)

Volosinov here locates the role of language (discourse) within some sort of

~“directionality of determinarion.” In this instance, the directionality runs from
ocial and tmarerial practices through language to persopality and beliefs,
aking an otherwise incoherent inner life of the subject breadly responsive o

tretnal social forces and marerial activities. This is an excellent Hustration of
' Auid dialectical formulatians {of the sort that Volosinov is generally
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/ The Dialecties of Discourse 93
ing (be it trade unions, polip/cai parties, state powers, hegemonic institutions
that promote and regulatd hegemonic discourses, eic.) as a fundamental
moment on the path wofwdrds transformed material practices and social
relations. The search for a&gfnative forms of political—economic power operates
in Margs thoughtand prég{:ice across all the “moments” of social action. Mar,
in both his analytic wogk and polides moves freely from one moment to
another. The famous “last instance” of the material practices of production and
teproduction, then operates, as it were, as both the stgréing posnr and the
measuring peins of achievement — the point where we can tangibly fudge what
has been accomplished {much as money operates as the measuring rod of
achievement for the circulation of capital through ies various metamorphoses
as money, commodities, and production). Material practices occupy their key
position because Marx believes that sensual interaction with the world is the
privileged grounding for all forms of human knowledge and for all under-
standings of whar it means to “be” in the world. And Marx is not alone in this
belief — it grounds much of western science, for example. Material practices
are the measuring point precisely becanse i Is only in tenms of the sensual
interacticn with the world that we can re-figure what it now means to “be” in
the world.

But does this imply that the moment of material practices is the sale locus
of meaningfil social change? This would appear to be 2 fundamental tenet of
Mards historical matericdism. Did he not explicidy argue, aleng with Engels
in The Germar Idealogy, that the materialist canception of hjstory:

relies on capounding the real process of production — starting from the material
production of life izself - and comprehending the form of intercourse conmested
with and created by this mode of producdon, Le. eivil society in its varicus stages,
as the basis of all Iistery; describing it in it acdon as the state, and aiso
explaining how all the different theoretical preducts and forms of conscious-
" ness, religion, philosophy, moralicy, etc., etc., arise from it and tacing the
process of their foemation from that basis; thus the whole thing can, of course,
: be depicted in its totalicy (and thercfore, too, the reciprocal action of these

" various sides on one another}.

“The Internal tension in this passage is obvious enough. What begins 25 a one-
" way cavsal schema starting with che matetial base is convereed into reciprocal

action of different “moments” within the totality in the parentheses. And with

3 this totality the momenc¢ of language has a key role to play. Here is Masx in
“the German Ideology:

Chly now, after having considered four moments, [our aspects of the funda-
fenmf historical reladonships, do we find that man alse possesses “conscious-
f1ess”; bur even so, net inherene, not “pure” consciousness. From the start the
“spint” is afflicted with the curse of being “burdened” with matter, which here
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mother tonpue: he cag pnly be said to express nimself in it frecly when he can
manipulate it without ceference to the old, and when he forgess fis origial
language while ussg the new one.
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Historical Agency and the Loci of Social
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Williams was hardly the archerypal anti-humanist. But his concerns with deter-
; mination, and particularly with the power of histericaily constituted language
] . . ) . . L i
pu%: hlm o tae éoi‘dﬁriailé (&1‘?&}’5, il seems, hi-s pi‘cftficé POSiUOil} bﬂt\‘x’tﬁﬂ e
humanistic and the anti-humanistic traditions. But whar is importane in this
] passage (and ehere are many such in Willlamy writing), is the insistence thae there
; is something that cannot be captured within the dominant forms of a moment

{ir this case language). This “something” is “stubbornly” resistant to being
! absorbed into any siructured logic of relational dererminations. Adorno advances
{ 2 simifar idea. For him. according to Coles {1993: 232), magic and myth:

i

| tend t0 apen up a space beyond the immediately given for the acknowledge-

; ment of nen-identity, of more than we currently grasp. The world ceases to be

l an imrmateble force pressing upon the self, and the self’s grasp of the world ceases
t0 have the character of an immutable and exhanstive cage as myth ackmowledges

f a surplus that mranscends our experienice, into which both the self and the world
might move.

1 B Perhaps the most telling example ts thar of Foucault, whose resolute anti-
T humanist is hardly in doubt, but who located the residual and open poiat of
resistance as bedily pleasures, while sinultancously depicting the political
hiszory of “the disdnetive ways in which various successive powerfknowledge
regimes institute the body as an object within their respective techniques and
practices” (Fraser, 1989: §1}. The effecr is ra make the hady the primary site
of contestation in the social order, the implication being that there is always
something residual in the politics of the hady that is outside of the regimes of
control that are applied o it, no matrer how toralizing and how draconian
" thosc regimes may be. The particular choice of the body as a site of resistance
- derived in large degres from Foucaulds personal preoccuparions, bnt by the
sare when, much of the influence of his argument derives from » widespread
sympathy with the view that repressions on the body deserve to be resisted and
that the pelitics of the bedy is where zevolutionary action may well reside.
Kristeva, to take another cxample, argues her way out of the dererminacy
of the symbolic order of the father {the phallus}, by appeal to the realm of the
semiofic, which attaches to the pre-Oedipal maternally oriented phase of a
- child’s life. That phase is ungendered and, precisely for that reason, exists as
the only ground for real as opposed to superficial challenges to the symbolic
order. While wommen have privileged access to that realm by virtue of their
“maternal functions, the realm is not closed to men {they, roo, had a pre-Oedipal
phase}, Traces of this semioric moment persist as a permanent subterranean
: challenge to the symbalic order. Kristeva locates them in, for example, the
oetry of Mallacmé and Rimbaud, as well as in feminise theory iself] It is only
out of this semiotic realm, she argues, that truly revolutionary censciousness
an zrise.

‘Phenomenolagists, on the other hand, tend to locare the moment of indeter-
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of fantasy. In other words we pay a price to gain access to “reality”: something
— the real of the trauma — must be “repressed.”

Two immediate conclusions are adduced. First, “reality” is always framed by a
fantasy, Le., for somcething real to be experienced as part of “realiy” it must
“fit the preordained coordinates of our fantasy space” {p. 43} and secondly,
discursive activity is meaningless independent of its fantasy suppost (p. 213}
Zizek insiscs that fantasy constitutes a “hard kernel” thar resists reduction either
to the symbelic orders of discursive activities ar to any supposedly “objectdve”
qualities of reality. “The Real,” says Zizek, in a passage that echoes Williams
is “a surplus, a hard keracl which resists any process of modeling, simulation,
or metaphoricization.”

A strong distincrion Is invoked here berween three "moments” in the social
process — realities of experience and of discourses and the fantasy beliefs that
support them. Zizek pursues these differences to look at how the ideology of
natiouhood, the formation of as entity called nation, occurs:

This paradoxical existence of an entity which “is” oaly insofar as subjects believe
{in the other’s belief) in its existence is the mode of being proper o ideological

causes: the “normal” order of causality is here inverted, since itis the Cansa itself
which is produced by its effects (the ideological practices it animates). Significant-
Iy. it is preciscly at this palat that the difference between Lacan and “discursive
idealisny” emerges most forcefully: Lacan dees not reduce the {natonal, erc.) Cause
to a performative effect of the discumive practices that refer 1o it The pure
discursive etfect does not have enough “substance” to compel the attraction proper
to 2 Cause — and the Lacanian terms of the stranpe “substance” which must be
added so that 4 Cause obtains its positive ontolegical consistency, the only
substanice acknowledged by psychoanzlysis, is of course enjoyment (as Lacan states
itexplicidly in Freeerd). A nation existronly as long as its specific enjoyment continties
to be materializad in a set of social practces and transmitted through national
myths that soucture these practices. To emphasize in a “deconstructioniss” mode
that Narion is not 2 biolegical or transhistorieal fact but = contingent discarsive

© consemction, an overdetermined result of texiual practices, is thus misleading: such
an emphasis overlocks the rerminder of some real, nondiscursive kernel of enjoy-

ment which must be present for Nation gua discarsive entity-effect w achieve its
ontological consistency.

There ks a lot going on in this passage. Note first how the construction of the

nstiturion” of natienhood understood a5 a rdoualized “entity” (or pernianence}
15 Hinked to social practices that materialize a specific relatton between discourse

d fantasy/belief/desire. At least four of the “moments” idendified in figuse 4.1
 invoked. Social relationships {class and pender hierarchies, fateral distinctions,
visions of labor) are ignored, however, and dhe popudation is wreared as homo-
nepus when it plainly is not. The weak justification for such an assumption
ts0n the sratement that nationhood is about subjects’ beliefs in other subjects’
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change. While this is an argument I do not share, it is not ene that can be
dogmatically dismissed.
But there are other rcasons for the romantic turn towards voices from the
margins as 2 vehide for political salvation at the center. Zizek suggests, for
example, that the Christian tradition of believing that awthentic nobiligy of
purpose somchow atraches to conditions of total degradation (such as rhose
chat put Chirist on the cross) carries with it the presumption that it is only the
impoverished, the marginalived, and dhe repressed whe have the capacity o
transcend their state, tell us plain tenths, and lead us into the promised land.
“Transcendence” is the operative word here as is the vision that true nobility
can exise only in the midst of degradaton. Tt then comes as a bivter disappoint-
ment to discover that the impoverished, the marginalized, and the oppressed
often ladk that extraordinary and moving nobiliey that can occasionally be
found and that they often aspire not 1o a radically different social order, but
to one that gives them a plece of what the privileged already have. Movements
of marginalized “others” are often held to a far higher standard of moral purpose
and political commitment than are those of political activism ac the center,
But there are more solid reasons to take seriously the question of marginalicy
as a point of escape from imprisonment in dominant discourses. Raymond
Willtams (sec chapter 1) actively used his positionality en “the border” as a

fundamental resource with which to chalienge dominant ideas. Szays Di Michele
{1993: 27k

one gets the impression that Williams did always live o the border, in a sort of
mesaphorical “border country” of his own which allowed him o look deep
inside, with grear advantage, both at England and ac Wales. He could lock, as
it wers, [rom thereand from fere simulanecasly at his two worlds, which never
appeared ta him as twe landscapes or places; they were in face landscapes “with
Agures,” living worlds and authentic communities, where people weze socially
and culturally present with dhelr vasious eypes of fulfiflment and despair, with
their crises and successes, with their myths and beliefs, with cheir “full rich life.”
From that privileged “border countey” experience, Witliams ... could conceive
the iden of 2 mulifaceted world-view which lec him discover significant reladons
between poople, which are not maiurally “giveny” Lrat have tu be consciously
pursued and bronght out op the surface by ronacious, sven harmfuf search and
effort. These relationships must be lived and felt. in the firse olace; they mus:
be worked our by the impartial and neutral observer, in the second place.

hat is ar work hee is a cracial ability (attached to the thesis of milicant
particularism in dialogue with universalizing politics) to use whar we now call
‘standpoint” {and Williams frequently resorted o that term} and location
(place) to create a critical space from which to challenge hegemenic discourses,

chuding even, as we saw in chapter 1, those discourses about the “proletar-

Lie s . s . . - e
4t and “socialisin” that were dedicated to the emancipation of a marginalized
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me thtis space of radical opeaness is 2 margin—a profound edge.
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It is from this space in the margin — * site of creativity and power” — that
Bell Hooks shapes a radical intesvention:

This marginality [is] a cenrral locadon for the producdon of a counter-
hegemonie discourse that is not just found in words but in habis of being and
in the way one lives. As such, I was not speaking of a marginalicy onc wishes o
fose - to give up of surrender a5 part of moving invo the ceater — bur rather of
a site one stays in, clings to even, because it nourishes one’s capacizy 1o resist. -
It offers 10 one the possibility of radical perspective from which to see and create,

to magine alteraatives, new worlds.

But what kinds of new worlds? Resistance to what? The oppressions of race,

gender, and class? To a monetized economy and a commaoditized culture? To

.the thousand and one postmodem ways of dying? To a superimpaosed 2nd

alienating way of life? To hegemonic discourses (induding those proclaiming

the emandipation of blacks and women)? The answer surely has to be all of

g the above. As with Williams, the focus on language is powerfully connected

v to the way life gets lived and things get done, the way social reladons are experi-

enced and power gets exercised. Language (discourse} is a place of struggle.

Bur discursive struggles waged in isclazion from the historical geography of

lived lives and dominant power relations are meaningless. “This is not,” Bell

Hools insists, “a mythic notion of margieality. It comes from lived experience.”

The margin is not simply a metaphor, but an imaginary thar has real

underpinnings. From that location a powerful condemnation of supposedly
emancipatory discourses shaped at the center can be launched:

T am waiting for them to stop salking ahout the "other,” 1o stop even describing
hew important i is co be able w speak sbout difference. ... Gften this speech
shout the “pther” is also a mask, an oppressive talk hiding gaps ... [i1] zanihilawes,
erases: “No need to hear your voice when 1 can walk abour vou bemer than you
can speak about yourself. No need o hear your voice. Only tell me about your
pain. | want to know vour story. And then | will tell it back to you in a
new way. Tell it back to you in such 2 way that it has become mine, my
own. Re-writing you, I write myself anew. [ am siill author, anthoriey. 1 am

o _ still the colonizer, the spealdng subject, and you are now at the center of my
-k

Q@}nﬁ‘onted with such wlonizing discourses, it & not haed 10 imagine
Bell Hools, like Spivak, preferning Derrida’s resort to the Letbnizian conceit
of “rendering delirious the voice of the other within oneself” Bur Bell
ooks here challenges hegemony in discourse by appeal to an experiential
nexus {of materizl practices, rituals, social, and power velations) in which

dreams and desires find expression outside of that permitted by some dominant
discourse: -
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greet you as liberators. This “we” is that “us” in the (nargins, that “we”

Stap. Wz
s not a site of dominaden but 2 place of

who inhebit parginal space that
resistance. Enter that space. ...

The internalization of these effects, mobilized and constructed at the TRATER,
within discousse is what nakes language 3 place of struggle. The ides of
standpoint, of location, and of place is very strong here:

I had 1o leave thatspace called home 10 move beyond boundaries, yet b needed
also to rerurn there. Tndeed, the very meaniag of “home” changes with ihe
experience of decolonization, of radicalization. At times, home 18 nowhere. At
ames, one knows only cereme estrangement and alienation, Then home is =0
fonger just one place. It is locations. Home i that place which engbles and
promotes varied and everchanging perspectives, & place where one discovers new
ways of seeing r=ality, fromters of difference.
The wransitions at work in this passage aced elucidaion. Is there a movement
from a real “spacc” one might calt home (a secure hut in some ways restrictive
environment in which to grow 2ad become according 10 gtrict rules) W a
metaphorical “place” that is to open o 2 different kind of becoming, open 10
the muliiple forces pulsating throughout the world? And if so, how is this

metapharical place canstituted? There aie two dangets. The brstis © slide into
to rransform that

the Leibnizian conceit in the pame of radical openness,

metaphorical place into 2 windowless space supposedly sufficicnt unto itself
because it internalizes ffects from outside [cf. Delenze’s {1 503) considerations
on Teibnizl. The second is to siide into acceprance ofa pastmodcm warkd o
and unresolvable difference, to become 2 mere point of
is as if openness is by definition radicat. Bell
“one confronts and accepts dispersak
£ 2 new world opder that reveals
2n order that docs not demand

fragmentation
convergence of evervthing there
Hooks appeafs 0 head in thart direcrion:
and frapmentation as part of the construcrion o
more fully where we arc, who we can becomne,
forgenting.”

The purpose of these TWO brief considerations on Z1zek and Bell Hooks is
Grst to cxamine how the idea of 2 “residual” ora “surplus” somehow autside
of or beyond the hegemonic rules of determination gets set up. Once located,
that surplus is wsed ro identify she locus of agency, of resistance, of an
organizing force that can change the hiepemonic direetionality of historical-

change. In recent years this free point from which to resist dowmin
has increasingly been located “on the wmargins.” Voices from the

4 in this regard Bell Hools' chosen location B emblematic —

moargin — ad
become those to whom we are usged to pay the clasest atrention as the harhin-
changg

gers of serious social change- So where # the locus aof agency o give
Qirection and how is it that spatiality Is in some form or othes increasingly

invoked in the argument?

gengraphical
ant gracéces

Hissorical Agency and the Loci of Social Change 105
I1. The Locus of Change
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The dance of historical change becomes as vulnerable o the sexual whims
and fanwasies of aging dictators, for example, as it does to coherent mass
movements. And even when mass movements are at work, the determination
of what contradictions are seen as primary is always up for grahs. Policics musr
engage with aff moments of dhe social process simultancously, establishing its
own counter-coherences within and correspondence rules betwesn discourses,
institutions, socal relations, power pelitics, and the imaginary and material
practices. {iven the slippages that can occur between these moments, and the
difficulties of trandation that T eatlier invoked there is nothing automatically
prediciable about these relations either. It Is, therefore, just as impereant to
engage with the imaginary of the worker as with the experiential world of hife
and labor. Seruggle can never locate iself exclusively or even primarily at ane
moment within the social process.

Al of this must sound, and in some respects is. profoundly at odds with
aditional views of Mands historical materialism. Yet it seems 1o me the only
conccivable way to view the question of agency and locus of change in a
genuinely dialectical and historical materialist manner. So what remains is the
problem of haw to reconcile these views with some of the more obvious feanures
of Masy's argument — In particular the commitment to revolutionary class
struggic — that on the surface appear so incompaiible with them.

The problem for Marx is not to explain change because change is the norm
and stability the zare occurrence. Nor is Marxs general problem one of
explaining how particular groups, interests, and powers “seize the time” and
turn this or that aspect of the social process to their own advantage or lose out
in a pardeular high stakes game {as happened in France between 1848 and
1852, for cxample}). What Marx was incerested in was revelution. He was
concerned to understand how the sonfity of the social ordering that constitured
capitabisme could change; bow, in short, capitalism might be overthrown. But
that also meant understanding how capitalism as 2 social ordering could

preserve itself through changes {technological, administrative, discursive) and
through all sorts of struggles (wars, civil rights movements, colonial
encounters, ethnic canflicss, ete.). This converges direetly on the single most
impormant question: what are the necessary and sufficient conditions to
transtorm the structure of capitalist social ordering to produce an altemative
- kind of society called “socizlist” or “Communist™ Mars’s conclusion was quite

simple and, I chink, indubitably correct: the only way to transcend capitalism
was through a class serugple waged against capitalist class and their associared
inserests acrass all moments of the social process.

So the question for Marx is not who is going to be an historical agent because
all of us are. But how can one kind of collcetive agent crystallize our as an
‘overwhelming polirical force that can accomplish this revolutionary task. The
Question of agency is defined in terms of a political commitment, But why
“should we commir ourselves to thar politics rather than some other? The answer
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L . s
is simple enough. The structuce of permanences and insernalized :hl.at;iﬂ ;
is si . b ; L. . view, extraordinarily
tecmei within the capitalist social order is, in Mzga \;w;n A rlimaty
kdam i ives illions; it 1s immora: an .
aging to the lives of untold mi 3 : : e of
i itis B end he human species and a twavest ¢
iine as it is hife-threatepung to € ' L Trave: 2
E ur species potential. There is more than a liccle romanticism L}‘it;nzpoz; iin
0 ' 3 ~ t
dxa:fmwer (@axtémxiariy evecation of a species potenmi), ?}Ii{ withou hatsere
f imaginary as an alternative, the reality of human desﬂ’iinor{;;mp
. . mi e.
ment and degradation in the midst of plenty becomes un! ar;i e dse
There are, of course, all sorts of arguments to bc st against ;f o The s
opposition has never properly constituted imself as & c,ohcr;r:;i 1010: v
W%Cﬂ it has achieved some modicum of poswer it has not ra h;ca_i}; zranlaces e
mattess. Even if there were historical ;}c:nods and geogf_apl : b&i e aned
class oppasition W0 capitalism congealed it has now effectively

1 fa
Above all, the single-minded pursuit of c.lass questions docs r:}c:it draic;:'s 4; 2
consideration of ocher important hxsternfal oppressio ns e e
me:ier exual preference, lifestyle, racial, ethnic, or religious i cntlt;les
;zgliis?o;s‘ geozraphicai region, cufrural conﬁgurati.on, and the }ﬁfi!:. 1:;; :;lvz
ccrlzain tm,ém to all of chese objections and many Circumstandces i w i
i ining of, say, racial, gender, gcographical, and class issucs creakes -
gi::k;lerﬁt?c; rh;t make it imperative for several sets of §ppxcssxons to
ﬁdf;t?;i converse complaint must alsp be registered: those Wh?. ::S?C;}ﬁﬁi
Vitical commitment and the nation of cia§s agency that necess iy atache
Sc? it in effect turn their backs on his depiction of the htzman- € Hd;m;
degradation and denial that lie at capitalism’s door a.nd bccamc; wz;;fmcnce.s
as historical agents with the reproduction ?f the p’_amcular sgt % ;;Z e
that capitalism has tightly fashioned our of otherwiss ppen, Fd,
Sﬂcliitp;cziind\a che farce of Marx's political commirment gnal;:s ;r;;ﬁsy
people nervous. Foucault (1984 46) probably speaks for many when ke :

Fhis work done at the imits of ourselves must, on the 91{1; ?\mté;t?izzi ;2302;
realm of historical enguiry, and, on the ati’es; put jeself z;‘ e :i e
-cc-ntemveraz’y reality, both to grasp the poincs where ‘ ‘ﬁ m'mpﬁis <
desirable, and to determine the pracise form this change sho " . i
shat the historical entolegy of purselves mrust turn away ti.omn Lé)a R
claim to be global ot radical. In fact we know f.ri}m ef:pencr::i e ]
10 escape from the system of contemporary zeality soh;sﬂ:;) g .
programs of another society, of another way of T ?i;g m,ost e
anatcher vision of the world, has led only o the remn ot t

traditions.

The warning is salurary and deserves to be talen §€I§.0L1151}*'. But the mmmé ?::?:
from all projects that claim 0 be global or radjcal is deeply damaging. kt
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Foucault to prefer projects that are “always pardal and local” bur then hape
these realize generality in a different way, A of which brings us back close to
Williams idea of militane particularism and the second general quesdon I
catlier posed: how is it thar “the partial and the local” — spadality {in some
guise or other) — is now so frequently appealed to as the locus of residual forces
that can exercise real power over the trajectory of social change?

[iI. Towards a Theory of Historical-Geographical Materialism

In recent years, the extraordinary, but now quite widespread claim, has been
advanced that “space” defines the realm of difference, of otherness, the uncon-
aolled, the unpredictable, the unexpected, and, hence, the locus of agency and
the leveraging point for emancipatory politics. Space defines the untamable
residual to all metatheories of the social pracess. These are very serong dlaims
thar deserve critical scrutiny. They presagre the question of how w understand
the geography of difference, the spatiality of dicorizations, in reladen to the
issues of agency and social determinadoen. Here, for example, is Knorr-Cennas
{1994) descripiion of those movements within sodology that “imply a rupture
with Enkightenment thinking” and "z negation of many of the definitive

features that have been associated with the modern.” These movements center
on microznalysis as:

2 derailed description of secial episodes through means such that ethnography,
discourse analysis or visual methods. ... Most importantly, microanalyses have
discoverad, emphasized and deseribed the Jaz/ nature of modem life; dhe whole
bedy of microanalytic research rests on lucdizing concepts, epitomized by terms
such as “local order” and “indexicality” in ethnomethodology, “simazrion™,
“setting” and the “stage” metaphor in symbolic interactionism, “province” of
meaning and “situatedress” in phenemenclogy, etc. The whele microanalytic

revolution is a revolution not about what is small, but about the spazinfization
of experience.

This same sentiment can be arrived at from a quize differenr direction. When

Foucauh {1984: 56} argues that the dialectic is “a way of evading the always
open and hazardous reality of conflict by reducing it vo a Hegelian skeleton,”

. he invokes a version of the dialectic that cannot “distinguish ameng events”

and “differentiate the networks and levels to which they belong.” Escape from
the releclogies of Hegel and Marx can then most readily be achieved by appeal
10 the particularifies of spariality (network, levels, connections}). This accords
with the rather widespread view, which Ross (1988: 8) attribures to Peuerbach,
that time is “the privileged category of the dialectician, because it excludes and
subardinates where space rolerates and coordinates.” Within: geography we also
find advocares of this view. Sayer {1985), for example, argnes that time is the
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realm of necessity (and hence the quite properky privileged domain of the
absteactions of social theory) whereas space s the realm of contingency (and
therefore quite properly the privileged domain of particularist empirical
geographical enquity).

Ler me put my cards on the table. Tam resolucely opposed © the ctaim that
“space” is outside of social determination of dicorizadon and even more
eraphatically that it is somehow ourside of the dialectic. Nar do T accept - ac
cast withous considerable qualification — the political equivalent: the idea that
“spaces on the margin” are the sites of radical openness and revolutionaty
possibility. This is not to say that liberated spaces are impossible to construct,
dhat social conseructions of spatiality cannot be used, in cither a real or
metaphorical sense, a5 strategic clements within revolutonary politics. Not,
most emphatically, does it mean chat “voices from the margin’ are not worth
listening to or irrelevant o political struggle against capitalist domination.
Indeed, as 1 shall later hope 0 show, a spatializing of political strategies
{geopolirics) is cruciat for any form of emancipatory politics. But I do challenge
che turn to the supposed indeterminacy of spatialicy as the moment of freedom,
the site of resistance, and therefore the seedbed of social change. To think in
cuch terms is, 1 shall later arguc (see part 11D, to fundamentally misconstiue
how space is itself constituted through the social process.

My arguments here in part derive from experience. 1 entered academic geog-
caphy in an era when the belief in uniqueness of place supposedly put the
discipline “outside of theory.” This exceptionalist claim became 2 marter «
fierce debate in the 10605 and 1, for one, have spent much of my academic life
subsequently secking 1o refute that proposition and to discover the ways in
which topics like space, place, and environment might be understood both
theoretically and prac{ica]iy. Apart from changing pokitical COMMEMEnTs, Iy
intellectual turn o historical macedatism and to diaiectics derives in large degree
from the conclusien that this was che best way to explore such questons. 1
therefore find ir odd that so many contcmporary ascademics, in their haste to
escape the confines of what they see as an imprisoning set of meta-theories,
might want to return to at exceptionalist style of argumentation thar produced,
in the geography of the 1950s, a dull, lisdess, fragmented, unenlightening, and
anproductive sgple of work in which theoretical presumprions and prejudices

(in 1950s academic geography these had to do with imperialisim and under-

standing the world as 2 field for capital accurnuladion) hid behind exception-
st claims. Of course, i might reasonably be argued that the theogetical
sophistication now achieved malkes the production of such a dismal soyle of

work unlikely. But even as knowledgeable a commentator 38 Spivak (1988: 280}

worries about the political implications of 0o hasty a recreat from meta-theoty

THowever reductionisiic an economic analysis might scem, ¢he French intellec-

tals forget at their peril that citis entire overdetermined enterprise was in the

Historical Agency and the Loci of Svcial Change 111

interest of a dynamic econcmic situar i
rates fcuation Tequiring that | i
aere quiring that ineerests, motiv
(as iini?i;znd power {of zn:rieége} be ruthlessly dislocazed. To invoke d‘?:t
loc now as a radical discovery rthar sheuld mak i
c & < Y e us d
cfr}nomﬁtziico;dmons of existence that separate out “classes” des:c::i;t%;l:;yi at? .
iece i i .
piece of dated analytic machinery may well be o vontinue the wotk of thar

disigcation and anwitingly - e
relations.” &ﬂ‘klmng!} e hd? ID SCCUNDE 3 new balance of hegamolﬁc

gB;tsciuer? ;rc nn%(i{tTanZ reasons why heliefs abour the contingency of spatiality
widespread. To begin with, the insertion of fail v, an o y
particulasly the inscrion of some notion of e e B e
- b the dynamic znd fui
:.LGH of sijzat?gty asa }é:oducz of material and social‘procmsaq typiﬁi;zl::;z
any social theories. Consider the case of neoclassical nics, wl
crucially depends upon showing h itibri e
. g how equilibrium prices form in ¢ it
env i‘rcilln’.ti:.{;:tj. What I.(e}opmans and Beckmann showed, was that ;ﬁmﬁ
;fjbjf:im'?ﬂe :0 acl:llcvc tit;vzm a relatively simple spatial location/allecation
. This “paradox” {which played 2 role in the awasd i
1o Koopmans} has never been resol ¢ i e e e
: ved, leaving neoclassical economi v
:; {s;al?)mtc its 1::a;;i.;sfn«:ats on 2 foundation of shifting sand. The ?;:Z i;og
of cerin of class analysis (which stumbl atializati .
as neighborhood, network, communiry, om) e
nel » metwork, {}f,clt}r,andnatmﬂ,m chaf i
g’fartzsm ;élﬁ t.hconmt;ons of Roemer and Wrighe, for f):xar;;ﬁe}nvi:iy;ﬂalf
) ) R K ¥ Fr h &)
ineBu ;g;iﬂ,dial&nc (lflclt;diﬁg its recent resurrection in bowdlerized form
i h::ic ask ;:in(f of hjsi:ory Y and some rendifions of historical maserialism
worked out their theoretical schemas as if spatial ordering and the

 changing production of space was of no importance.

smg:na}[; ;Wial theo'ries havxe ignoted space {or, mote acourarely, assumed a
o un,ch' anging spatial structure of entities and permanences). M
o :;:1 propositions dadvance& or deduced from those theeries fall apér)t w;ﬁy
spatiality is reintroduced. The assavle on such i i eﬂ
. theories ust fali
Z;::s ta ligdcrcut them has therefore been both correct mdﬂfaiii:;}? gi::‘iza
swc;ngr 3_;:; tiie cfan be ;110 theory of the production of space orlsha{ I:i'i:
(&

- gencral or meta-theary must be zbandoned, is plainly
angt}lj} ixrcmg ;il‘cﬂ, can a the?retical discourse abour spatiality be construcred

can histotical materialism be made more explicitly geographical? Later

- il:;;;i::s will E:sécc up these questions in much grearer detail. Here [shall simply
pone C;ny&l to somc preliminary remarks on what a discourse ab -
tistori —geographical materialism” must address. .

 The di . - . .
d:ze diSCi.trSl.Vt activity 0{': mapping space” is 2 fundamencal prerequisise
oy ;;ruczurmg“ of any k_l'{lci of knowledge. All tall abour “situatednes -
on” and “positionality” is meaningless without a2 mapping of the sp:::e
i
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in which those siruations, {ocations, and positions occul- And this &s equally
true no maiter whether the space being mapped is metaphorical or real.

2. Mapping is adiscursive activity that incorpotates power. ‘The power 10 map
the world in one way rather than another is a crucial tool in political
struggles, Power straggles over mapping {again, oo matter whether these
are maps of so-called “real” or metaphorical spaces] are therefore funda-
saental moments in the production of discourses.

3. Social relarions are always spatial and exist within a certain produced
framework of spatialities. Put ancther way, social relaions are, in all respects,
mappings of some soft, be they symbolic, figurative, of material. The
organization of social relarions demands a mapping so that people know
their place. Revolutionary activity entails a re-mapping of social relations
and agents who no longer acknowledge that place t© which they were
formerly assigned. From this it follows that the producton of spatial
reladions {and of discourses about space relations) is a production of social
rclations and to alter one is w0 alter the other.

4. Material pragtices transform the spaces of experience from which all
knowledge of spatiality is derived. These transformative material practices
in part accord with discussive maps and plans {and are therefore expressing
of both social relations and power) but they ate also manifestations of
symbciic meanings, my{hologies, desires. The spatialitics ptoduced
through material practices {be they frameworks for living, for communi-
cation, for work, for symbal';s activitics and rituals, for enjayment} also
constitute the matetial framework within which social relations, power
structuses, and discursive practices unfold.

5. Iastirutions are produced spaces of a mose ot less durable sort. In the most
obvious sense they are territorializadons — territories of control and
surveiilance, termains of ju:isdictian, and domains of organiz&ﬁon and
administration. But they also entail the organization of symbelic spaces
(ronuments, shrines, walls, gates, interior spaces of the house) and the
spatial orchestration of semiotic systems that suppost and guide all manaer
of institational practices and allepiances. Insertion into the symbolic spatial
order and learning to read the scmiotics of \nstitutionalized fandscapes is
an cffect of power upon the individual that bas a primary rale in
puarantecing subservience ta the social order.

G, The imaginary [thoughss, fantasies, and desires) is a fertile source of all sorts
of possible spatial worlds thar can prefigare - alheit incohcrentdy — ali
mannet of different discourses, powet relations, social relations. ipstitutional
ctructures, and material practices. The imaginary of spanality is of crucial
significance in the search for alternative mappings of the social process and
of irs outcomes. The structutes of many soctal and fiterary theories ars, it
this regard, often secret mappings of otherwise intractable processes and
events by appeal to a certain imaginary. The secrecy is often a deliberate

e
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ﬁ;iii;gdff the pi’es}.l?POS]’EiOI.lS ojf power and of social relations that lie
behin ic perpetuation of institutions. The moment of conversion of these
dc{ii?nes ;r{}io d[scom'se_s is therefore cri‘ticai, not in the sense that it is

nate, bur because it is at that relational mement that the imposi-

. 1 . . - s . . .

fions 0£ alld reviilsions a.gamst 1ESTEEUTLONS, P‘()Vf 43 3|Id S(}{:]al ltlai Gi1s
(=i}

beC(]I}lE mast apparent.

This schemaric overvi [
Thi ew of some of the general otfentatd
_ of stations
:zizicgltjeogzazphmi marerialism with respect to handling sparis?ii I:afv:
al out. In what follows 1 shall attem i . .
' pe to flesh out chis sct
;ig mtiilrcspt?ct to space, but also with respect to cognate term;ssicgzzrf;m
e, and environment. But hisrorical i iali ei
face, : ut histe —geopraphical materialism Is
fﬂsz::scf:en gnilh it, zoo,iénas its positionality wirhin the social pmc;:sa i};n;;f
¢ world in rather different ways to iven | ,
- - - y th ’
f:onvennonal social and lirerary theories. But as Marx longzte ivz[;db? mmi
is ﬁwi ;};ﬂy to uaderstand the world but also o change it. Bur é}an’ : U:'tas
;vharla: ere the question of political commitment is crucial. So if; lie l’vlmm
L ;;evc.‘ the ﬁ'mdamem:al contradiction we have o confront is]ti’iat Lfazr}f i
e dn:;m: h)gz.c of capital, then historical-geographical marerialism hase w© b:
_ ed as a discursive moment in refation to th it ject
p:gaI bcgfan s e 1o that political objective. But, as
_ : g, the writing of a book is an engage: ithi
, <ing, : ngagemens within th
, laf discourse and mcv}mbiy bound by its rules and limitations. Disf;oujsreahz
_ ::Euagi mfg be z vital Jocus of srriggle. But they are not the only o v
e ;izé‘y hﬁ: most important places of seruggle. In writing 2 bzoi:;‘:::;?
o ﬂatm; g télNzrertbcless, the critical capacity to use discousse 1o reflecton
- ¢ discourses we construct ean have an § itic
7 --jfo play. And that s what che rest of this book s abouimpmtmt poltic ole




PART IT

The Nature of Environment




Part I Prologue

Around “Farthday” 1970, 1 recall reading a special issue of the business journal
Fortune, Tt celebrated the rise of the environmental issue as a “non-class issue”
and President Nixon, in an invited editerial, opined that future gencrations
woudd judge us entirely by the quality of environment they inberited. On
“Barthday” itself, | attended a campus rally in Baltimorc and heard scveral
rousing speeches, mostly by middle class white radicals, astacking the lack af
concern for the qualities of the air we breathed, the water we drank, the food
* we consumed and famenting the materialist and consumerise approach to the
“world which was producing all manner of resource depletion and
" environmental degradation. The following day I went to the Left Bank Jazz
clab, 2 popular spot frequented by African-American families in Baltimore. The
“musicians interspersed their music with interactive commentary over the
deteriorating state of the environment. They talked about lack of jobs, poor
“housing, racial discrimination, crumbling cities, culminating in the claim,
which senc the whole place inte paroxysms of cheeting, that theit main
Ehvi;(}nmtnta! problem was President Richard Nixon.
" What struck me at the time, and what continues o strike me, is that the
‘environmencal issue” necessarily means such different dhings w different
“people, that in aggregare it encompasses quite licerally everyching there is.
- Business leaders worry about the political and legal environment, politicians
wotry about the economic exvironmert, city dwellers worry abour the social
nvironment and, doubtless. criminals worty abour the environment of law
iforcement, and polluters worty about the regulatory ervironment. That a
stagle word should be used in such a multimde of ways testifies 1o it
fendamental inccherence as a unitary concept. Yet, like the word “nature,” the
de of which “contains, though often unneticed, an extrasrdinary amouns of
Hitwan history ... both complicared and changing, as other ideas and
petiences change” (Willlams, 1980: 67), the uses to which 2 word like
dnment is put prove instrucrive, The “unnoticed” aspect of this poses
Particalar difficultics. Lovejoy (1964 7-14) comments:

Copyright & Michael Busselle.
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it suggesis, is congenial to the prevalent beliefs, the standards of value, and tastes d sinc
of 2 cerain age, may help to alter behicfs, standards of valie, and rastes, because ¢d, has been Slgﬁ!hs:anﬂy modified by human acrion {Marsh, 1965; Thom
: > H as,

ather meanings or suggested implications, not clearfy distinguished by those who P 195.& Goudic, 1986; Turner er al,, 1950). The distinction be i
employ it, gradually become the dominant elements of signification. The word : envitonments of cities and the humanly medified enviro fon between bult
“parure,” it need hardly be said, is the mest extraordinary example of this. o cven remote regions then appears asbitrary cxcept as a i:::ntf of m“"l and
. { o ?ta z’athe_r long-standing ideclogical distincdon ber:;cm tz:z mardlesta,
The contemporaly bardeground over words like “nature” and “environment” N the city (Williams, 1973). We ignore the ideological country a.nd
is a leading edge of political conflict, precisely becaiise of the “incompletely ... atour peril, however, since it underlies a WOE; e Ofd—m{ d?tmm‘m
explicit asumptions, of MOIe 0L toss wncamscions mental habits” which surround P ecological thetoric, pervasive anti-urban bias in much
ther. And it is, of course, primarily in the realms of ideology and discourse : In what follows I shall oy to establish a theoretical pesiti .
whete “we become conscious of political matters and fight them out.” I 1o 1ry and make sense of what are general a:zﬂcj o fmm- which
The Hight in part afises because words fike “pature” and “environment — In so doing, T want to connect those issues gz i anms?;cntai issues.”
convey a commeonality and universality of concern that can all 100 easily be S the way in which “nature” or “envitonment” fl&iz“”g of social change and
captured by pasticularist politics. “Environment” is, after all, whatever sur- i alf proposals concerning “the environment” are]ricc - scck~ e show that
rounds of, to be more precise, whatever exists in the surroundings of some . proposals for social change and that action en ghemcfﬁy and S'lmldﬂ%m:ouﬁy
being that is relevant to the state of that being at 2 paz:ticu}ar place and time. L ation in “mature” of a certain regime of valu ‘;f;ys entails the msm{’ﬁ‘
The “situatedness” of a being and its internal conditions and needs have as i environmental and social change into a dialectic: dcs' d hisum‘ftfl}% by puting
much to say about the defipition of envisonment as the surrounding conditions frame of thinking, T hepe to derive consructive afl tc‘ﬂcal—igﬁ(}g.rap}ucal
theinselves, while the crireria of relevance can also vary widely. A Los Angeles % of what so eften appear 1o be contradicro mdwgzs to confront the &.ﬂﬁmas
police officer standing at the corner of Normandie and Figueroa just afver the definitions of environmental problems. ry and often murually exclusive social

Rodney King verdict came in, will hardly be ¢hinking about the ozone hole,
any more than the ccientist studying the development of that hole in the nether
regions of the Antarctic will be thinking deeply about an uprising in Les
Angeles, Conditians, needs, desires, and situation arc rarely srable for long,
rendering the idea of sorme stable definicion of environmental problems moot.
Ver each and every one of us is cicuated in an “environment’ and ai! of us
thesefore have some sense of what an “cnvironmental issue” might be. In recent
vears, wowever, a rough convention has emerged, which circumscribes
*epvitonmental jssuss” 1o a particulas subser of possible meanings, primarily
focusing on the relationship between human activity and well-being, on the
one hand and (@) the condition or #health” of the biome or ecosystem which
supports human Life, {5 spechic quatiries of air, water, soil, and landscapes,
and {3 the quanwities and qualities of the « arural resowrce base” for human
activity, including both zepmducible and exhaustible assets. Dut even mildly
bigcentric interpretations would quite properly challenge the implicit division
hetween “nature” and “cultare” in this convention. The consequent political/
philosophical division berween “cnvitonmentalisis” who adopt an excernal and
often managerial scance cowards the envirenment and “scologists” who view
human activities as embedded in aare {and who consequently construe the
notion of human health in emotive, esthetic as well as inscrumental germs) &
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The Domination of Nature and its
Discontents

1. The Issue

1 bepin with two quotations.

elonging 1o us, When we

£ it as a commodity b . W1
We abuse land because we regad | o When e

see land a3 a commEnity © which we belong, we may¥

and respeet. {Aldo Leopold, The Sand Cotnty Almanat)

Where money is not itsclf the cormmunity, ‘it must d%ssoiv;'ebthe cg:uri;ui‘irgcﬂy
Itische eieménzary precondition of boargeois s;aiety ;ha; a m;z syt
i imilarly one
change value, Le, money; and similarly that & . %

lgl;iéil:ﬁ?;bouig and therefore the labouzer, %:ul:é?aly (in‘sofzirti: uasll;cgzi:mi

- ; 4 > direcdy and sim ¥ <

etiviry in the exchange. ... Money thereby < :

?ﬁ:ﬁ:ﬂljommmixy, since it is the general substance for the sv.;nfwai for ;;lzz}
a.t:he came cime the social product of all. {Karl Mazx, Gramdrase pp.

From Marx’s perspective the fand ethic that Leopold has in mind is 2 hopeless

MEuRy evails. Leopold’s
questin a boutggeots society where the community of ﬁ;_or:eil Er lls o éz;; "
i 1y i ctinn of an zlfer
tand cthic would necessanly cntail the constrs e S
coduction and consumption 10 that of capitalism. The < o e
pue.iities of that argument have not, interestingly, generated 2 zapph emen)
b i i ntalist and socialist politics; the ewo have bY
berwen oo th d inspection of the two quotatlons
. . e i
large remained antagomistic O each other an i p ol e e o dhe
reveals why. Leopold defines 2 reatm of ehinking an on OIS ey of
EOW coiszrains of the economy; his s 2 wmuch more mv.:c_n1 e
chiak ing-cl Lirics and its concentratiofn Ofl IEVO ution!
g e proceuc ate rather than resolve e
politicai economic processes appears 10 perpett . han e e
robiem as Leapold defines it, because it offcrs‘at. est an “?mmaél&n”
i&anagefial appmach 10 nature. At its wotst, socialism pursues
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projecis in which the “domination” of nature is presumed both possible and
desirable. :

L what follows I shall ery to se= if there are ways to bridge chis antagonism
and turn it into a creacve rather than destructive tension, Can a progressive
| ecological polidcs be invented that dues net in some way or other invoke some
sense of superior understanding, dominien, and even domination? Is diere or
‘- ought there 1o bé a place for a distinctively “ecological” angle to progressive
- socialist politics? And, if so, what should it be? And how did we axrive at this
seeming impasse in which the struggle for emancipation from class oppressions
appears so antagonistic to the struggle to emancipate human beings from a
purely instrumental relation to nature?

1. The Domination of Nature

Contemporary ecological thoughr often traces the origins of such questions,
as well as many of our contemporary environmental ills, back to the hubris
and wrong-headedness of Enlightenment acceptance of the thesis that narure
."was there for the using and thar the domination of nature was a feasible project.
" This argument is badly in need of scrutny.
" Philosophical arguments favoring the domination, “mastery,” control, or
- *humanization” of nature, though they may have had ideological taproots in
the Christian doctrine of dominion (White, 1967}, came strongly into their
- own during the seventeenth and eighreenth centuries. Francis Bacon vigorous-
ly propounded such views and in a celebrated passage in the Diconrse on
Method Descartes argued that the “general good of all mankind” could best
b pursued not by resort o speculative philosophy but by the attainment of
“knowledge that is useful in life” so as 1o “render ourselves the masters and
sessors of nature.” Such views were implicated in the development of
‘madern science and the rise of distinctively instrumenta! and capitalistic values
respsct to the human use of the “natural” world. Descartes and Bacon,
rx (15967: 368) argued, “saw with the cyes of the manufacturing period.”
imals were no longer viewed as living assistants as they were in the Middle
\ix¢s and construed instead as machines. This “anticipated an alteration in the
of production and the practical subjugation of Nanure by Man ag a resulr
ie altercd methods of thought.” While Marxs judgment is a bt formulaic,
ertheless thinl it important to see the articulation of ideas of domination
rt.of an overall package of thought, beliefs, scnsibilides, attitudes, and
ces which gained ascendancy in the political economy of western
opean SOCICtY duriﬁg the seventeenth and eighiccnﬁl centurics {see Cassirer,
Leiss, 1974; Merchant, 1983},
¢ patticular role of the “domination of narare” thesis can best be under-
in relation ta the twin Enlightenment ideals of fuman emancipation and




e

122 The Nature of Enviromment

i ing with

celf realization. Emancipation addressed a v..'heie range Co:; mtzlcs S;::ﬁﬁi e

. blemns of matersal wants and needs, physical, b;.oio_g;_ , Al insecart
e en-]fn through varieties of opypression of the mflﬂiiduai by state, € yn Sé
“"2}?3551 'g'l es and pewers, through t emandipation from superstitie fabse
O onant :g organized religion, and all-manner of S&?Easedf;;lmian =
iﬁozgm;zﬁm was an even vaguer Prapesi{ion, ,}:::t 1;i c:.h . \J e
for the relcase of the creative and HOAgINAVe pciwers wi : ?:tas . H’;ﬂmé;\,;duag
individually endowed and the epening up of cnﬂre‘i)_r nEW Vi rindidu
lhuman development, whether it be chrough production, censamz; ﬁd,b}- s
entific and cultural outpue, politics, o iax\.r. Tr was also acgompaﬂtm hat
? lor (1994: 29} calls “the massive subéecfwe wun of me cricmg W;é] e
ﬁ:y finwardness in which we come to think of oursclves as with ionet
msho * The “voice of nature within us” becomes a key componca Laction

"l S.d -:xndin Plainly, this massive subjective turn poses aculc {hgﬂgt
ﬁiﬁof;led ‘WE{E any philosophy of internal relations — it produces the very

«Ja Leibnizian concait.” But it
worst forms of what T have already dubbed “the Lei rween “T” and “it”

i .

i;‘ also Facilitates that useful élgﬂgh d@@?ﬁﬂ:ﬁﬁ?ﬁ; work “in nature.”
tentihic enquiry mito -

éj %Ltggpamund;zoi;mt;jgy to unlqockl'ﬁgthe secrets of nature so as io facilitare
i 2

¢, ina d self-realization. . , e

:{i m’%?lzpti?iin :;:;)s of cmancipation {often 2 collective project) and se

|

i i th
realizanion {for the most part imiividu?imfi) W§€ ;r:iiazlzie butireg:z g
- crorv. Since the thesis of domination of nd ched .
ﬁqiz‘:;;gmd}wauﬁicﬁem. But it took time for them ta become apparent
Irﬁ;iaEiy, emancipation in th'e c spy
precondition for self-realization, while in

i ciparory ends. And it was
as 2 proper means o collective emanciparory

reasan could always upite the two. Buz

¢ a5 4 sound body of
le eighesenth century amferstm&-;_rmsun wo. DO d body
E_l}::s:iﬂgz zji*nciples, snd zruths, but as 2 kind of cnergy, 2 f?rt:e sdﬁ:rlc;t:;sﬁ ;:;
com mbel;sible only in its agency and effects. Whﬂ reasos is anABd it e
de gm never be known by its results but ogly by its funcoon.

. . Iy
important funcdon is €© bind and o dissolve. It dissolves everything maerely

i i idence
facrual, all siphe daca of experience; and everything helieved on the eviden

reletion, tradition, und anthority; and it does 0ot rest coment uni!ll it g‘:z

ﬁsgmi?lﬂi}hese ghixxg,s into their simplest comMpOnCHL Parts aﬂé inte e; st

lements of belief and opinion. Tollowing 'tEis wm:k of dmsdéi%gzzhbe?a o e
;:)n;of construction. Reason cannot stop with the dispersed parts; (t has

from them a new structure, 2 tue whale. {Cassirer, 1968: 13}

ic sph as quite properly vicwec-i asa
e giffiﬁ&ali?ifﬂrcaﬁzatien was viewed
presumed that

i
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the belief that the secrets of narure — including human natuse — sreod w0 be
revealed and that knowledge — and self-kaowledge -~ could be used not enly
to make human beings more at home with and comfortable in the world but
also o open up a terrain of conscious political choice as to the trajectory of
collective human development. The Enlightenment attributed to critical
thoughe, furthermote, “not merely an imitative funcion but the power and
rask of shaping life isclf” (Cassiser, 1968: vii). It is, Foucault (1984: 42)
suggests, this critical atitude rather than any body of dectrinal clements chat
still binds us so strongly to Enlightenment practices. But the Enlighteament
also tended to share a particular view of how the secrets of nature and buman
nature were to be uncovered. It departed in certain key respects from the grand
systematic and deductive systems of the seventeenth century — as represented
in the work of Descartes, Leibniz, and Spinoza — and locked to Newton {and
Locke) as its guide. The beginring poine of enquiry is phenomenal expericnce
— observazion — and the method applied 1o the data so acquired is anaduis with
the objective of uncovering the wniversal principles and laws embedded in the
. facts without recourse to any kind of transcendental explanation (such as the
universal harmonies presumed by Leibniz as a manifestadon of God’s wisdom).
It was only through discovery of the “true laws” of sature that we conld karn
“to work with nature as nature does” in ways beneficial to our species being.
" These Enlightenment principles have powerfully shaped attitudes to the
" natural world in ways that have lasted to this day They were, and continue 1o
- be, riddled, however, with their own pasticular "inrationalitics.” Presumptions
‘were built into hew the world was to be underscood that could not themselves
"be subject to rational or inductive proof. We have already considered {see
ctht:r 2} how Cartesian rationality, which continued in some sespects to
- ground Enlightenment thought, was mired at 2 cereain level in serious contra-
ictions. And we will later rake up (chapter 10} how Newton's conceptions of
bsolute space and time similarly entailed unwarranted 2 préerf conceptions.
Newton and his followers presumed there were universal laws governing the
gnaterial world waiting 1o be vncovered and given their proper logical!
mathematical expression. Hume exposed the transcendent presumptions in
that and, in typical Enlightenment fashion tore apart Newrtons mathematical
piricism to build up his own version of sceptical empiricism. Heme also
orked Descarres mind-body dualism in imporeant ways such that Callicort
chapter 7) can now appeal w ir te ground ecological erhics. As the
eenth century weote on, the conceptual tension between the mechanical
s that preaccupied Newton and the study of biological organisms and
rhistory also became more and more apparent, in some wiys presaging the
contemporary conflicts berween philosophies of organism (such as those

itchead} and philosophies of mechanical systems. And the applicasion
atural scientific method to the study of society prodisced a variety of schisms
rsist to this day:

. o= . in:
The outcome of this precess of ereative destruction, .of daub:éng and ;::m i
and building up” (Cassirer, 1968: ix} was by no e
depict it. Bur Enlightenment thought

tearing down
homogeneous as MAany now
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ik i ; biy heterogencous, Vi

. ¢ thinking was, in fact, rr:markz.l 5 ot ¢

R E:;iith;TZampic, supported the genc:ai view of emana;};t;.on aar;:i si} :
re:iiv;atio;; bur differed radically from Diescartes, Locke, Voltaire,

encyclopedists on what to seek and how to get there. Both cast radical doubt

lenti g +nd the meaning of nature
upon the power of scientific knowledge 1o understan o B0

insi is was outside of us and therefore imposs : ‘
SZ::e}:;S:icii;{fjderstmd society because we had made ;t)(i 'f'kui; t::.;: t;:::
aims of emancipation and s:elf-:zalizaﬁil(;z. ;ﬁfﬁtmiﬁgcmeﬁm ' S(i -
. . : 3

s dl: cﬁi:fhff zscinch va;}ered mar%(edly from ?hce o ﬁac;and
e o, Eiﬁghtenmcm thought was in fact riddied with pracucalb igse:\:
gt’m}:P tﬂ g‘:‘tu[i' race, gender, gcegraph}«', and class. Bm_ bcy'ond these :13 uo:,:
“’1; reai}f:lama ing’biind spots, radically different choices of preferre : n:;::n
?:ndvz}:iir alti?nate embedding in social pmctiees'} h;.aé, ﬁlr?:rniéeé; dopg
implications both for the definition of preferred objectives and tor

mﬁé{: "ﬂ"?a:? acl?:i:i{ icrzgz:i child of the Enlighwnment i.n the hz.ld'l(ijﬁﬁf
bck:&gumioand Adarmn Smith and further tiabora{e;i 2{121 b:{ ilac:(rido ;;nhi;iéeé

3 ’ irs hiddes -

ook i th; '& ei?hﬁilfg?c;n 25:5;;212%;5 rlr;s)bﬂizaﬁon ofsc%cycc 10 'fhe
hmd;mhlcri:ll :tfn — a5 a means to couple the increasing producsmty z'ii:l;?
- OidP;: - ety from want and need, with a capacity for mdsvsduahzi :g ;
::;;zatiori Stcl:iz:fgh market choice. This is not W@ imply chat any kind 0

productioa or consmption would do, for it was the profeu.ﬁd belief and hope

of mote than just marginal thinkers within this rradition that freedom of cholce

in consumprion would be ascempiishcé by a refinement of tasie, 2 af::n;izé?z;
?f‘;:isuse a?né civilized valucs and behavior, t‘hat wc?uzi ;1{1;%?: :?:;ém e
g Oiaidvﬂiz?ﬁﬁz k;;:’[rsi;i.;c Eﬁ:g???iiizzﬁim excessive state imc'r—
;"eﬂ . fr Emasar;mcmﬁc and dynastic privileges, were poxgerﬁﬂ elements ;2
fﬂﬁmmﬁ,h ) i, Yer it remaineci either silent or eroubled with fcsgect tob
h%’eﬁ‘]‘ . "déﬂn ' santry and the working classes which were flooding into ur aui
dispcissﬁase 5P:§u:opc as well as with respect the fates of W‘ome.nﬁm“l:
c{:zll{»[,S zgfceo les T}x;s Tiberal strain.of thinking is, of coursc, sﬂ!li’w?t t :m
‘1;0 3? zzlciic}fo iica.'éy and practically in refms of the \tas%: fiood of gn?auz‘;m
{i Pjs anj) free-marker rhetoric that now dommvates cconom:; re o
;;;Ta;ls (for c};aﬂipic, in what once used to be the Soviet bloc). {erthem

- W 1 f( J ﬂG 'y .lS {hﬂ
i i 5 iE Ecﬂll'la 00 ].H
L}].O 13 W (3fk Ei‘lé CmaﬂClan.On and W

L s and
philosophy of most of the world’s major capitalistic powers an
he World Bank and the IMF). N -
(sﬁ;’i;s :tczfés, hawever, o breed a bighly znftrumcntal view of ;;;E;rzen.
consisting of capital assets — a5 FESOUICES = available for humt;an f:{:;z o,
One side-effect of eighreenth century polirical economiy was that

co and
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tion of nature was viewzd as a necessary prerequisite to emancipation and self-
realizacion. Sophisticated knowledge of nature was requited in order w
manipulate the natural world to human purposes, to exploit it for marker
exchange, even to humanize it {and sell its qualities} according to human
desigrs. But the thesis of domination never deliberately embraced the destruc-
tion and despoliation of the natural world, Prudence would require the
protection and enhancement of natural assets as a form of capital excepr under
conditiens of such abundance that free and unchecked depletion made rarional
sense. If destruction and depletion could be found, then it was a sign of such
immense abundance that it did not matter. When it mattered the price system
would adjust to indicate a condition of scarcicy that required attention. And
if gross despoliation couid be found, then the fault lay with the imprudent
practices of a rapacious and uncating merchant and agrariap capitalism that
came into its own during this period, rather than with Enlightenment thought
tself.

Enlightenment thinkers embraced, however, a vaster panoply of proposals
than chose voiced by the Hberal theorists. Some of these were so perverse and
oppositional that there is room to debare whether they deserve to be even looked
upon as part of the Enlightenment corpus sera: siviciw. They included the
specific views of self-realization and emancipation set out by the Marquis de
Sade as well as those of Jacobean revolutionaries like Babeol. Bur if there is one
other major atrractor within this daos of possibilities, it lies in the com-
munisarian tradition which always saw, and continues to see, emancipation and
self-realization as 2 collective rather than individualistic concern. Communi-
tatians of all sorts, Utopian socialists, anarchists, and proto-Communists, as well
as 2 host of democratic moral theorists had a¢ Teast this in common: that the
free market cannot provide the appropriate means for emancipation and self-
realization for the mass of the population either in part or in whole and that
some alternarive form of political-economic organization — a truly public realm
or 3 “moral economy” of some sort — must be found to deliver on Enlighten-
ment promises. From this perspective, it is even possible to see the doctrine of
self-realization now made so much of by deep ecologists such as Naess {and
implicidly articulated by Aldo Leopold} as a particufar version of the Enlighten-

-ment impulse projected across a conception of community which embraces the

vihole biosystem in which human life is embedded (see chapter 7.

- Marxs nineteenth-century version of the Enfightenment project is in polar
opposition tw that of liberal theory; vet it is also at odds with most versions of
communitarian dectrines, He was, of course, just as deeply interested in

Uestions of emancipation and self-realization as his opponents and in this

ssense fully subscribed to Eolightenment aims. But in Capitaf he shows how
“freedom of the market, the hidden hand, necessarily delivers equality in the

fealm of exchange but oppression and exploitation of the working class in

‘Production and it is therefore a fatally flawed mechanism for making good on
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rmiscs. The emancipation of the working class has as i
very least strict social and political control over market
operations and, if possible, the cadical ransformation of power relations in the
realm of production 3 well as in the discussive and institudonal sphercs.
Marx argued that self-realization should be demched entirely from individual
selfishness and greed and be seen as 2 project of realization of self through
celations with others in collective or communistically organized society.
Emancipation from social want in general led Marc certainly to accept that
the idea that the domination of nature was a necessaty condi-
¢ion for human emancipation and in this regard he, foo, accepts a broadly
instrumentalist, anthropomorphic and conrolling artitude rowards natural
errvironmental conditions. The realm of freedom, he wrowe (Marx, 1967

Vol. 3, p- 820), consises:

Enlightenment pro
precondition at the

SOmE VETSIOR of

in socialized man, the associave producers, rationally regulating their interchange
with nature, bringing it under their common control, instead of being raled by
i as a blind power, and achieving chis with the least expenditure of energy and
uader conditdons most favorable to, and worthy of, theit hLurnan naire.

But the exact meaning of this is, as Grundmann (1 991b) has recently noted,
somewhat ambiguons in part because of the peculiarly dialectical way in which
Masx conccptualized the interaction between ¢he social and pataral wotlds,
but also because Marxs politics of selfrealization rested strongly on the
recaprure of an unalienated reladonship not only to fellow human beings bue
also to that creative and sensucus experience of nature which capitalist industry
had rendered so distant and opaguc. Exactly what the condidons ere that

rendered the relation to nature “nost worthy” of our human patore femains

unspecified. And how this was to be done in the face of modem science,

sechnology, and industrial organization poses 2 whole host of pracdeal

difficultics for the Marxian theory. ‘

Some way had to be found to achieve the aims of emancipation and self-
realization withour abandoning the Enlightenment view that modern science,
industry, and technology provide the means t© emancipate human beings from
the patural limits which confined them to a state of perpetaal want, insecurity
of life-chances and absence to the full belly so necossary for the exercise of crea-
These are significant conundrums to swhich 1 shall subsequently

retusn. For the moment 1 simply want @ estublish that Manx in po Way
objecied to overall Enlightenment 3ims, including a particular version of the
domination of nature thesis, but that he did have wide-ranging and strong
objeciions to the way in which the liberal and communpitacian theorists of the
day interpreted those airns
special when he connected
f the productive fogces 1o achicve

tive powers-

and by what means. He also meant something rather
the ideas of domination, science, and p;ogrcss%vc
foundational goals of & furure

Liberation o

The Dominarion of Nature and ite Discontenss 127

zzmnsccrixzru;fstic soc.i{?'y. For Max.'x what really mattered was the development of
uﬂderminfzgscsrs o:;f the continuous p;roéucsic;n of nature in ways that would
pndermine cl pé! eg;s and oppressions and liberate the crearive powets af
ividuk gnd?;: uce thcmsei’vcs through the production of nature:
om of st thess o e v i e ey e s o
i emancpao |
::;; tf::ﬁr:ssior cun‘cx;]ts of thought _which have shaped ﬁ;ﬁrriymi}:icgeil:i 3'2
cenutic ng;;zz; Lol :é;z at keast this common base. Dissent from the dominarion
well-defined Wid?i[f ﬁx:g éﬁ?g‘hv:z’nii? Eh;ﬂ?n s of s were deacy
?c.s‘siiﬂe that “nature’s laws” would uitinf;stei)-r s;:;b ;htelc}t icui::aﬁwgﬁls ey
ﬂiﬁ? i;f ;atui‘zj rather chan masters of it. This formed, as we shzﬂmgs;eew:}:e
ey Bafsi;l T 3%§)os;tzon to Enlightenment Uropianism as rega:d; thz
il a}i{; ut tht?rc were 2 number of other ways in which uncover-
" had woubling consequences for Enfightenment optimism

1. Moatesquien in hi
lmseliszglneumm sius fairfrizous wexz on 7he Spirit of the Lasws applied somerhing
loosely akin to 1e§1z < method to the comparative study of societies. He
e out o I’;iswvcr d& fundamental causes that underlie the seeming chaos
of hufnan it dar:;’n an altizc €normous diversity of governmental forms. And
onc of the fundan mil I causes 1dentl1ﬁcd was soil and climare. “I it is trae,”
B ot 3 ac eill.t ities and passions are extremely differeat in dif?eze;xt
climac éigerenc: laws musz.coiresp?ﬂé to the difference of passions and
o ot o AT in mﬂ}tainy. This environmentzl foundaton o the
geo 532 ;fwas lth crcml:{e did not Jead him w pure covironmental determin-
. l;ws Hovas me t:g (:{ good government to bring about an adfustment
oy 2,14‘ Ghnkor lor es, 10 prevailing physical circumstances {Cassirer,
Y govcm;me :n en, 1967: }72—31}, But this meant that laws and systcm;
o ] “tjlslt Ev*ai}f ac_cmdm‘g to- environmental constraints, thus
Cpening up the = d:: e P:;;i;sﬂen of environmental influences on human
penavioras wellas the oras box of cultural and moral reladvism based
T :1 erence. Rousszau followed down this path, recogniz-
o s aw should ai‘ccognizc Ictcal cultural environmental cenditi:fzs 7
S 58 o gdctji enged the idea of any simple or casy domination (-)f
e ;.adag o e ground}vork for later theodes of environmentally
e ﬁﬁ{iﬁn.cf: and environmentally determined cultaral superioz
o midw;s;darguzd that “despotism s suited to hot dimates,
;f;lad(en’ iy 59,2}‘ good government, to temperate regions” {ched iz;
mi;h:a }iigltii:;;ri E;oﬂioif a.r_; :Ltmk upon enslavement through a cer-
' h ent” of the world {as Max We
?}{1 ;hen there was an immediate response of searching‘gr%‘?e-‘::scii;ﬂtrf o
sense of a loss of contact with the natural world — alienation E:,tm

o
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_ produced a variety of responses across l.:he spectrum o; {he‘d:j
vt ph being divorced from access 10 their means of productio "
R f 05'163 iovemmts of protest that becamo? ufidespze‘ad (, }e
i?fﬂd . ?:mc qury diggers and levelers in England belrfg 3 classic case X
ggh:lzerﬁ;nc—rznmcms continue o be found in peasant socicties fmzf:i:,

;:n {1d, indicasive of an intcnse re:sistanc‘e to the idea that the b}j e
5 cn\: Zi:: the free market and of modern sclence are the (;n{y veo fi s for
:ronancig)azion and seif—reaéizatlon.‘ [hose in the ‘}?Pi;y : Sffeglggt s
sditional frame of mine increasingly slougbi what W o
o cld *cedemption from the intellectualism of sclence in order o
Eiu one’: own ia{mc and therewith 0 Elamm n gﬁﬂe{;ﬁ; t}'ih;g isl}::nn ©
iots” i i sehteenth century — W )
rt;amoinji}ﬁil:;f::;s a:dtt]i:c ?Jg;welic Helloise pioneering tlit:d w:ihTii
“vf)iiicof nature within us” that Rowussean released when ceg o
“ e sihiccrive turn” had all manner of consequences ow 2as
masi:ebiﬁ cinstme{i and therehy rendered cenﬁ;auzi s.hi re ;;;n; y {z:nf
ber i ination on the ong hand and & s
bctwe;n aaz?t}:ld :I‘iiggfiiaiﬁ;gf ::; the other. This spaﬂ;fliiha traiztmi;
ot i oreatt —
iuco;gfm{ing later figures kk‘sc WQ:CISWM&, Sch;lil‘:i, ?a:wemem.
is powerfully preseot, particularly in the deep ecology

7

i Enlightenment
Even in the absence of clear prowest movements of this sort, ph

i - what UM ANIz-

thinkers had o confront dearly the question of emct:}ﬂ- whith t}i};i}, i
-on of nparure® might mean and o exactly what effect the s
ﬂOﬂr f science and rational enquiry, of autonomous mor ;1; .thcd;
PO'Z;S;; used. This question became 2 central preoccupation ;0 e}i@v;]
EBW also a child of Enlightenment thought. Baan;ga;tscgi?: én;fpusgl Cg
—an iﬁibﬁiz’ . W“Ym Ge';tanycaiijsif:e;e towards 2 definition
35; iﬁai’-’g“;‘g E:Eiizl i;;::la;i w© Cncatare” which ‘af.:'{m.ldt have been qmit;
. curizsrmry 10 preceding generations. The transfonmation efbnamzz —Onc
;ﬁﬁaﬁon through landscape gardening, for cxa;n;)i}e ; ::;;:wbem,

lleged means of not only repaining what~ seemed o be los e
gﬂ\i zgdeﬁnin 2 furure for humanity in which se‘%f—reai%zatmn é:ou ;;E‘
b‘::atlﬁ:ved b? liberating the human senses 0 the Subiffii allli . ;[‘::Oﬂ "
dental experience of being at one with the W?ﬂd. Buc if the e t}).ml
the senses became a crnicial aspect of the Enhghzemagt p\;:{m x hoe
the rise of esthetics, then the effect was _nu{ only to ad ew;n N
(1990: 42, 49) calls “y massive introjection of’a‘bstmct tr;as on by e e
¢he senses” but to produce an intcrnal opposition fo the VeIy P
of reason itself:

Reason, aving, Spufi Si:{ Wl[h Bamngatmu Ehe Sui)altetn dJSCOum ‘3{
h\i‘ i P
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the sensuous, far from reproducing one another’s inner structure, have ended
up wholly at odds.

So while it was Baumgarters ambition to bring the understanding of poetry,
art, landscapes within the realm of reason, such a project defied the tech-
niques of reduction that played such a key role in science. To reduce the
impact of the color red upon our senses to its purely physical concept was
10 lose something in exactly the same way that the reduction of a landscape’s
meaning to a description of its geological components was to Jose the
essence of what esthetic experience was about. Estherics therefore had to
remain ar the level of surface appearance, ‘immediate impact and, most
important of all, at the level of the torality. And esthetic i(nawlcdgc was
very hard to come by without resort to something akin to the Leibnizian
conceit. The result was to traasform the concept of domination of nature:

It was Baumgarten whe made the pregnant and happy staement that
dominion over all infertor powers belongs to reason, but that dhis rule mast
never degenerate into tyranny. The subject shall not be deprived of its nwn
naure, uor shell e renounce its peculiar character; i is rather 5o be understood
and protected in bodh these aspects. (Cassirer, 1968: 347}

4. Finally, there is the queston of the nature of the human nature for which

seli-realization is meaningful. Fven at its very inception, Enfightenment
thinking was plagued with the question of the supposed “natural gondness”
and “perfectability” of “man” and those who ventured too simplistically
dewn thar path met a chorus of dissenting voices. Rousseau (1973: 60},
for example, while he conceded the vigorous power of self-improvement
saw this as a double-edged virtue lying ar the source of “[man’s] discoveries
and his erross, his vices and his virtues, makes him ac length a tyrant both
over himsell and over nature.” He began to sound much mote like ather

conservative political commentatots of his period when he argued that too
much Hberty, like oo much good wine, could all o easily:

ruin and intoxicate weak and delicate constitutions to which they are not
suited. People once accustomed to masters are not it 2 conditicn o do
without them, If they attempt to shake off the yoke they will more estrange
themselves from freedom, as, by mistaking it for unbridled licence 1o which
it is diametrically opposed, they nearly always manage, by their revolutions,
to hand themsehves over to seducers, who only mzke their chains heavier than

befare. (pp. 33-4)

This was, of course, the fear thar led Edmund Burke to argue passionately
against the French revolution. The conservarive case tended 1o the view thar
the inherent baseness and evil in human beings could be constrained only
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i fsuch
by the strictest of institutional afrangements an.cE that, md:h‘ici:_i)seence; ueh
4 ements, all forms of sockety and civility woul 1 disintegra ‘ :‘md <
Hra;lg was ’then, 1o find ways to create good out of inherent eVt nd i€
ir:s ;émam S:;:jth’s genius to suggest (,qu;:f plausibly} ;;lixa:;ltr:izag :li:v e
ice could be mobilized into 2 socia: S5 i
* gﬁedtzn i:vljg:gﬁt of all onlyin a free market in w?uch t’acdhxgé:?f
ZP“QS’S ald guide society as a whole 1n profitable direcrions. And wha ¢
md T;:" 'asgmerhaps Mards main contribution) human nature Zas itse
{maﬁcabls wtraz?sformab]ae, and, hence, an unstable set of quah‘ncs \ a,twc:{
Itnb fore;:he making? The aims of self-realization and emafac:fpath:l 'mucf
ctrfthen be held as stable trajeciories based on an essentialist rea ,::%igst
lllelman wants, needs, capacities and powers. Depn:ed of such eszecaci
adines the whole idea of “alienation from natuse be:_:omcs susicdis.ﬁom
- I a?l of these respects, Enlightenment thought uncov:_:red cmmal iction
wit;llin 1eself and raised issues that permeate carrept enviropmental depate.

We should, Foucaulr (1984: 43) correctly argues:

i i ot jesclf in the form of a simplistc ar_fd
i ?ﬁf?mﬁzﬁévfiﬁiﬁ:aﬁi the Enlighrenment and remain
a";th?ﬂmﬂm Sirion of its rxcionalism _.; or €lse you cridicize the fﬁ-n%zghzen-
e T-E:f :mir:o escape from its principles of rationality {whuch may be
e ot bad). A we do not bresk fres of this blackenall by
::ﬂéu:;gg Ej_izéeaical” auances while secking 10 derermine what good an

bad elements there may have beent in the Enlightenment.

There has probably never becn 2 historical period 3.}’1(1 gogapiﬁ;g;
¢racion of such free discursive play of the hwman mfaaﬁm;ggws&vc e
rhe Enlightenment produced, To be sure, many of the

ifi i ices hut that
cures bore lirtle relation o existing political-ecopomic practices

i el science of marume as
is] : evitable as it was deliberate. The
disjunciare was as inevitaby e scence 3 e o be

 epv was meant to reveal not just what existes .
thei{:zgt}if thought was supposed “no longer o amiaic i:n}{ to :i;(gi;i rtihdz
wer ;;nd rask of shaping life irself” then the exploration of poss ble s
Poé £ the Hits to human possibiiities bhecame a mar%datory asgcth e
zﬁ d?scoﬁ rees were supposed @ be about. A‘né thicre is no dou toﬁt::; o
chis discursive fersent had its rif o p}az; in ;he rumulwous p
i erican and French revonatons. ) ]
iedi;;lzoi:ilfaif another not eatirely disassocéa.ceci respect thatf Eriiii;cz
ment thought began to find a more material bz}sxs for its fh.sgufcslw; g
As market relations and monetization consohof!atsd sheir ho ,a—mm?my
of Enlightenment thought that created the i1be§f\l. th!eor}f o a.d i
began to muke inreads into polit ical power an i
e political economy, inspired above all D}

market exc
rional forms. Eighteenth-century
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Locke, was constantly seeking 2 rapprochement between srate policies and
pelitics {particularly with respect to the currency and foreign trade}, the
: production of wealth, and the proper valuation of whatever political
economists of the period understood as the primary sources of all wealth
~ bullion, labor, and the land being the prime candidates. But this meant
i that the domination of nature, as well as the domination of human nature
% _ {parsicularly in the figure of the laberer) became subsumed within the logic
of the market. The genins of eighteenth-century political economy was this:
that it mobilized the human imaginary of cmancipation, progress, and self-
realization into forms of discourse that could alter the application of
political power and the construction of institutions in ways thar were
consistent with the growing prevalence of the material practices of market
exchange. It did so, furthermore, while masking sodial relations and the
domination of the laborer that was 1o follow, while subsuming the cosmic
questicn of the relation to nature int a technical discourse concerning the
proper allocation of scarce tesources {inchiding those in nature) for the

benefit of human welfare,

I11. Political Economy, Environment, aﬁé Saccard’s Dream

The practice and theery of capiralistic polirical economy with respect 1o the
envirenment has consequently become hegemonic in recent world history.
Within that history, it has been capitzl circulation thac has made the
environment what it is. The complex dialectic in which, as Marx has i, we
make ourselves by transforming the wotld, ges radically simplified into a racher
- simple one-track affair, even allowing for the ways in which esthetic judgments,
TOMANLIc reactions, namre tourism, vegetarianism, animal rights movements,
and monetized protections of nature through wilderaess and habirac
preservation surround the crass commercialism of our use of nature and so give
it 2 veneer of accountability and respecrahility. The prevatling practices dictate
profic-driven transformation of enviranmentzl conditions and an approach to
. mature which treats of it as a passive set of assets to be scientifically assessed,
v used and valued in commercial {money} terms,
It is not fashionable these days, of course, to evoke directly a trinmphalist
- atitude to nature. But [ think it important to understand that rhis is whart both
- the theory and practice of capimlistic political economy entails. This is what
‘+daily practice is all about, whether we care to acknowledge it or not, whenever
the circalation of capital is let loose upon the land. It has also been the focus
f Utopian visions. In the 1830s the Saint-Simonians announced, for example,
the end of exploitation of man by man hy virtue of the associated capitals of
i_h_ﬁ world undertaking the rational exploitation of the globe: the exploitarion
of “external nature becomes henceforth rhe sole end of man's physical acrivity”
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{cited in Leiss, 1974 82). The consequent radical simplificarion of the dialectic
through which we mrake ourselves by making our world, does not, as is
sometimes thought, reduce the capitalist approach to pature to an unimagina-

<ive or bloodless affair, in which cold calculation drives out worldly passions.
er of money (o give

Indeed, the evidence suggests that it is precisely the pow
vene to all manner of human passions that gives such extraordinary powet €©
the capitalistic approach to and over natare. As Simmel {1978 251) notcs,
“money enlarges the diameter of the cirde i which our antagenistic psychic
drives fourish,” and it often does so fo the degrec that money dissolves “into
pure desire for i Here, for example, is how Saccard, Zolas nineteenth-century
anti-hero in his novel Money, sees the issue as he builds his Universal Bank to
finance innumerable projects for the transformation of the Levant:

<] gok here,” cried Saccard ... “you wilt behold a complete resusrection over alt
those depopulated plains, thosc desarted passes, which our raitways will sraverse
- Yes! fields will be cleared, roads and canals built, new dties will spring from
the soil, life will retarn as it returns © 2 sick body, when we stimulate the system
by injecting new blood into cxhausted veirs. Yes! money will work these

mirades. .. {Zola, 1991)

active, The circulation of meney is assimilared to
and the biclogjcal metaphors of the circularion of
dheat it seerns less

Zold's language here is instr
the circulation of the blood
the blood and sexual desire are then put to wotk so suonply

and less to be metaphor than expressive of a deep continuity:

gambling, is the central mechanism, the
it artracts blood, takes it from every
it back in rivers in all direcdons, and
which is the very life of great

You must understand thas speculation,
heart imscl, of a vast affaiz fike ouss. Yes,
source in Htde streamlets, collects it, sends
eszblishes an snormos circulation of money,
enterprises.

Speculation - why, it is the one inducement that we have © lives it is the erernal
desire that compels us w0 live and struggle. Withou specnlation, my dear friend,
there would be no business of any kind. ... It is the same as in love. In love as,
in speculation there is much filth; in love also, people think only of their own
graﬁﬁcaﬂen; yet without 1ove there would he no iife, and the world would come

to an end.

Saccard’s vision, his love of Tife, seduces all around him. Fven Mme Caroline,
the cautios sister of the engineer who will be the practical agent of Saccasd’s
schemes (and who will in the end be mined by themy), is seduced by both
Saccard and his vision. She, who knows the Levant well, is seruck by the
desolate and unharmonious present state of the land in relation to human

potentialities:

. r
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iicr ;Z\;ar.:z: a;ngryfaizd asked if itE was allowable that men should thus spail the
ork feundu—e;; 50 biest,_ of such exquisite beauty, where all climaces were
s ot Zglsowmg plains, the temperate mountain-sides, the perperaal
* 1 ea of the all-power i th whi
scienec andlspccui.:;tioﬂ could strike this old s?cip%ng sagggszgfnilizﬁw
EH&AZS it was g.ust this thac she saw rising again — the fomri‘inesésﬁ;é:
maxe f -::_socgal ﬁ;u?uisc toward:s the greatest possible sum of happiness, the
poed of aciien, of going ahead, without krowing exactly whither ... and amid
it thj:rc was the globe wined upside down by the ane-swarm rcimﬂdm 3
abﬂd;ﬂ-, its wor‘k never ending, fresh scurces of enjoyment ever being discov: : Ictls,
man’s power increasing ten-fold, the earth belonging te him moi: d o
every day. Money, aiding science, yiclded progress. e

Thar formula — “mency, aiding scicnce, vieldi i
{he_ccmx:r of capitalist cu.ltur§ and its %’iriiztic?zg}z_::mgc? Zﬂ bei:rrl 3:'
environmental transformations. And Zola was not inventing: ghe ‘c]rf"l’; h?
wrlgfc .Fi(ﬂ?ﬁl on the activities of the Percire brothers, ﬁnanccngpitalisa:zeexﬁ:;
: jd tﬁ::"% ;ﬁ:};(i) ajlci;z(ljc: in {Zhe princ.ii};s ei Saine-Simonian thought convest-
! into a practical politics of financi izati
:ﬁ;:rul:;ﬁ, and a?onszruction _t}mt dozxﬁnascd Scconzﬁgﬁpﬁizzn;zii?zﬁgi
iy t;}zpﬁfv in 136?’ criglnoércd by the opposition of Rothschild (the
or the “bloodless jew” Gundermann in Zolds novel).

IV. The Frankfurt S;hool Critique of Domination

: Ji;Whilc there were pl

; - there - plenty of currents of thought (romanticism ici
?mjimaﬁ biology, .Nietzschian philosophy, to name a few) ofgpziaén‘:g Tifé
- icoee ideas of the Enlightenment we owe the frontal assault upon the ideology

of demination of nature to the Marxists
. : of the Frankfurt School. The distinc-
;1:;::&;: nzfe;hiu;gl;tbhas subs;equent}y heen kept very much alive {tkausg,h fu
. state} by some feminists, particularly of an eco-femini
- =, . M i 3 [ ]
ﬁcnﬂ;] v:zﬂ asbya ;a:l:ic?g:f thinkers in the ccological movement j&:ile ?il;
any now ho t the Prankfure School's analysis fai ¥
o r . old ; ysis failed, it
u_p; fr{;llfemtmg trail of theught that has been both persistent and i;ﬂzfrfzji
1 {:;t:g of ld';:; ?i:rikﬁ;rt Schaol has heen thoreughly told and evafua{cd'
ay, 3 Leiss, 1974, Eckersley, 1992}, It sough
elsewi} . 1992}. Tt sought ro rephice th
2;5; emphasis :Dn“ciass struggle as the raotor of history with whatpi ta sc:waz
o alr‘gzr CD:"IE]C{ hfztwc:cn man and nature both without and wichin,” This
- ewed as "2 ca}nflu:t whase arigins went back to before capicalism and
Sz cozzlt:nuatzon, 1_ndeed, intensifacarion, appeared likely after capiralism
rould en, h(jay, 1973: 256). The Enlightenment was considered 2 key
ment [n the history of that conflicr, a moment of reformulation of beliefs
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' i i i idea of dommination and mastery 'cf nature
praciess disuczrrsi:ls %%Cgc;:fof the Fnlightenment Horkhe;n:;;ﬁ a"nd
Py ?ar;:toook‘a dialectical analysis of the consequences Gi_h the o 1;1%
Ao ;[:he struggle between “man and maure.” Shm:mg‘ a5 dle}' id the
gggh{t}enmmt objectives of emancipation and s?if-fcalim:)z&ne f?usg don
chey dearly posed was this: how is ir that those abjecuves ;j»;i S
e ed” was their prefersed term) by the very pi‘xﬂcsflp ical ar pffmﬁm
Lo ic shifis and practices designed to seatize them? Given the nise © wecimn
emnorfa.‘ll": s nisin this was 2 pressing policical p@lem rather zh:,:.n 33 :1 sract
md l'?}im nripming elaboraton and proliferation of weapons an r;df m?{
e f ‘S:: d:stl’uct‘mn keeps thar concern very much ;ﬂwc_. Ho . i;a g
Sysécﬁo{:nf chose not to see such negative politics asan aberration or betray:
an 8

N dicti
{ Enlightenment principles but as a distinctive product of the contradichions
o :

implicit in Enlightenment thoughts and p[ac{exdccs. e version of the

In formulating their arguinent they appeal t{;;. ?am,.e Lo e o
cheory of imernal relations, Descartes had constriy a;x e 1 eparnte
in so ;ioiag reificd namire as a thing—2a purely exterm l;) o 1o

be world of thought. While Descartes himef st o E mea;ﬁ

fzm . ’-Ezneam'r;gs the effect was to make it scem as if mature :;)c:: Mipﬁ
;n lifslggi)cpzivcd c;f any aufONOMOUs life force, nanire v;f;s ;zﬁr t: be mantp
lated without restraint according to the human wit. N e
Hejdegger lacer complained, “one vast _ga.salme sta:ong&rt e
tion. What this analysis elided, acoﬁ):dmg to the sat;l e Scboo” venem]
dislectics of internal Telations it which nature was both 50
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repressed instinctual dernands”) was not necessarily a positive force for change.
The effect may be “to fetter rather chan to free nature,” with fascism — “a satanic

synthesis of reason and pature” — seen as one disdnctive ontcoimne (Jav, 1573
2723,

The purpose of mastery over nature is the security of life — and its enhancement
— alike for individuals and the species. But the means presently available for
pursuing chese vhjectives encampass such potential destrucaveness that their full
employment in the struggle for existence would leave in Tuins all the advantage
so far gained at the price of so much suffesing. (Leiss, 1974: 163-4)

It is not my purpose here to undertake any deep elaboration, critique or defense
of the Frankfurt School’s achievements. Bue I do chink it imporrant to distll

from their critique of the dominaton of nature some key questions for
environmentabecological politics:

1. The rele of scientific enquiry as a fiberatory force is called into question.
Horkheimer and Adorno did not zbandeon science (though they did provide
a reasonably compelling way to undersrand why so many in the ecological
movement — particularly the nature romanticists — do). They took iras the
key task of critical enquiry 1o reform scietce itself, 1o try and recapture some
sense of humanity and purpose and to internalize within science itself some
cffort at a “re-enchantment” with the world {sometimes depicred as over-
coming “alienation fom nature”) as opposed to the “disenchantment”

embedded in that creation of nature as “other” in Enlighresment choughe.
They fought against positivism and the scientific method as usually

constraed in Newtonjan/Cartesian terms but held open the possibility for
the construction of an alternative science.

inati f the
) - 1973: 267). Domination of (i

also an internal realicy (}a}% : ; . 94
z;‘:::l E[:g}cr” C::euld and would become Imez;.nall‘zelé, I;ggki:;zct:sgf ;; hS: cli

ine % dialectical reversal of the principle of doift by
a:gued’i:?ifxs:& a tool of that same nature which ¥1€ subiugatcs.ﬁii\i:zg . 2. This question was tightly coupled wich considerations of raionality/
nan m snal nature sequired and produced an oppressive fnasery ov . ircationality. The Frankfurt School challenged the hegemony of instru-
Ovcnrxmre. %(for:c stitk: mental rationality and soughs in its place an alternative rationality thar had
nu 8 the power to give 4 deeper sense of meaning to fife, to recaperare a sensuous
and open dialogical relation between human beings and external narure
without giving m 1o what they saw as the blind forces of romantic fury,
religious ideology, nature idalatory and saanic myth. How 1o do that is
e mumed against the instruments of . still, of course, a very epen question.
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Ma 1y er natuic ﬂie\flm?}}y turns inte Tastery over men. A VICIoUus C}t\.;(’.
Mastery ov

and i dislectic of increasing

resules, imprisonisg science technology ina faxt-zfui e v matre
? . -

smastery and increasing contlice. The attractive promises of mas

ance for all — remain unfulfiled. The resl

— social peacc and material ahm:zd
danger that the resulting frustranon may

imated. As 3. To do this, the Frankiurt School chose to pay very close attention to the
mastery themselves (science and sechnology) must nof be underss: esthetic tradition. But what kind of esthetic was possible after Auschwitz,
asked Adorno? That question is also put to the test and the answer is as
nuanced as it is problematic. It is all very well to liberate the life of the senses
to foster the return of all that had been repressed by instrumental radonaliry
and Enlightenment reason. But what if the result was fascism? What if it
was a dynamic but thoroughly banal mass culture of consumerism in which

inati H 4 externzl
inteoral factors in the ascending spiral of dom;}):mon,ovcr s_mz;z;ai {a).n [}el: i
zza:fr[e they are bound w an serational dynamic which may 34
of thc:i’r own civilizing rarionality. (Leiss, 1974 194}
il f the
} ® It of nature” (the return ©
: imer and Adorno called “the revo 2 of
— ?c?rjnhj ?zbeﬂiousnas snanifest as “violent outbreaks of persistently
repress
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feishi nw + up for sale? Whar kind of esthetic
- iﬁ?ii‘”&;ﬁ; gt:‘;i;?a\: zvsé‘zs afier Auschyitzi Adqmo’s response
o ;r:;ct a icge;dary elicism and purism on the esthetic front. Purity
;asa;to nc;)sm&le only guarantce against cooption and corrgpmon. But st}l;l}suwz.i
3ll too easy to constrigasa noble but futile gesture t(l;{af 1;1 af;yoia;scmis - i .
the esthetic appreciation of nature very dlose o traditio l by dimo we
and in some ways reinforced the idea of art .for arf’s § eg, A C(;ﬂceg{
tempting Lo aIgus, withdrew inta his own vession of the Let nle!;ﬂ oneeit
i th sccofhe "y hao?” s e BRI o of he
i which he found himsell. Bu f esthes :
g:iif?uw;hooi’s most respected ssthi:tic an:‘;lyst is Eourade Z:ra;nm;gi,st t::;
question broached of what kind of esthe:lu: an;i 1;;1: ;vjose nam pen
s wiihin ceological/environmental arg . ‘ .
4 ;if;ﬂ;;‘i:; ;u&r%;ns could be answered Withi.‘)l.it at s{oim‘e go;{: ﬁ‘:lg
’ o psy@homaiysis and the issue of human represstons, e:;:g ;n nd eeds.
The confrontation between Marx an.d.‘ Freud was con{!:n T
School analysis, sometmes with positive but more often Wi , contusing
results. But here, tao, the Frankfurc tSchoel broached adttrmﬂ{gﬁ scussion
that simply will not go away, both in the sense of un erssaglmﬁfho d,;s o
example, sexcual drives and repressions, Mtezgfjdigfags mﬁ;’} oacho desirs
‘ne. in shorg, that we construe as : .
E:tlzrjr‘fg]r;g;;ts for 4 certain relation o nature ‘i\;{‘}clud’mg {hgc zxg;shszd ir;
Saccard’s vision). Put motc broadly, who is this “self’ {ht?: zs:srult Cmgbe
be realized and which of the glflum}f;:rable s-uuggics at
nderstood as emancipatory and in what way? } i
5. %?hiic they called inte question thf_: separation betwaei Q;ﬁ:ﬁaic}f ;ii;;
and soagh; to Teinegrate the owo sides via ai;}pczl o1 crics of e
relations, the Frankfurt Schocl ncv;ﬁheiess mstincmtf:dl rat jdrdcs nder-
rmined the simple binary division “man/natare.” 1 £C0 é}gs e o
ndard line of criticism of them that they never rose above : P
5‘-3 hism of that separation and could not therefore move tazwu’rh
m;?;i;}ciy ecocentric viewpoint {see Eci&ezsk«:fy, 1992: chapthf.:r 3 &z
. licated Descartes in the very act of criticizing him. But this 1s 2 1atf
zi::a general problem than many ecological ‘El’liil.kﬁfs prcscrgif{ r;ﬁ?;
While the dialectical formalism (I-Tcgeliaz.ﬁsm‘) of the ‘Er;ni(t e
the end got in the way of its powers of historical materialt ¥sis,

illustrating the limits of 2 cortain kind of application of the philosophy of

1 esitis
internal relations, the question of how and under what cn;{cumstznﬂ;g o
alid to resort 1o such & binaty form of analysis (as ﬂ(}gpesed tg s{uv\ihﬂegit $
i need. Fo
ing in & tric soup) has to be conlro ‘
everything in some concen : : e
cry‘mucl': the case that the ¢ nan-nature” dichotomy has no fixed bo i.,g;?g
. 2t { zpain argues,
it Is, 1990, 1991) again an< agal 1
and that it is, as Haraway { ) ag . e
transgressed all the time in modem science and rechnology as well
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our daily practices, we end up in our discourses speaking 1o and trying o
persuade only that part of the ecological world to which we distinetively
belong. And this is true for even the most wildly ecocentric analyst.

6. The internal relation berween the domination of narure as “other” and the
domination of “others” opened up by the Frankfurt School is 2 continuing
concern. This is a theme that has been extremely important within feminist
politics since the mid-1960s. The thesis that the deminarion of narure
{usually construed a5 2 woman) is inherently connected to the domination
of women has been converted by ccofeminists [such ag Shiva (1989)] into
a politics that rests upon the idea that nurturing the environment depends
upon rescuing the feminine principle as paramount in human affairs. Only
in that way, the arguiment goes. could the rapaciousness of, say;, Saccard’s
sexual drive to dominate and possess the wotld be counteracred. The depic-
tien of nature as feminine, however, did not only ficense an oppressive male

politics of domination and oppression. It also connecred, as Soper (1995)
obsecves, to a rather more complicated set of masculine emotions vatying
{from that of desite for cutright possession {rapc} through patsiarchal
benevolence and Oedipal guilt to longing to return to the womb-like
comfort of a nurturing mother earth. Se while, in the highly gendered and
oppressive metaphorics of Francis Bacon, abundant evidence could be culled
for the linkage between domination of nature and domination of women,
and while, in the colonial literature (pacticularly of geographic discovery}
abundant support can be found for the domination of natute heing
rendered equivalent to the domination of “narives” (usually depicted as very
“natural” beings), the straight equation of such attitudes co all forms of
masculine desire is suspect. Nevertheless, s cogenr argument supporred by
sbundant evidence can be constructed that connecss a cermin kind of
masculinity with certain forms of scientific enquiry and rtechnological

practices of domination, mastcry 2nd control bath of external and ineernal
<L k23
nature.

But this connection between the domination of nature and the domination
of others has a further dimension. “Nature-transforming” projects of any sort
have distriburicnal consequences and the patent inequity of many of these has
been the source of powerful conflicrs. These are now the focus of strugyle in
the ervironimerstal justice movement and wishin 2 polvglot group of movements
known as “the envirenmenralism of the poor” {see chapter 13). This was not

- a theme that the Prankfure Schoof explicitly explored, bur it is always latent in

their critical analysis. And some of these conflicts talce a curious turn. There is
firde ambiguity when, say, massive ecological destruction is visited on an im-
poverished pepulation — such as that of Bhopal — through the breakdown of

_a modern industrial rechnology thar has all che hallmarks of the domination

of nature imprinted on it. Bur when the World Wildlife Fund presses to create
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i i qotry and insists on the eviction of
Endigenc Ei“:l:;}o:s :11;;’21 ﬁi:%o;; used thar habitat as :hclzir resoarce basii
lﬁdig:;?us b pts that the World Wildlife Fund has acquited just s severe atiz
e }5 Sl?gg:]sof the domination of nature in all of its senses as anyone 18 nc
éfai“f;l ‘;‘: le or, for that matter, int the Enlightenment ever did. Is’ it f:vej
Wm'bi fﬁcg ;ntireiy 1o avoid some version of the domLSiDHde{lHﬂ&an
- le;ll sis,ané if not, is it ever possible for that not to car'wcct into ‘sem.e:
i?s??n ofe the dcjminiﬂm’domjnaﬁonfcontml over others? That questioft B
cart of all ecological politics. . '
ﬂf?}i;i{z; :k; ihh; E furt School’s app:oaf:h reflect in certain zc;}f}tuiﬁeif
fecundity of the questions opened up. While it thmf up a“;::;gc{ugl o
gation into “repressed narure’ itf do:jh sfohbji,; lgggry 5;1;131%0 e it
. - :
“ ‘imr::‘euiﬁgiif z?ifjlfe:: et:sz{:;ogies of enquiry which are b.eing su?,c::i
?:c;r:icisgn, While it draws attengion thc{po:l:méaki} :;(t}: arnct;h;rr;a?:z P
i s e of domination af nature land © c 5
Eitigz‘xi:iu:c:f c::orssmnarism and managtmmt‘of mass cuitu;;e, a.imﬂj_‘f zié
es of globalization and colenization of the ilfe. wcaé:d by ahom ger iog
E};:zrcejfnmtal rationality and matket cﬂmm»:)dit';;::moni it ;)ro;izsu:fgc e
1si cuch rebelliousness might chabnel Inté
':é:fci;sztz)nh;z;;tiom as opposed 1o self-destrgctivc mi;hsm, S
But in afl of this, there are two specific fincs of chfﬁculty hat arfi o fwct ol
i rt for my OWn €OAUILY. The first concerns the Hmits a;kkff; e
‘TEOZO hy of internal reladons. To varying degrecs, the Fras rL ohe
; :;i fi <o this mode of thought and Adorno’s work was particalar ¥ sul rig
???th'sefcga.rd — his Negative Dialectics, a5 We ha\’fz seem, Was é pam;ﬂ:z g‘
:cnc;aﬁc cxplorarion of the power of iutcrna:l E"Elatigo-n; asa res thir;zri donce.
But Whitchead’s erttique ofa made.of a:nalysis in whic wzirjg e
everything els¢” so as to jead 1o nothing s here apgf‘oprmt?. . s&;}k b
: idement that “negative dialectics leads nsvr:fhei:ﬁ is cast in the s meld. 11
}l;}bg the danger always jnherent i application Of’fl dialectics gh el
; 12 . is rcgsel? that everything so mirrors everything elsc- that there x; o
. mogr mi::lical c'h:mgc, no moment of leverage :hat. permits an exit _ﬂ;s
K:{{))Zssts of domination that totally occupy ‘seﬁefs‘, disconsses, insatutiens,
P WeT SLETICEUEES, marerial pracrices, and social relations.  rid aside the
poS:condly chere is the related problem of agency. Having T;:u :{s o
working ciass as the agest of contemporary history, the Fran

i £
hzd difficulty in finding an alternative locus of actien. To be sure, several o

Lol al [ v — e put ﬁl imn ﬁu{h{%ﬂ
Eh {813 £Oi£1ld. some SOrIt Gi rernats MEILUS P’ %‘115 Eri[ } -
§€b€l on t]K)Wefed b? EI(JS) ﬁﬂd] iabu ‘mas { New &()(ZE‘&] I[ll)‘fﬁ!ilﬁliss ded;ca

t {llﬁ CONSTHCEon O an Cllii( 5 f Filglimeith T -

O of comm CaIVe action, Bﬁ.ﬁ {0' th’e mest

i aningfil
part the Frankfurt Schoal could not identify any ccherent or meanin

d,
agency of social change that was not already thoroughly cogrupted, coopte

Fhe Domination of Nasure and its Discontents 139

and trapped in the mechanics of domination of nature, self, and others. Here,
t00, 4 MOTE Open COnCEption of internal relations across diverse moments
of the social process (as outlined in chapter 4) could have helped open up
the dialectical form of analysis into a more historical and lfess purely logical
mode.

It was for these two fundamental reasons thart the reputation of “pessimism”
became firmly attached to the work of the Frankfurt School. But there were
far more powerful and persuasive arguments for pessimism available within the
main currents of western thought and these did not in any way require coming
to terms with Marxism, dizlectics, or internal relations. For if ever there was

a cause For pessimism as regrds our refation to narure, it surely lay with Parson
Malthus and his docuines.

V. Ecoscarcity and Natural Limits: The Malchustan Tradition

Initially formutated ar die end of the eighteenth century as « suaight anddow
to Enlightennment optimism, the Malthusian and neo-Malthusian argumentes
concerning ccoscarcity and natural limits have operated as a perpetual jeremiad
refrain within the dominant progressive humanism of the western pro-capitalist
tradidon. Passton berween the sexes (a self-reslization argument} produced
population growth beyond the natural capacities of the earth’s larder and
emancipation from poverty, was, and disease was necessarily frustrated as »
result. The drive for selfrealization automatically thwarted any hopes for
emancipation from material want. But the ecoscarciey argument has, as
Glacken (1967) also shows, a long pre-history, that indludes 2 whole series of
eightcenth-century thinkers, confronted as they all were with the obvious facs
of periadic famines and deadly epidemics. And while most hoped that the

~ domination of nature might cure such ills, there were many who recognized

that this had to be in dear acknowledgement of what the Emits in nature wete.
“The perpetual return of that argument, and its periodic ascendency, now even

within some cusrents of Mandsm, testifies to the gnmbling persistency of the
problem of ecoscarcity.

Benton {1989: 55) argues that “the basic ideas of historical matetialism can

- withour distortion be reparded as a proposal for an ccological approach to the

-understanding of human nature and history.”™ The difficuliy, he asserts, is thar
- there is a histus, “internal to” the mature weitings of Marx berween this general
commitment and Manx's political-economic conception of the labor process.

Twant to propoese that a mote dialectical reading of Marx, in which the labor
- process s seen as “a form-giving fire” perpetually modifying other pracesser while

ssing through and giving rise to distinctive “#hings,” eliminates much of that
hiarus. Not only does it then become possible to cxplore the commonalities

and conflicis between Mards project and some sectors of cenwcmporary
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<6 construct more adequate

ccological thinking, but it also allows us to begin
io-ecological activigies

languages with which to reflect upon the patuze of soct
and projects.

The danger here is of accepring, often without knowing it, concepts that
preclude radical cririque. One of the most pervasive and difficult to surmousnt
barriers, as T shall show in later chapters. is chat which insises on separatiog
out “nature” and Sodiety” as coherent entities, What is surpising here, is that
even the despest and the most bincentric af ecologists at some jeval accepts
this distinction {or worse still directly appeals to it by depicting society, for
example, as 2 “cances” let loose upon the planet). By insisting upon 2 pricr
dissobution of the problem into freely fowing socio-ecological processes, lde
not mean to imply that the particular kind of “permanence” we call “society”
has no meaning discursively or practically or that situations do not afise in
which it makes sense to isolate that particular permancice for analysis. Bue I

do want to insist that radical critique keep open precisely the way in which

this entity {(if such it is) gets constituted ot of socio-ecolngical processes.
by ideas of “narusal

7o press home this point. I shall examine the role played
imi” and “ccoscarcity” fand its cognate term of “overpopulation”) in conteim-
porary debate. In ccolegical thinking the issue of nacural limits is often in the
Eorefront of discussion. Lee (1989, for example, creates 4 narrative in which
it scems that the rules of human behavior should be derived from the second
taw of thermodynamics and the inherent sustaining power of ecosystems.
Anything that violates these two principles is unsustainable and thereby
doomed o produce ecocatastrophe. TWe must, therefare, Jearn 1o live within
che linits of these two natueal krws. The difficulty here, of cousse, is thar neither
principle is helpful at 2l in explaining the shifting history of human secial
organization, OI £Ven the genesis of life ieself. It is one thing to argue that tie
second law of thermodynamics and the laws of ecological dynamics are
necessary conditions within which alt human societies have theie being but
quitc another to treat +hem as sufficient conditions for the understanding of
human history. To propose the tatter would imply that the whole of human
history is an exercise in unsustainabilicy in vielation of naiural law. This is 50

and an assertion as to be pointless.

Benton (1289, 1992} has insisted that even Marxists, who have wradigion-
ally been hostile to the ides, should dleatly recognize the “garural limits” 1o
iie Perelman {1993), even mom braycly, asserts thara

human potentialities whi
dose study of Marx's writings shows that he was much more of a Malthusian

than he cared €0 admit. This is a sufficiently serious argument o warsant 2
cerurn to its origins in the work of Malthus himself.

It is sometimnas forgoten thar Malrhus wrot
of Populasion in 1798 as a polirical tract against th
of Godwin and Condorcet and as an antidare to the hopes of social progress
embodied in Enlightenment thought as well s in the French revolution. in

¢ Utopian socialist anarchism

& his fiest Frsay on the Principle
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his i . .
is introduction, Malthus lays down principles of enquiry which ought, he

arglies, to govern discourse i
1o concerning such an i 1thi
b ot : £ important suhject as the

A writer may Feﬂ me ?.h:in‘ he thinks 2 man will uldmately become an ostrich. I
zc.:mfmt gsroper;yrtomr?d:;ct ki, But befoze he can expect to bring any re:scnabi
gerz.(m over o hig opinion, he ought to show that the necks of mankind h :
cen gradually elongating, thar the lips have grown harder and mwe
ZIZI:JZC;L that tﬁhe legs ?nd feet are daily aktering their shape, and that the h:‘i
s b i@mfcfng?if ::;n E:ugl:s of f‘ea‘themdAnd till the probability of so
A shown, it is surely lost tim '
Zr;; ziff;t,g 'ondd;{: ?appincss 'of man insuck a staic: to dcs:fittdb_if:s;oe\i‘fu;zz
of rua Bct,maz émy';ni 1o paint him in a condidon where all natrow 1u;u:ies
o Mt:d,‘ ;;ix:‘e ke would be emgloyc% only in collecdng the
be light, and his portion of l;i:ziseajq:;;t.l?, sach ma's shace of laboor wonld

_ hiizzilis eﬁg‘;z?es :; two r;u:tic.s here. One is to insist thar all discussion of future

i;; - cx;:):; ! _ZJ : c;sTl;c Slzbjt{.:iﬁd o the rules of sceptical empirical enquiry
eality. The second is to float easil th tal-biologi

divide so as to use che latter T

. dlivic 2 _ as a means to confound the former. Yet th
;c:i]:g;;r the E?;z_;;és s;ror(;eg colored by deduction from « ;;:io; Lmizei:z

es: namely that food is necessary to the existence of
prin . of man and that th

| ;;zs:tﬁr;cb;:wein the scxc; is necessary and constant. He places ﬂ}es:{tw:
_ 11 the context of a world of finite resour dd

postulates in the convext of 2 we ces and deduces the famous

. 1 population growth (2 peometric series) plac 5

ag the ﬂ&;eans of su%sslstence {an arithmetic expansion} éneviiaily ?{({:&i’;f’;e
o i}ﬂsﬂﬁ sease, ﬁa{n.me, war, and a peneral tendency towards “overpopulation d
o suk ?ueé:t editions of the Hray Malthus sought to give much mol.'
: ﬁlmn;::j:: su can;:; and scientific respectabilicy to his deductive arguments b;

: ing as much empirical information as he could '

: muster. He al

:;1 a::: fﬁ)ﬂi};rate some‘ffhat on the preventive checks (delay of marrij;ewt‘:fzz
i § &) :o!_sgh which population is kept in balance with the mcar;s of
ubseé::: :tlho‘ut r?soiti :}i};he violetice of famine, disease, and war. The
i elution in us ideas on the subject i * :

‘ o ‘ ect is too well know
Kz&;;}l:é)etgmn hehre, ?a is the neo-Malthusian “adjustment” in whi{::z ?:icq
at technological change and social adaprad ;

‘ . ) ; 10y
:wm;;c bal_ancc inwhat still remains a fundamenzal racfbetwief;:o C:;Z: .
g Ei f{seaety) imd the availability of resources “in nature.” Baitpwi‘gatoirst
ﬂSUalzmﬁl ;;E(:fn'j% the class chatacter of Malthus” argument. And since this
at ernicions aspect of hi is sti i i
dcfgﬁzwcﬁﬂ wns%dﬂazc:n ‘o s argument is still very much with us it
Malthus (1970: 82 i “misery”
ne 7B } telff)gmlzes :"hat maisery” has to fall somewhere and main-

he posttive checks of famine, disease, and poverty will necessarily
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be the tor of the lower classes. Their miserable condl:fg is me{;;:i;{{:i :
natural law which functions “ahsclurely indépemiem c;i: u;nta}z regnon
Their distress is to be interpreted as “an evil s0 def:pjr s;atf: AT
i vity can reach it’ {Malihus, 1970: lf}‘i}, On th.1s- asis Alf s gri
tﬁf!zi;aﬁt'ﬁ; ” at a set of policy recommendations: providing we ate o lag; <
l’:;cﬁ!}’ inc‘z’easf:s the aggregatc of human rmisery because freeing te

ASS E 18] V! LCKE O resu i 1OF of [l:EElII ﬁulﬁbcfs, &
[

1(5 in an CXpans i
C}; ES{m?ﬂS}tECCh Ks nl? p

gradual reduction in their standard of living. a d)cdine in t}u:éullac;:;\: t;)ﬂf;ici
and a diminished contribution to wealth creation as wage b C((;nsiéereé
1o subsisterice levels to “a part of society that cannot in genet onsidere

mgtis most valuable part diminishes the shares that would otherwise b; om%
jz nf)rc industrious and worday members, and thus forces rofe ©

de;)csdent” (Malihus, 1970 97}. From this Malthus draws a moral:

be
Hard as it may appear in individual instances, éepclnéef?t pc;f tizg;ts\:a:zme
held diseraceful. Such & stimulus appears 1 be absolueely n;c : ;}r o promore
the hagg'mexs of the great mass of mankind, and every genee E? aiwf o e
e stimuius, however Lenevolent its apparent lnxcnuf;fx,lw EEI}:; deb e
own putposs. ... 1 feel no doubre whatever that the parish 1aws ©

isi sice of labour.
concributed to raise the price of provisions and to Tower the real piice of tabo

“T'hey have therefote coneributed to _iir{?iﬁverish d;::ﬁ:jl g;?i:::ff o:llg-
possessiozn is their labous, ftsalso (i; o : giL; Ssrz; o iy s
— Wﬁglbiz‘: [::;g::l:ar:;rt:tthﬁ disposition o be remarked among petty
amg?%nte: azd E:’mali farrmers. The labouring poor, o usc d vulgar tehxgress;(;r;;
:fc:;salways t;) live from hand to mouth. Their present wants ¢mp ‘g —c}i:; e
atcention, and they seldom chink of the fumre. Even when b ;3;- e o

ity of saving, they seldom exercise it. bue alt chat is beyon et E;;l s
app‘irrxtz[?i:ea senerally speaking, to the ale-house. The poor laws of "
:z:?:hezefire };e said to dﬁiiﬁish boz}a)k the pswirf i{j ieozv;i ;oi ;2'2325 (ﬁ
he commen people, apd thus to weaken oae J

sobriety and industry, and consequently ro happiness.

This argument sounds all too familiar. Substitute welfare for the miw;;
s : e
drugs for the alehouss, cenuge gy B8 SESIC L
£ i+w and we here find written the ihar ki of comp
ifi‘i%i‘;;; dominzted the discussion of welfare policies iow ards the lower
o Aritai ini 3 fast 20 years.
ir Brituin and the United Stares these )
Cb-;fii 1{?1;& I:nusi all be offset by Malthus’ approach o t;sc ug;;ef iis;z -
i i ; dcd inrerests whose roies

incipally those of the industrial and ia.n. more
E)f;?ecll Ir) analyzed in The Principles of Pelitical Economy. Here, h? r:cog;ze;?
;lifﬁcziitv in accounting for the centinued QCC%:lmuEaﬁOﬁ of ca&pita Ktla e
The ca};italiss saves, invests in productive activity, selis the pro urf::h a; : EL‘: "
ploughs back the profic as new investment and commences ¥

1z Domnazion of Nature and its Disconzents 143

accurmitlation once more. But the capitalist has o seli the product to someone
if a profit is to be had and the capitalist is saving rather than consuming. If
the capitalist saves oo much and the rate of capital accumulaton increases too
rapidly, then long before subsistence problems are encountered, the capitalist
will find expansion checked by the lack of effective demand for the increased
cutpur. Consequenty, “both capital and population may a¢ the same time, and
for a period of great length, be redundant, compared to the effective damand
for produce” {Malthus, 1968: 402}, Malchus solution o this effective demand
problem (a problem that was to be central to Keynes' reformulation of the
theary of capitalist crises in the 1930s) is to rely upen the proper exercise of
the powet 1o cotsume on the part of those unproductive classes — the landlords,
stare functionaries, etc. — who were outside of the production process. Malthus
took pains to dissociate himself from any direct apologetics for conspicusus
consumprion on the part of the landed gentry. All he wanted to do was ta pin
down where the cffective demand might come from that would keep capiral

accumaulation stable:

It i unguestionably tue thar wealth produces wants; but it is a stll more
imtporrant truth that wants produce wezlth. Fach canse acts and reaets upon the
wiher, but the order, both of precedence and importanee, is with the wants which
stimulate industey. The greatest of all difficulties in converting uncivilized and
thicly peopled countries into civilized and populous ones, is o inspire them with
the wants best calcuboted to excite their exertions in the producdon of wealth.
One of the greatest benefits which foreign commerce confers, and the reason
why it has always appeared an almost necessary ingredient in the progress of
wezlth, is its tendency to inspira new wants, to form new rastes, and to fuenish
fresh motives for indusery. Even civilized and improved countries cannot affard
to lose any of these motives. (Malthus, 1968: 403)

Effecrive demand, located in the unproductive classes of society and stimulat-
ed by need creation and foreign trade {the contemporary arguments around
GATT and NAFTA are exemplary in this regatd} plays a vital rele in stimulat-
ing both the accamulation of capit! and the expansion of empleyment. Laber,
iz may then be argued, will be unemployed if the upper classes fail ro consume
as much as possible or if there are any resuictions on foreign trade (apain, put
in contemporary terins, the United States does a favor to the world by redis-

_tributing spending power to the affluent classes, consuming to the hilt, and
[ insissing upon open world made).

This theory of effective demand does not sit easily with the cheory of popula-

“tion. For one thing it appears llogical {if not dewnright obscene) to assert thar
- the power 1o consume be withheld from the lowest classes in society in the

name of controlling the pressure of population on resources, while asserting
ia the theory of effective demand thar the upper classes should consume as




144  The Nature of Enviropment

: much as possible. Within the advanced

; financing of c,onsumprtion) o
| sustaining the accamularion o
L

Internationally, this same oppositio

;
!

fing pressuIc on [SS0ULces whi
of conspicuous consumpnan

growth.

increase their numbers accor

is another way of saying thas profit ne
the working classes.

“the Taws of private propertys
very considerably shoet of

radonale:

wharever cause it arises.

So the property-
scarcity before natur
the propertied interest p

the leisure necessary for the progress 0

33
“ ce® fand the
y NOW FAMPANT 2§ We fnd “consumer confidence” {

i tal to
£ the er classes depicted as fundamen
3 ca;;;zg?whﬁe ol forms of welfare for the lower

ernicious drain on growth.
g hed because they are rcgarded asap rain :
dlsses e 72 4 1 arises as advanced capitalist countries

§ i cth is put-
reack to the rest of the world about how the latter’s population grow@ IS p
: {e urging their own upper classes on toan ozlg;;
as a necessary contribution o sustainable

f ine in th
hiabits senerated out of a fear of deckine in
flz:?jit:r cia:sasgeare caughe within the immusable Jaw of natuse such t(hat they
imprudently Lreed. The law of population is in ef‘fctn:a:-:1 gisai%fcg;tcd into ;)rl;e
, i \ 5 to explan
4 another faw for the rich. But Malthus also has
I;:f‘gnd;}ii‘;;:‘;eiﬂmé cannot be generated by ap increasing poOWer o

i for him
ccasioned by those who work for : ), v
e : cessarily arises out of the exploiration of

limit it as always to make € :
o e e the power of pmduction?” {Malthos, 1570: 245Y.

“To this question Malthus replies with a qualified “yes” quickly finding moral

capitalist countries this obscenity is
penchant for debt

Malthus was {(uniike many contemporasy analysts) at least aware of the

- ive it by argning .
contradiction. Te sought to ng‘;o mtiuai aw but regulate their umbers by

thar the upper classes do not

eir station in life. Only

consume on the patt of the laboring classes. Sil.{:h a possibility is dismissed as
iHogical becanse “no one will ever employ capital

merely for the sake of the
» {Malthus, 1968: 404), which

itali isi ible that
i ion i Hed by capitalists, then is 1t not also possible t
B e proserey :vhic};l age the grand stimulants t0 production,

he actuat produce of the earth fall

. ; " .
It makes no diffcrence in the acute rate of incease in population, or the necessary

existence of checks to i, whether +he state of demand and supply which occa-

sions an insufficiency of wages @
prematurely by a bad steucture of st
wealth, of necessarily by a comparative

the whele of the labouring classes be.pmfltzocd
f suciery, and an uniavourable distribugion af

exhaustion of the soil. The tabourer feels

i , ulg, from
the difficulny in the same degree and i must have nearly the same fesu,

f i ifctal
owning dasses do the laborers a favor by creating amiz:b
al scarcities hit home. The conitol of effective dem?f_rz v

isitac isery man-
revents the visitation of misery on all sectors o

i “ 10 a portion of society
kind, the premature exhanstion of resources, and “secures p

£ the arts and sciences” -2 phenomenon
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that “confers on society a most signal benefic” Thus is the Enlightenment
project reserved for 2 small elite while everyone else is condemned to live by
narural law. This is an appalling instance of that awful habit of denying one
section of our specics the right w be considered human,
Classical political economy frequently invoked natural scarcity and dimin-
ishing marginal rerurns as the root cause of crises and persistent poverty,
Ricardo, for example, adopted much of what Malthus had to say abour
overpopulation and ecoscarcity, atecibuting the falling rare of profic under
<apitalism to diminishing returns on land (or on all resources) to the point
whese the rent on increasingly scarce resources would absotb all profit. This
prompted Marx to chserve that when faced with 2 crisis all Ricardo could do
was to take refuge in organic chemistry. Marx, of course, woudd have no truck
with the ecoscarcity argument. Poverty and lack of well-being as well as the
crisis tendencies of capitalism had to be explained through the internal dynam-
ics of the capitalist mode of production rather than by resource scascitics or
by so-called “natural laws” of population. What Marx comes up with is a
thorough explanation of the production of impoverishment, of nnemployment,
of misery and disease among the lower classes as a necessary ouicome of how
laissez-faire free-market capitalism works, no matter what the rate of popula-
tion growth. There is a specific rule of overpopulation under capitalism that
relates o the need to prodace an industrial reserve army, a relative surphus
population, for the expansionary dynamics of a capitalist mode of productian.
Yet Marx also recognized that resource endowments had a key role te play
in generating weafth (a concept quite different from valuc), insisting by resort
to a highly gendered metaphor that the carth was its mother and labor irs father
{1967: 50}. He also insisted that the “metabolism™ with nature was a universal
and perpetual condition of human labor (1967: 50} and that disruption of that
‘metabotism for any reason {and he saw capitalism providing abundant canses
for complaint} could spell disaster. Furthermore, we conld only ever work
with nzfure theough nature’s own laws. It is hard to read this without inferring

O that Mary, at least, had 2 profound respect for the qualites of pature and

the relasional—dialecrical possibilities inherent within it as well as within

 ourselves. Furthermare, his more detailed discussions on Malthus indicate that

he thought there were many situations in which populaton dynamics might
have either positive or negative telations ¢o the reproduction of a particular
maode of production. Capitalism, he argued, requires 2 growing population as

f_a real foundation for eapieal accumulation (see Harvey, 1982: 161). “Very

complicated and varying reladons” of production to population could be found

in differens epochs and places. Even the category of overpopulation could
somegimes make sense:

“1i different maodes of sacizl production there are different laws of the increase
of population. 2nd of overpopulation. ... Thus what may be overpopulation in
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one sage of social producdon may nat he so in anod?cr, sndthchzr QSEEZ?:
may beoéiffsrmt. _"The amount of cverpopulation posited OBUI ii (m- ol
specific production is thus just as detexminate as the adequate PO?—h‘ih " 3 oy
poputation and population, aken togc{her, are the pupuiaﬁos\ whe p
pn;ducdan Basis can create, (Grandrise pp. 5045}

The Marxist sradition subscquently paid most artention ma:i o:;z(llgl‘;i
rejection of the ccoscarcity argaments of Malthus and Ricardo.

implicati orms of the
sometinies went on to draw she unwarranied implication that all &

ctic
overpopulation of ccoscarcity argument e merely a pr:‘ciii:gttof iﬁiiﬁ e
i i ; 1t was someimes 158U at nd
baurgeois reasoning, Fyen worse, 1t Was oo
i i i ; formed to meer human needs,
be dominated by society and totally trans et human necds. 2
that the humanization of all nacure was an unproblematic E}ro:gcci mkpnnmp!e
{though fraught with technical and economic difficulries). f)ta:llil too C;v;r 1t10{§
only a simplistic language of the “mastery” of r;a;lu;c ‘but, in i;:séle cn ;L:;fal
uc cxhibirion of hubris towards
support of Lysenko, gave such an : : |
wjggd that even smneD otherwise convinced Marxists shaddered. I€ ‘;&'jjs only
when it became clear that Lake Baikal was turping into an ecologica : sas:}:r
; . . o .
to parallel Lake Eric chat serious guestions began t; ‘be raised concerning
i ty be built into socialism.
roper ecological perspecuves to ;
P Aie Gmﬂdimn complains, Marx, at rimes, secms ‘te assume that Eﬁoﬁ;{i
roductive forces implics an increasing power to dt;mtzate I%amiz v: ::Lhcf r
i ® 1 i 4 3
i . which do #ozlead” in that airection 3
may be productive forces w h R
i i inev. risk, and uncontrollability as well as to S54EY
an increasing LNCErtAinty, 1ISK, contr el
ton 1 duction process. “This does not Imply :
oppression in the pro . ’ : e
3 i tible with a Promethean A
the nataral environment is incompa L \ o
“anthropocentrism and mastery over nature, far fmﬂ:h muing eccgihog;cal
i ints hich to address them,” Nevertheicss,
srarting-points from whi . <l
B o ; d wld create an inteligible
¢ 1 ¢ iechnology would crea
Muary's expectation that “science alv : an :
and centri:c;}i able world as well as the expectation that Qz‘ﬁy cai?i;]aiast rcla;c;iz
stand in the way” of a rariopal regulation of cur metabolism wi naﬁ.ure,t_ e
to be questioned. And this implies a challenge to some of che presumption:
istoet i cerialism.
of histoticalgeographical mazeri 2 1 ‘ N
Yt is in this context that some Marxists have returned to the ecascmafyri:;n
natural limits argament as being in somc sense far more ﬁlﬁgann:ntaicueée
Marx (or more importantly Marxists) have been prepare ;0 Ifm; !
Unfortunately, the manner of that return by Benton { 1?89, _199 Y. e;{imal“sﬂc
{1993}, and ¥ Connor (1988} often appears as a sa(i &:aigimlanon t{; S;i;&rt e
gum, f them would in any way
arguments. Not, of course, that auy of ¢ ‘ L e
class distinctions thar Malthus used {and fat{erd'.ay ncg-Mai;ig.ga{]; :c;id el
to usc) to such vicious effect. But the umvcrs?igy_ of “natural limit e
deeper appeal w0 “natugal law” as inherently limiting f:hf:l capacity e
human desires, is now incressicgly rreaced as an axtomatic Hmitng com
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of human existence. So what, then, would a dislecticalrelational formulation
of the problem look like?

Consider, to begin with, a key term like “natural resources.” In what sense
can we talk about thens as being “limited” and in what ways might we reason-
ably say they are “scarce?” The definicion of these key terms is evidently crucial,
i only for the whole science of economics which usually defines iwself as “the
science of the allocation of scarce resources” So let me offer a relavonal
definition of the term “natural resoured” as a “cultvral, echpical and economic
appraisal of elements and processes in nature that can be applied o fulfill social
objectives and goals through specific material practices.” We can unpack the
terms in this definition one by ene. “Appraisal” refers to a state of knowledge
and a capacity to undersand and communicate discursively that varies
bissozically and geographically. The long history of capitalism itself shows that
technical and economic appraisals can change rapidly and the addidon of the
cuftuzal dimension makes for even greater fluidicy and variability in rhe
dehnition. Social objectives and goals can vary preaddy depending upor whe
is doing the desiring abour what and how human desires get instirutionalized,
discursively expressed, and politically organized. And the elements and
processes In nature change also, not ouly because change is always occurring
{independent of anything human beings do}, bur because material practices
are always transformarive activities engaged in by humar beings operating in
a variety of modes with all soets of inwended and unintended consequences.

What exises “in pature” s in 2 constant state of transformasion. To declare a
state of ecoscarcity is In effect to say that we have not the will, wit, or capaciry
to change our state of knowledge, our social goals, cultural modes, and tech-
nclogical mizes, or our form of economy, and that we are powsetless to modify
cither aur material practices or “nature” according to human requirements. To
say that scarcity resides in nature and that natural limits exist is to ignore how
- scazcity is socially produced and how *limits” are a social relation within nature
_ {including human society) rather than some externally imposed necessiey.
Even the short history of capitalism surely proves that resources are not fixed,
that all of them are dynamic and changing. It is one thing e say that capirslism
in a given srate is encounteting a condition of ecoscarcity and overpopulation
. of its own distinctive making. Indecd, it can be argued with some force, paer
. Marx, that capitalism as a mode of production necessarily must always do that,
- so that to rranslate this particular circumstance into a set of universal limitarions
i3 to complcrcly elide the political--ccological point. In this regard at least,
Benton {1989: 77), after pursuing che holy grail of nawural limiss to its own
irnit, has it right:

Whar is required is the recognition that each form of socislfeconomic lif has
its owa specific mode and dysamic of interrelation: with: its own specific con-
texeual conditions, resource materials, energy sources and aaturally mediated
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unintended consequences {forms of “waste”,
problems of any form of social znd coonomic lifs ..
outcome of this specific structare of naturalisocial ardeulation.

“pollution” <tc.}. The ccological
 have to be theorized as the

of the terms used in conrempor

Bur many
values without knowing it. Consider,

incorporate capitalistic
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' as positive reinforcement of policies and
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K Fiarurs) situates it apainst

relations by way of a particular set of ecological pr

i that idea:

?5
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E'i'.i lock’s Daisyworid on Gada} in sobich New York ity bas two species, internationid

g bankers and cockroaches, The ecosystem i guite symbiotic sinc barthers produce
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them in busines.

The model, though far-ferched, is illuminating. since it
it is thar nrernational finance, via the
in ecological sustainability. The duality
chapter 8) here takes some interesting
repayment, as ecologists argue, i
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cwists for while it Is true that debt
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ze]jé [1}:6 !?runt t;f the b‘urden.. .And if we are rold that there are certain of us
o ,n ajir ;;t}ug of our skdlls, a_b:iz{ic:s, and artainments, are capable of “conferri
g efit upon mankind” then it is our bounden duty o protece n§
prc‘;c%vc ﬂarsch“esh for the sake of all mankind, for the sake of civiﬁzation -
enever a theory of overpopulation seizes held in i ‘
‘ a
i;ii;zn‘;l c]assi_tzzz tlie subservient dasses invariably ap;:::g szlrtj fi);z:
rial, politieal, economic, and social re i i
: ] omic, nression. Th
zs;it entircly pmdnce?ibie in the terms set up by the Fra:ilscf:f: »S‘Zizﬁ?ﬁ%ﬁ
erence, ‘ﬁowever, is that we here arrive at an understanding of tho “sarne
‘outcome dizectly through class analysis. 8o

¥1. Conclusion

‘;X;:;stf :miscgtsrscs regarding the relation to nature have frequendy swung on
etween cornucopian optimism and trivmphali :
) e 1S at
.Ii::s]:;ﬁmc'l pess;;'zsism ne}t) only of our powers to esca;)e from th:tgulzife:lff
y imposed limits but even to be auronomous bei i
: impo cings outsid -
driven 11:;.:?55“3&5 ar th_e _orher pole. It is, T thiak, a staﬂdingg:né d::le Cié‘;:ﬁ
Fa:nfd WI.F in th‘c tradition of western thought that so few iﬁ&caﬁons caﬂasb:
ound of escaping tFem.the stasis of a swinging pendulum of opinion and
cz;xivemng fﬁtihat motion into a learning spiral. To reject all talle sfl:ionﬁnim
gccc;;ctm;;fc wgg;i:{;tandlggl,” mdfof scientific rationality is as foalish s:g
vilder propositions of some Eniightaamcni thinkers. Wi
| :i]lca'lﬂ we !Lke it or not, inheriters of the Enlightenment t{ad.i::m a:ci gtf’
Pm:i; mtf_irjstu;%h qr.;:snor; Is what we make of it and what we do with it Thc
ve side of the Fr. School contribution lay [ think, ini s,
: : ankfure v, | chink, in iss Utopianis
.;tztzzlzf that sor}ewjiaerei somehow it might be possible to have ‘Egggﬁ:?
o :irz.mny, Ei;atl{sna.lrzy th'at was something more than purely instr:;mer:
on esrcni:e at was of higher order than that which we have current!
.a&é :[ia L \‘ﬂzat it Cf)ﬁlld ot come to terms with (and here its undcsstand}
able of sessions with fascism coupled with its commitments to a Hegeli X
wﬁﬁn:: §ctkm the way}, were the dass forces and powers that have kepgt a:lj
'tg'g_,'da},_mf; a:ep (;l;e pendulum of thought swinging in ways convenient to
o day :n crizfc short—’a:f'm petpetuation of class pri;.’ilt:gc and power.
i ;{ h;mdrt;l nothing more ideologically powerful for capitalist intcrcsta:
e than anconsirained technological optiniism and docuines of
_ %rﬁ S ﬁcmctabl}' coupled 0 a deom-saying Malthusianism that
ntertly be blamed when, as they invariably do, things go wrong -
B 1=
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Valuing Nature

The history of how human beings have vataed their navural werici lez ionfn a:;
e The dvne srgumert o the P 000 W00y e
i and which have beco! 1

s;ugi;:;;} (;irsf‘:lcﬁisim‘sivc point of porential lc‘verage from whm.h lt:m %r;:!g
f thar capitalistic-imposed peadulum-swing berween opuz_z_lbl d
s of which 1 complained in chapter 6. Whether it is possible to
Pes‘;lﬁ;:xildepends on coming to terms with dominant rmodes of valuation that
5o

weee initiated practically with the development of capitalism and discursively
developed through Enlightenment political economy.

1. Money and the Valnation of Nature

_ child of eighteenth-century thought — articu-

urgeois political economy : : .
iB{t)ed thles EZW of natuge as “resource’ and artfﬂ?uied to isedf d:;; ?1:21;
tillteorctical task of determining the rational allocation of resonrces that

scarce. To this end ix appealed to the theory of riz;riccgs‘ o dmmgaakemnfumm
5 at i mon

. atility, and to the centrality of moncy as the coimy

l!fegt . etr};cities of human desires, of use values and af clements andfgrcmia:

“i cmﬁsre » There are four aTguments in favor of money valuations of “nature.
in nature. :

) - - - - d
i : in daily practice, value significant am
1. Money is zhe means whereby we all, in Cally p e purehase o

i {f our enviromment. :
very widespread aspects © v e ®
coZmodit}', we engape with 4 erain of mcnziwy and m'r;!;gof;ymmmmj

i 351
i 23 rouch which money vatues are 2 ‘
actions across space through money ot

resources of significant environmen
sumption, and exchange. .
2. Morla:}ey' is the only well-understood and i

currently possess. We all use it and possess bath a practd

understanding (of some 50rL)

rsal yardstick of valpe that we
iy cal and intellectual

a5 to what it means. It serves 1o commitiil-
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cate vur wants, needs, desires as well as choices, preferences, and values,
indluding those to be put specifically upon “natuere,” to others. The compar-
ability of different ecological projects {from the building of dams to wildlife
or biodiversity conservation measures) depends on the definition of a
commen yardstick {implicit or acknowledged) to evaluate whether one is
more justiftable than another. No satisfactory or universally agreed upon
altesnative to money has yet been devised for making comparative decisions
on a rational basis. Money, 25 Marx noted, is a leveler and opnic, reducing
a wondrous muliidimensional ecosystemic world of use values, of human
desires and needs, as well a5 of subjective meanings, to a common objective
denominator which everyone can understand.

3. Maney in our particular society is #5¢ basic {though by no means the only)
form of social power. It is therefore 2 means to achieve, liberat, and even
emancipate hinan desires, Its neutral and universal qualities a5 « mere thing
can be pat to usc in an infinite namber of ways for purposes thar may be
jndged pood or bad as the case may be. The lack of any moral judgment
inherent in the money form itsclf, can liberate the individual from direcx
repressive social constraints {though whether with goed or bad effeces may
be debated}. This leads to the powerbul argument that the market is by far
the best mechanism yet devised to realize human desires with 2 maximum
of individual freedom and the minimim of socie-political restraints,

4, To speak in money terms is always to speak in a language which the holders

of social power appreciate and understand. To seek action on envitonmental

issues often requires that we nat enly ardculare the problem in universal

(.., money) terms that all can understand, but also that we speak in a voice

thar is persuasive 1o those in power. The discourse of “ecological modert-

ization” {sce chapter 13} is precisely about trying to respond o environ-
mental issues by way of profitable enterprise. Environrmental economics is
also 3 usefid and pragmatic tool for getting environmental issucs on the
agenda, | cite here EX Odum’s suuggle to gain wetland protection
legislation in his home stare of Georgia, which fell upon deaf ears until he
put some plausible but rather arbitrary money values on the worth of
wetiands to the state economy (see Gosselink et al.,, 1974). This persuaded
the legistature to formulate, at a relatdvely eady date, exrensive wetland
protection legislation. There are enough parallel instances {e.g., Margaret

Thatcher’s sudden conversion to a shade of green pelitics in 1988) to make

" it quite evidenr that political clout attaches 1o being able w ardeulare

environmental issues in raw money terms.

Exactly how 10 do that poses difficalties. Peatoe er al. {1989), for example,
perationalize the widely accepted Brunddand Report {1987} view that
sustainable” development means that present actions should not compromise
the ability of future generations to meet their needs, by argning that the value

i
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f the total stock of assets, both humanly Qroductd {e.g.. toads and fields an
o

i Ctofries 3];{] B i nd £ ine water sl EES etc.}, I
LHe { .g 5 I 13 rajs, 2 2 ?P 1 )
a J gl‘s nt 1 usg

i can this stock be
i from one generation 1o another. But how, ock be
T o It cant ¢ mpazabie pi}ys;cal tetms {i.e.
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antified? It cannot be m : : e
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The difficulties with such a proceduse are legion.

i ? Js inert, it acquires its qualities
1 Wha B ﬁanéyl?\: i?osziya:a?;?it}ac{;a?;focess. The social proccssesrczf
o mtasm;‘o hva'vc rizrc to money, Marx concluded, 5.1'1?:& that morne} S
g wrz;; ofg:oaiaﬂy necessary labor time and price is the mc;nq fj:fg
o ?'fi:"mf‘;u{ the processes are contradicrory and money is there D;r; e
Dﬁ' o d unreliablc representation of value az scx:llai lab?r. Debasenen
o ShP?Eﬂf - €xt:'9.{)k‘di&ary rates of inflation in certain pcn_oda lazl pﬂablé
Gfthlﬁlm'ﬁfmge’ s, all lustrate bow money can itself be seriously u% ble
e r?gzic;n of value, Money, we say, 'is only worth what itwl ib ?lrn
Zi[:zi[?:;atalk of “the value of money. Ezhxd:l ‘H?;a?ih ti:; :vien‘, j;.}_
i i social qualifies if ‘ :
W%mm'ff idélgﬁ;i;dﬁi’zﬁ;ﬁl: mcn::ly appearsin multipiz glézsress
thing else d ?fvl:r bols, rokens, coins, and paper. Shot{ié we asc‘ o 0;;};
S 511' | Sznmcmzéms, deatschmarks? Moneys of this sorg areh :
Pgunzljitf ;nti_):;tcd;t and power of the state that backs them. There have,
a4 o o

. been so
.. 5 den formal moneys have
furthermore, been historical instances W c;hzr e nangible &

discredied et fcfl Dcf:m, ;:)gi:cﬁsihzrvalue of “nature” or “the flow of
bc‘"{f’mﬁ forme @ ;Esinﬁmm” in these orms poses acute problems ilf{
fﬂ"“omeﬂf%gi’ compense by way of sup‘nisticateci mechods of cajc‘ 3~
h?‘* Gf%y R Iiices : “price defiators,” and noble attempts t0 caj;:i ate
com :n: f;fi; i{charlgc in a wotld of remarkable currenzlj-*u :Ea; zsets
§ .

2 gtmzs difficult to assign anything but mblgﬁstry c;élzncievmm o
" inde ndently of the market prices af:s:uaﬂy achieved by S A
and seri hich they provide. As Sraffa long ago observed, e
Z:f::;;z?a?mti ot to a rautology in which achia'edh ;.mcz:; z:;r: :::icen;c;l Y
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g Ec ha?ed{z:iiziic.mg;:izktiifts in market prices impi'y ;guigi
ot s wfi 'ng HS)E:[ values. The massive devaluarion of fixed capg (:}_j,nl e
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tc? 513; nothing of the effects of penc?dm pzope;t.)’ m:rl;c; e e
e intense volatility of asset valuation dc:;ac’:n ing upon 1 Fanary
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scarcity of 19735 versus 1ts value in the oil g
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Texas oilwell during the otl _
jur of 19840). No mateer how.
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sophisticated the method for valuing “natural assers” {even assuming the
distinction between natural and humanly created can be made), the accounts
necessarily depend on arbitrary assumptions. The attempt to hand on 2 cons-
tant stock of capital assets (both humanly constructed and naturally occur-
ring) measured in such money tesms as is arbitrary as the assumptions.

3. Money prices artach to particular things and presuppose exchangeable
entities with respect to which privase property rights can be established or
inferred. This means that we conceive of enséziesas if they can be raken out
of any ecosystem of which they are a parr. We presume to value the fish,
for example, independently of the water in which they swim. The moncy
value of 2 whole ecosystem can be arrived at, according to this logic, anly
by adding up the sum of its parts, which are conserued in an atomistic
relation to the whole. This way of pursuing monetary valuations tends to
break down when we view the envitonment as being construed urganic-
ally, ecosystemnically, or dialectically (Norgaard, 1985; see also chapter 2)
rather than as a Cartesian machine with replaceable parts. Indeed, parsuit
of monetary valuations commics us to a thoroughly Cartesian—Newtonian—

Locleian and in some respecis “anti-ecological” ontology of how the natural
world is constituted (see below). If we construc the wordd, in the manner
of deep ecology, a5 “nerworks or fields of relations in which things
participate and from wlich they cannot be isolated” {Nacss, 1989: 49, then
the money valuation of things in themselves becomes impossible,
. 4. Money valuations presume a cerrain structure to time as well as to space.
The temporal structure is defined through the procedure of discounting,
in which present value is calculated in terms of a discounted flow of futare
benetits. There are no firmly apreed-upon rules for discounting and the
environmental literature is full of criticism as well as defenses of discount-
ing practices in relation to envirommenral qualities. Volatitity in actual
interest rates and the arbitrariness of interest rates assigned on, for example,
public projects make valuation peculiadly difficuls. Such valuation, further-
more, only makes sense if assers are exchangeable so that discoundag the
future value of, say, the state of energy fluxes in the ocean or the atrmosphere
is torally implausible. The multiple and often nonlinear notions of time
which artach to differcat ecological processes also pose deep problems,
While. for example, it might be possible to discover something about human
time preferences {or at least make reasonable assumptions about them}, che
maldple temporalisies ar work in ecosvstems are often of a fundamentally
different sorr. McEvoy (1988: 222) cites the case of the [nonlinear
reproductive cycle of sardine populations in California waters — the sardines
adapted o “ecological volatility” by individually “Iiving long enough mw
ellow each generation to breed in at least one good year.” The stock sudden-
Ay collapsed when fshing “stripped the stock of its natural buffer” OF
-course, sensible policies and pracrices with respect to risk and uncereainty
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6. Tt is hard in the light of these problems pot o condude thar there
is something about monecy valuations that makes them inherendy
anti-ecolagical, confining the field of thinking and of action to insrrumental
environmentl management, While the point of environmental economics
{in both its theory and its practice) is to escape frem a too-narrow
fogic of resource/environmental valuations and o seek ways ro put
money values on otherwise nnpriced assets, it cannor escape from the
confines of its own institutional and ontelogical assumptions (which
may well be erronecus} abour how the world is ordered as well as
vatued.

7. Money as a form of secial power has a cerain asymmetry w it — those
who have It can use it to force those who do not to do their bidding.

"This power asymmetry in social relations ineluctably connects to the
